
 
Rep ID: Rural001 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes always affordable housing should be available 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
They should extend the area within the village for people to be able to either buy affordable housing or build their own if the own 
land within the village and keep with the simular spec of the surroundings 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
this should be allowed providing people do not take advantage  and build to the extreme on builds on their own homes  
New infill builds should be allowed providing its not out of character 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Bromham should be higher  
I have lived in the village all my life and own a piece of land between 2 houses and would love to put a dwelling back on there like  
which many years ago there was 2 cottages placed 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural002 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Depends on the development, I would say 30% 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
In general yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No, permitted development rights should be maintained. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Don't think they should, is a restriction on the right to develop ones home 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Probably higher in general 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural003 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No, I feel that it should be looked at case by case taking into account the surrounding dwellings and area. Consideration should 
be taken for those that bought their house some years ago before affordable homes appear at the end of their garden. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I have no major issue with this, as long as there is clear support from the local community and evidence is in place that 
consultation has taken place, it's well communicated and the surrounding residents considered. A few comments on a Facebook 
page is not adequate. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Survey of mis of houses within area would be a good start 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The number of house should certainly not be any higher than the numbers stated. Farmland and the countryside should be 
protected and there should be an increased focus on existing dwellings/sites 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
Please consider existing households who have saved, worked hard and made sacrifices to own their dream house in a desirable 
area. I appreciate that everyone needs a home and this needs to be a focus but please consider the effect it has on existing 
home owners who do not necessarily want a block of affordable houses to suddenly appear at the bottom of their garden. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural004 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sport England 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Not Sure 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
They seem appropriate 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Table 2.2 - there should be a seperate section for playing fields - there is an adopted playing pitch strategy which can inform this 
as well as paragraph 97 in the NPPF.  Playing pitches should not be rolled up with Local Green Space. 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural005 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The scheme should apply to much smaller developments with possibly a smaller percentage to balance ie 33% affordable for 3 or 
more dwellings. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No.  Small rural exception sites should not be allowed.  There is already too much pressure on the infrastructure broadband/ car 
reliance etc.  Better to only have larger sites closer to public transport, secondary schools etc and totally prevent infill 
developments in villages. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes.  Too many overdeveloped plots in the area.  Very much middle class ghettos to the exclusion of working class families. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Social mix/ age mix distribution. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Morgan Vale/Woodfalls should be lower.  There is not the infrastructure here.  We are reliant entirely on private transport.  There 
is one shop, no Doctor, one pub , closed & uneconomical before pandemic. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural006 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Only if there is a need 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes. If needed 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes if needed 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
To stop small villages becoming towns by over building 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Can't answer as don't know enough about them 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



Can't understand how developers can build any amount of houses without providing schools, doctors surgeries etc. It makes 
scarce resources worse. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural008 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I fully endorse Wiltshire Council's decision to keep Wingfield within the Western Wiltshire green belt 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural009 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
As a member of the public, and resident of Downton, I wanted to personally communicate and express my concerns towards 
further housing being considered.    
I would like to mention that the Neighbourhood Plan has already allocated a significant amount of housing to the village to enable 
the provision of key services. The constraints on the village make further housing at this point very difficult to absorb in a 
sustainable way.    
Some of those constraints include:    
• The significant difficulties of parking within the village, particularly along the Borough around the schools and shops.  
• The fact that the primary school is now very close to full capacity and the site is constrained, preventing further expansion 
of the school which would result in ‘unsustainable’ school journeys if more housing were built.   
• The drainage throughout the village is at capacity and more housing without significant improvements to sewerage 
systems in particular, would be a risk.  
• Much of the developable area in Downton are in areas that are at risk of flooding, in particular south of Downton as you 
head out towards Breamore is indeed flooded most of the time.    



I would therefore argue that Downton has had enough development, has already gone above and beyond in delivering its 
housing numbers required so should not have further allocation added to the existing or next local plan period.  
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural010 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): LPC (Trull) Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 10 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We agree to this approach, which reflects national planning guidance. However, the contentious issue relates to the proportion of 
affordable housing required. It is considered that a 30% is more appropriate. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The approach is sensible provided that the Council should keep under review a database of available sites within and adjoining 
Large Villages. Additionally, the Council should consider adding to this Policy by stating that in circumstances where there is a 



housing shortage, sites in and adjoining Large Villages should be prioritized, such as my clients land at Hullavington, as identified 
above and on the enclosed plan. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, site allocations can be made as part of a review of the currently adopted Housing Site Allocations Plan. It is requested that 
my clients land at Hullavington, as shown, is considered as part of this review process. It seems that the site was due to b 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The baseline housing requirement for Hullavington of 80 dwellings within the plan period up to 2026 is too low. This is an 
expanding village. Indeed, the Hullavington Neighbourhood Plan makes greater provision for the expansion of the village than the 
Hou 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
On behalf of my clients [NAMES REDACTED], I am writing to lodge a representation regarding the Empowering Local 
Communitiessection of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review. In particular, I am writing to draw your attention to theirland at The 
Street, Hullavington. This was known as Site 3129 The Street, Hullavington in the recentlyadopted Housing Site Allocations Plan. 
The site was ultimately discounted from the Plan, however we request that this site is given further considerationas a 
residentialextension to the villageas part of the Council’s StrategicHousing and EmploymentLand Availability Assessment 
(SHELAA). The extent of the site is outlined in red on the mapextract of Hullavington set out below: [see RURAL10 for site plan] 
A plan showing the site 3129 has also been enclosed with this letter. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural011 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Maiden Bradley with 
Yarnfield Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Maiden Bradley with Yarnfield Parish Council met on the 9th January 2021` 
20/184 Local Plan Review: Warminster and Rural Proposals 
Resolved: to support the comment “Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more 
t 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural012 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, as a minimum 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
ii) remove the bit of the sentence after "genuine local needs". 
I question whether or not the Rural Housing Needs Assessment should focus on JUST affordable housing. It would give a much 
more complete picture if we looked at ALL housing needs including market housing 
 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This will only work if there are other houses in the community to move into as family size changes. If you cannot extend at all 
then it may mean that a family has to move out of the village. 
 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Each community could have a minimum number of starter homes and cannot dip below that so possible to extend some. 
Also, potentially have something like CIL money which, if you extend, gets put into a pot to build another starter home 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Broad Hinton has no shops so although it has a church, a school and a village hall, people have to go elsewhere to shop and 
work. I would question whether Broad Hinton should therefore have an allocation. 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
There have been issues previously with closing down of businesses that could only exist in the countryside (eg equestrian 
establishments) which then want to build houses on them. We need to redefine the list of businesses that exist in the countryside 
which cannot simply close down  and redevelop. 
We probably need to revisit the situation with rural pubs. 
Also, we are often asked about farmers retiring and wanting to build on their farm to stay there while the main farm is handed 
over to the children. At present this is not allowed and yet we allow barns to be redeveloped . Perhaps it is time that we have a 
policy for this and allow people to stay in the community where they were brought up instead of forcing them into towns. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural013 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
A situation I would like to see addressed in the proposed Local Plan Review is where land that should be considered Brownfield 
cannot be developed because it falls within a Greenbelt area.  
The problem I face here in Winsley is that I own a small piece of accessible land sufficient to support the development of three 
new dwellings. They would respect the 'building line' between two existing houses, one of which is a newly designed rebuild. If 
permission were to be granted, the opportunity could be taken to tackle a roadside parking issue that creates a concern for 
safety.  
Winsley, which is a large village, is expected to contribute to the demand for housing while at the same time it is accepted by 
Wiltshire Council that it may be unable to do so. This is because the village is currently built out to its Settlement Boundary; part 
of the village is designated as a Conservation Area; and it is within the Greenbelt. The three boundaries are not identical.  



I fully accept the value of Greenbelt and support it as the means by which we protect our open countryside from urban sprawl. 
But, for the land to which I refer, the term Greenbelt is a misnomer; it happens to be Greenbelt only because that was where the 
boundary line was drawn on the map.  
The same applies to the Settlement Boundary. The piece of land in which I have an interest is on the edge of the Settlement 
Boundary; it just happens to be outside it. In relation to the Settlement Boundary map and the situation on the ground, it would be 
logical to include the land within Winsley's Settlement Area.  
Therefore, my petition is as follows: - 
1. To include a mechanism whereby appropriate Brownfield sites within Greenbelt can be considered and brought forward for 
development without incurring prohibitive costs and time delays 
2. To include a mechanism whereby Settlement Boundaries for villages like Winsley can be adjusted as part of the planning 
process to permit appropriate sites to be brought forward for development, again without incurring prohibitive costs and time 
delays 
It would be good to be able to create some new homes for young people; generate local employment and provide wider 
community benefits. It is the whole cost involved in planning associated with the high probability of refusal that prevents this site 
from being considered. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural014 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Woodland Trust 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Revised Core Policy 44: Rural Exceptions Sites and Community Led Housing 
The wording ‘Environmental and landscape considerations will not be compromised’ – is very weak. We suggest wording such 
as: ‘The proposal does not adversely impact on internationally, nationally and locally designated wildlife sites and the integrity of 
ecologically connectivity, does not damage irreplaceable habitats including ancient woodland and veteran trees, and delivers 
biodiversity net gain.’ 



 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
With regards to any intensification approach, we support the renewal first of brownfield sites, but it is crucial: a) to review the 
ecological value of sites first – as brownfield sites can have high ecological value; b) to ensure that all residents have good 
access to high quality natural green spaces; and c) to ensure that green infrastructure is embedded in all new schemes. 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural015 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Atworth Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, although any development within the village of Atworth would need to respond to the particular housing needs of the Parish. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
It’s unclear to which policy you are referring to, but no, we do not support the approach to development in rural settlements. In 
general terms, the 80-unit “housing need” identified for Atworth is an entirely top-down allocation, in that no evaluation has been 
made of the village of Atworth in terms of the potential location of 



new development or the capacity for new development. The village school is landlocked and incapable of expansion unless re-
sited elsewhere. The village sits within the Neston Park Estate, which rarely releases land for development. Furthermore, the 
most recent Housing Needs survey in 2016 showed a requirement for four homes only in Atworth. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No. Atworth is already classed by Wiltshire Council as a large village. This is because the last 25 years have seen a huge 
number of new houses being built there: Godwins Close, Clocktower View, Hayes Close, Nursery Close, Atworth Court; Mount 
Pleasant re 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Whilst restrictions on PD rights might help, there would be the unintended consequence of denying the least well off the 
opportunity to improve their basic living conditions with extensions. The less well off may be able to afford a small extension to 
the 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
The strategy for new housing initially identifies what could be accommodated within the major towns and other settlements and 
then effectively allocates the remainder of the “housing requirement” to elsewhere (mainly the “large villages”). It then further 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The strategy for new housing initially identifies what could be accommodated within the major towns and other settlements and 
then effectively allocates the remainder of the “housing requirement” to elsewhere (mainly the “large villages”). It then further re-
distributes the allocations away from any villages that are environmentally constrained (such as Colerne and Box) and transfers 
their housing requirement to the other villages. In the Chippenham Housing Market these are Atworth, Whitley/Shaw, 
Hullavington, Bromham, Potterne and Derry Hill/Studley. Where constrained large villages cannot meet the “housing 
requirement”, the unmet housing should be re-allocated within the larger settlements (towns), otherwise it simply overloads those 
less constrained villages with an unreasonable growth target for the plan period. Since the 2019 Parish Workshops the proposed 
allocation for Atworth has gone up from an initial (and excessive) 50 units, to 80 units, and yet no thought at all has gone into how 
this might impact the village, or where this development could go. It is an arbitrary figure entirely unsupported by evidence. 
The rural settlements strategy is unreasonable and does not meet the tests of soundness required for a local plan. The realistic 
maximum for Atworth given there are only two sites identified in the SHLAA, both of 
which have significant constraints (see below), and the fact that all of the land surrounding the village is under the ownership of 
the Neston Park Estate, would be a single figure number of units at most. A Housing Needs survey in 2016 showed a 
requirement for 4 homes in Atworth. It is quite concerning that Wiltshire Council has earmarked a significant proportion of the 
total housing for the Chippenham HMA to rural settlements without even a cursory evaluation of the land available/deliverable, or 
the potential impacts upon the villages and communities it proposes accommodate these new houses. Furthermore, the numbers 
between different reports do not correlate. For example, in the overarching “Emerging Spatial Strategy” (ESS) the total number 
for the Chippenham Housing Market Area is stated as 14297, with 1992 allocated for the rural area (i.e. local service centres and 
villages outside the main towns). However, the document “Empowering Local Communities” states on page 9 that the rural areas 
should accommodate 2900 houses, and on page 15, 2805. The point being, that in the actual ESS, rural areas are required to 
meet 14% of the requirement, but in the ELC, this suddenly increases to 20% of the total housing requirement. It is clear that little 
or no thought has gone into how Atworth can be grown by 20% and therefore the arbitrary and entirely unachievable new 80-unit 
allocation for Atworth should be removed. It is probable that the whole rural settlements strategy requires further work before 
meaningful targets and allocations can be identified. This section of the Local Plan Review is unsound and needs to be 



reconsidered, including village-specific reviews of what can be realistically accommodated, and where it is intended to increase 
the village size significantly (eg by 20% or more) a proper assessment of land availability, including reference to the SHELAA and 
to local landowners needs to be undertaken to understand if there is any land likely to come forward, and for that land to be 
drawn up as a draft allocation. Smaller developments can already be satisfactorily addressed by Core Policies 2 and 44. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural016 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Atworth Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
At Atworth, there are no brownfield sites. There are currently two parcels of land registered in the 2017 Wiltshire Council 
Strategic Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA). Site 317 Prospect Paddock in Atworth has no direct 
access to the public highway. Site 311 Atworth Business Park is already developed as approved under planning applications 
16/09685/FUL and 19/06790/FUL. Planning conditions 4 and 5 attached to 19/06790/FUL state that the remainder of that parcel 
of land shall be subject to an approved Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) and managed for biodiversity gain in 
perpetuity. 
All other land on the edge of the village forms part of the Neston Park Estate and is unlikely to come forward. Atworth Parish 
Council has not prepared a Neighbourhood Plan because of the unique land ownership situation of the village, located within the 
Neston Park Estate. If WCC becomes aware that the Estate is seeking to release land for development, then the Parish Council 



would at this stage want to prepare a Neighbourhood Plan. Clearly, this is some time away, and not within the timeframe of the 
current Local Plan Review, and thus the Atworth allocation should be removed until such time as the planning of the village can 
be taken forward. Were this current strategy for 80 homes adopted, it would require a neighbourhood plan or review of the 
Wiltshire Housing Sites Allocation Plan, but this does seem to be a cart-before-the-horse approach, given the “housing 
requirement” for Atworth is derived from transplanting the needs of other locations upon the village, and there is no evidence 
base behind the number, and it is most likely undeliverable anyway. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural017 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
We are writing to express our concerns about the possible building of 100 houses in the field south of Catherine Crescent, of 
which is a water meadow and floods very badly. We feel that you would have to go far down in the ground to find hard stable land 
to erect houses on it. The drainage/sewer system for Downton must surely be at its upper limit after all of the extra recently built 
housing next to the Esso garage and the mini roundabout, and that Downton already suffers from flooding as it is, without 
building any more extra houses making things a lot worse than they already are. 
There is no proper access in and out of the very limited land that the development would propose, and to have all of the extra 
traffic coming out of the land and onto a very busy main road would just add more difficulties to an already congested main road 
being the A338, Downton to Salisbury. 



We feel that Downton in particular has already done more than its fair share for having extra housing recently, and that under the 
Neighbourhood Plan we have already allocated a significant amount of housing to enable the provision of key services in the 
villages and that the constraints on the village make further housing at this point very difficult to absorb in a sustainable way.  
We therefore think that now is the time for Wiltshire County Council to find other areas of land in Wiltshire where housing would 
be more appropriate to be built on if more housing is needed for Wiltshire. 
The other significant impact on Downton would of course be the extra road traffic and road safety issues, extra pressures on the 
schools, of which the primary school is now very close to being full up with no room to expand, extra pressure on the doctors 
surgery and now we already have parking issues around the schools and shops and in particular around the borough/high street 
which is already very bad and congested and dangerous. 
Downton doesn't have many amenities and we could do with more of these and car parking facilities/car park not more houses 
adding to the already crowded congestions that we already suffer from. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural018 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I disagree that the proposal should consist of 20 dwellings; it should revert back to 10 dwellings as in the original core strategy. I 
do not agree that market housing should be considered for this type of Community Led Housing as 50% open market housing 
negates the purpose of creating affordable housing and will only profit developers rather than communities. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This policy would unfairly penalise occupants who have bought a small house and have later found a need for more space but 
cannot afford to move home to a larger dwelling. Extending a small house may be the only option available to some residents 
who are 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I believe that the figures attributed to Derry Hill/Studley are misleading. Figure 3 states only 2 Completions (2016-19) & 
Commitments (1 April 2019) however a total of 53 new dwellings were built to create Studley Gardens adjacent to the A4 
between Studl 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
The irony of the title of this document is that it appears to empower local developers and local large landowners rather than 
communities by providing loopholes for additional development. The prescribed allocation of development to large rural villages 
does not take into account the infrastructure of that place and the existing community.  The lack of obligation for Wiltshire Council 
to undertake surveys from residents to ascertain how development will affect communities is irresponsible. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural019 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Retired 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
As a long term resident of Wingfield, I wish to fully support and endorse Wiltshire Councils decision as stated in the Local Plan to 
keep Wingfield in the Green Belt and to retain this status. Our unique village, entirely surrounded by Green Belt land is something 
that should be cherished and appreciated as those that live here do. Any attempt to remove our Green Belt status should be 
firmly rejected and should only be considered if a democratic majority of residents wish it so. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural020 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The aim to provide 40% is well intended but in practice I believe this will not be achieved.  Either the developer will reduce the 
number of houses to avoid the quota or the 'where possible' caveat will be used.  I do not believe the 40% will be achieved 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The amended policy sounds fine on paper but I have concerns that in practice the 20 dwellings/5% of size will just lead to 
increased applications, one after the other which could destroy the local community over time.  Whilst the desire to maintain a 
cross section of dwelling types is admirable there must be the ability for house owners to make changes to their properties to 



reflect the changes to their families.  Unregulated extensions to properties is not the way forward, clearly some regulation must 
be in place but a one size fits all approach is not the way forward.  A general policy of planning approval unless it fails to meet 
certain criteria is a way to destroy rural village life, the very thing you claim to be trying to protect. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No, the restriction on people to make small extensions to properties to accommodate a growing family will hamper the growth of 
the village communities.  If such development is denied you risk destroying the very communities you seek to protect.  Young gro 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
I cannot think of any.  Usual planning control should suffice to control unsuitable applications. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



The distribution of housing across these sites appears a little random.  Some fairly small Large Villages have been allocated a 
high number of new housing e.g. Bromham, Derry Hill/Studley, Rowde and Sutton Benger.  The imposition of such quotas can 
have a 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The imposition of housing quotas on very rural communities by the Council does not make for good policy.  The Local Plan 
makes those impositions and then the communities have NO choice but to decide where those dwelling must go through 
Neighbourhood Plans, there is no upward consultation. There appears to be no correlation between those quotas and the actual 
facilities available in the rural villages.  Where are the policies to provide extra school places, or a more convenient doctor's 
surgery, or a post office.  The Council should not impose quotas on communities when they cannot sustain such development. 
Little consideration appears to be given to the proximity of some of these small rural village to neighbouring larger settlements or 
the nature of the rural village themselves.  There is a real danger of small rural villages being swallowed up by their large 
neighbours and urban sprawl covering swathes of rural Wiltshire. 
Employment opportunities within small rural villages are almost non-existent so the ever expanding housing will merely generate 
more commuting to employment centres, increased traffic, more pollution and further away from the Council's stated aim of 
carbon neutral or dealing with the climate emergency. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural021 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
I do not believe this is relevant. The definition used nationwide for "affordable" housing bears no realistic relation to actual 
affordability, so I see no difference between 40%, 80%, or 100% "affordable" housing as a requirement. My opinion may change 
s 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I do not believe it should be a requirement that a development proposal has the clear support of the local community in order to 
support a proposal. There is a housing crisis in this country and unfortunately the scale of this is not recognised or appreciated by 



the majority of people already living in secure housing in a community. It is a sad truth that opposition is the natural reaction of 
locals to almost any proposed development. The need for a radical increase in the housing supply (in fact much greater than 
proposed in this plan) is real and urgent, and building should commence as soon as possible in every community in the country, 
with or without the cooperation and support of local people whose interest, I am afraid, is the continued enrichment of themselves 
through ever increasing house prices rather than solving the significant crisis of access to home ownership for the millennial 
generation. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
I support the general principle, although I do not agree that permanent revocation of permitted development rights would be fair. I 
would support a time limited version of the policy more fully (for example postponement of permitted development rights for 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
No opinion. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
These figures are significantly too low considering the reality of the housing crisis. Although the availability of suitable building 
land will vary and this may limit the realistic expansion prospects for some villages, for the most part these figures should be at 
least doubled and this should be enforced over any objections from the local community. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural022 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
With regards to the Downton area: the proposal to develop land south of patheline crescent, the area is prone to flooding every 
winter. The sewer system I understand is at full capacity.  
Where is the entrance / exit going to be? The A338? Not a very good option. Traffic is already heavy in this area, and parking is a 
problem. This proposal would only add to it. I trust the foregoing would be considered at your next meeting. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural024 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Having been in the village for 30+ years also been a parish council chairman and backed the green belt on a number of 
occasions I strongly back it again along with many other long standing villagers, many villagers come here because its green belt. 
Please keep our green belt. Thank you 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural025 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Heytesbury Imber & Knook 
Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, we agree 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes, in support of the revised Core Policy 44 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Whilst we think it is important to have a mix of housing, we have some concerns to restricting development of owner’s property. 
Ideally these should always be a stock of affordable starter homes available. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Broadly happy with 25 but do not feel happy commenting on targets for other villages. As the Housing Needs survey has 
identified a need of 11, the target of 25 seems appropriate. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



The Parish Council of Heytesbury Imber and Knook have answered the four questions set out in the Empowering Rural 
Communities paper which are slightly different to the consultation paper response form. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural026 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Oaksey PC 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Oaksey supports the compulsory inclusion of affordable homes on all sites. These should be based on a minimum proportion for 
all site sizes. The specific mix of affordables should be set by the Neighbourhood Plan (as reviewed) so that the local need is de 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
We agree with para 25. Extensions on new smaller homes should not have automatic permitted rights to ensure the housing 
stock remains balanced. 



The NP will need to be reviewed to undertake all of these functions- including a local survey and allocation of housing sites. This 
will involve significant sensitivity and also a considerable resource which must be grant supported. Wiltshire Council MUST also 
make specialist support available to help this critical and very sensitive issue. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Rural Exception sites. 
We agree that this is the correct approach- but any such site must be part of a local Neighbourhood Plan to ensure that it meets 
all of the criteria. There should be no obligation to cross subsidise through inclusion of private mark 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
A survey of local needs as interpreted in a revised NP. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
Firstly, we need to know how the target figures were calculated for Oaksey? The formula cited lacks transparency. Oaksey has 
had a considerable increase in residential properties in the last two years and when these are formally included the current targe 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Neither the Spatial Strategy nor the environmental strategy nor the rural community strategy addresses the issue of energy 
supply to all new homes. 
With a carbon zero target of 2030, 6 years before the end of the planning period, it is a significant failure to not make low carbon 
heating systems COMPULSORY on all new dwellings. Either market or affordable. 
It is also very short sighted that new homes being built now are not fitted with low carbon heating. In rural communities with no 
gas this is a key issue! 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural027 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I support the policy of Wingfield remaining in the Green belt. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural028 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I write reference the Wiltshire council local plan consultation. 
I wish to comment specifically regarding the village of Winterslow. 
The current delivery of new dwellings is far exceeding those on the plan by 157% in Winterslow, this is with organic growth and 
small scale development sites, there is no need for large scale development in the village. Such development is the proposed 
Primetower plan for 86 homes in one location. This will cause irreparable harm to the village and wildlife. The estimated build 
duration for this is 3 years, how many trades, vehicles and issues will arise from the build alone. The management of this 
development will ruin Winterslow for 3 years of painful messy inconvenient, noisy building, adding pain, worry and stress to the 
village at a time when it is best enjoyed. Imaging 50 or so tradesmen, vehicles and materials getting to site each day. This land 
should be reserved for nature.  
The data shown on page 20 showing the requirement and the 2016-2019 data shows the average pa required is 4.3 dwellings 
per annum, that very data shows Winterslow is already delivering between 2016 -2019 an average of 6.75 dwellings per annum, 
this is just natural growth so the need for large scale developments are not required. 



Winterslow is a large village with all access and egress routes only possible by use of long, narrow winding roads with blind 
bends, sometimes impassable if buses or large traffic are met, the load on these lanes is already at peak capacity. The are not fit 
for purpose for more traffic. I have been witness to several accidents over the years. 
Additional traffic that larger scale development would bring. 
I note the baseline indicative allocation 2016-2036 of Winterslow is similar to Alderbury which has far far superior direct access. 
The strategy for a large allocation is therefore flawed based on access alone, there is limited space at the school in some years. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
In addition, I wish to state that any proposal to extend development boundary in Witt road should not be allowed. Knowing how 
substandard the junction and road are, this should be kept off limits. This currently is a grey area as the land adjacent to 1 Witt 
road ( at the start of the road) has recently had 5 homes refused, then 4 homes refused, then 3 homes refused. I was led to 
believe this was outside the boundary, yet the plan show it to be within? Or is this just a proposal? The road is wholly unsuitable 
for further development. It is single lane, and no parking or passing exists, the junction is substandard. 
Finally, the proposal of development of the land adjacent to the Village hall, Middleton, whilst I would imagine some development 
is inevitable given the investment thus far taken by Primetower developments, there lies a wonderful opportunity to nurture and 
extend this land for parish and wildlife benefit. We may have to settle for some homes, a maximum of 30 on this land ( in stages) 
with future land protection guarantees. 
I conclude the current delivery of new dwellings far exceeds the requirements at 157% of requirements based on 2016-2019 data 
given. The boundaries do not need changing. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural029 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. This policy is fundamentally flawed. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy for all is naïve and fundamentally flawed. How can you expect every location to be identical with such 
significant differences between the lives and demographics of these communities. Conventional consultation approaches are 
required. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No absolutely not. People choose a house to allow them to extend. This type of blanket policy is once again fundamentally 
flawed. I do not see this as an issue at present. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
There is no possible justification for these types of restriction. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The proposals are far too high. These suggestions would destroy the communities which they aim to serve. 
In particular the Shaw/Whitley increase of 95 houses would be a 50% increase in housing. One of the joys of living in a 
community of this size, is th 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
I would like to highlight that this form has not been sufficiently widely shared with the community. At present it would seem that 
the council is trying to sneak this past the public. A significant advertising campaign including letters to all constituents 
highlighting this would be required in order to permit such a stark, shocking and significant change to policy. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural030 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): RCC Town Planning 
Consultancy 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 30 C; RURAL 30 D 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No – this does not take account of the prevailing house prices/ GDV achievable which differ significantly across the area. A 40% 
requirement in our view is likely to hugely affect viability/ deliverability. Open book viability exercises are excessively on 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The Council should adopt the same 30/40% threshold areas which was supported by viability evidence. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No view 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
As above 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The requirements for Large Villages only seem to be adjusted down to take account of certain planning constraints affecting 
specific settlements – yet they have not been adjusted upwards to reflect where planning conditions are particularly favourable 
for 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
In our understanding, the role of the Local Plan Review is to set an appropriate scale of housing growth for Large Villages and 
Local Service Centres over the plan period (2016-2036) in order to help meet the Council’s Housing Need. The document 
‘Empowering Rural Communities’ seeks only to ‘suggest scales of housing growth’ to these communities that the Council 
considers suitable. We consider this is insufficient given the recognition that some of these settlements have seen relatively little 
growth in recent years, despite a Neighbourhood Plan system being in place with various incentives/ funding available such as 
additional CIL monies. 
It is not therefore clear why the Council are continuing to rely upon communities to deliver housing via their Neighbourhood 
Plans, given the extensive resources, will, organisation and time periods needed by these small communities to undertake the 
necessary evidence and get a NP through to ‘made’ stage. Moreover, with plans afoot to potentially abolish Neighbourhood 
Planning contained within the published White Paper ‘Planning for the Future’ in favour of a top-down approach to housing 
numbers once more, this gives rise to yet more uncertainty. With this in mind, it is even more doubtful that communities will 
embark upon the process of Neighbourhood Planning. Consequently, Neighbourhood Planning will clearly not be suitable 
mechanism to deliver the level of housing needed to sustain our rural communities. 
By way of example, whilst Dilton Marsh is within a ‘Designated Neighbourhood Area’, the village has not been successful in 
progressing its initial ambitions for a Neighbourhood Plan and there is no reason to consider that it will suddenly do so. Whilst the 
Council have outlined that, ‘where this is not the case, it may be necessary for the Council to allocate site’….’this may be 
achieved by a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan.’, in our experience, the Council has been extremely reluctant 
and slow to do this. The adoption of the WHSAP was very much delayed and likely contributed to the Council’s current housing 
land supply shortage. 
In our view the Council therefore ought to allocate suitable sites for development, unless a parish has made a clear commitment 
to undertaking a NP. Moreover, it should set out a clear timeframe and process whereby if suitable NP progress has not been 
made, the Council make suitable allocation(s) in a timely manner. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural031 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Chapmanslade Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes – Our experience in Chapmanslade was that we were not able to achieve as much affordable housing as the residents had 
indicated they would have liked. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Reference Core policy 44 -Rural Exceptions Sites and Community Led Housing 
Yes 
 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes – It is definitely an approach worth pursuing. In Chapmanslade we have seen an increase in building size and value over 
time and this leads to higher property values and an eventual need for smaller houses that are more affordable for younger 
families 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
We are not sure how evidence could be gathered for this unless perhaps as part of a neighbourhood plan questionnaire. 
Our experience in Chapmanslade is that we have had a number of elderly people from the village move to neighbouring towns 
because of the 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



Chapmanslade has gone through a lengthy planning process which has resulted in 43 houses on a single site being granted 
planning permission with building work having just started. Chapmanslade has thereby taken a large portion of the Large Villages 
buildi 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
We have experienced an increasing number of agricultural buildings being converted to dwellings by various means with some 
ongoing schemes seeking to exploit loopholes in existing practice. In particular, the incremental conversion of agricultural 
buildings which are outside the village development area and within the SLA have been permitted to proceed. We would support 
a review of this particular area of building development in order to better regulate such incremental growth. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural032 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I write with reference to the Wiltshire Council Local Plan (Empowering Local Communities) proposal for 95 new houses to be built 
in Shaw and Whitley.  This amount of new houses represents an increase of 20% in the size of these two villages which will bring 
a large number of people into two villages which are unable to support this,  the local school is full,  its impossible to register with 
a local dentist and doctor surgeries are overflowing. 
Shaw and Whitley are separate villages,  they are not one “large village",  they support each other and work together but they are 
very much individual villages.  The address I write for my correspondence is  Whitley,  not Shaw and Whitley and people living in 
Shaw are the same. 



The employment opportunities in these two villages is very low and means the majority of people have to commute to their places 
of work, an increase of 95 houses will lead to a large increase in the number of cars on small country lanes in these villages. 
Whitley and Shaw both have severe flooding issues,  it contains areas of floodplain and flood risk along with green belt, ancient 
woodland, green spaces open areas for walking and cycling and many listed buildings and heritage assets. 
We strongly object to the idea of 95 new houses in the area,  we appreciate that some new housing is required but feel that a 
third of this number is more realistic with the remainder going to towns which have the resources and infrastructure to support the 
increase in population. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural033 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Dilton Marsh Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, we agree with the 40% target 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes, we agree with the revised Core Policy 44 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, we agree with the approach to withdraw PDR.  Evidence gleaned from Parish Housing Needs Survey would identify the 
types of houses needed going forward.  Identification of existing house extensions could be obtained from planning applications. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
WC's proposals run entirely counter to the advice of its Spatial Planning Officers that the figures proposed for large villages are 
far in excess of what would be regarded as sustainable development by National Planning Policy (which favours an alternativ 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural034 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Worton Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 34 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
It is currently too easy on small developments for builders to maximise their profit with larger houses. Developments of 5 or less 
should have 1 affordable home, 6-7 two, 8-9 three and 10+ at least 4. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Rural Exception sites must be community-driven and not imposed on communities, nor driven by outside developers with no 
interest in the community in question. It must be affordable housing-led (so this is not an incidental extra) with the objective of 



providing more affordable housing rather than conventional 3-4 bed family properties preferred by developers.  It should be within 
the village boundary or directly adjacent to it (well related will open up a can of worms and should be removed). 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes because current developments are driven by the profit of the developer/landowner, and not by community need. Hence 
research in our village (Worton) shows limited demand, almost entirely for smaller properties suitable for younger people (so they 
can s 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Affordable homes requirements from housing needs surveys or other village surveys (as one in Worton 2016 – 2018). These may 
need updating occasionally but are unlikely to change much over time. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Worton (in Chippenham HMA) 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



Worton (in Chippenham HMA) is expected to provide 40 houses (in 2017-18 none were required). Since our population is only 
624. This would increase our population by over 15%. This is way out of line with other Large Villages who average no more than 
10%. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Please see attached letter [copied in full below]. I have major concerns about the numbers proposed, the classification of villages 
that has been used to identify the communities where housing is proposed, and the algorithm you have developed to determine 
the actual numbers. I also believe this consultation and subsequent conclusions should be delayed until the end of lockdown so 
that public participation can be maximised. 
Text of covering letter: 
Please find attached my written response to your current consultation with regard to the section on ‘Empowering Local 
Communities’ which I wish to be taken into account before any further decisions are made. 
However I do also have a number of major concerns about this supposed consultation which the questionnaire does not address 
and which question the whole validity of the consultation and the thinking behind it. 
1. Why is this consultation going ahead while the country is in lockdown? It is far too important to be rushed without proper 
consultation and discussion, and the inability to have public meetings or detailed face-to-face debate means that very few 
residents in Wiltshire are aware that it is happening at all. I only know about it because I am a Parish Councillor. Since the current 
Core Strategy, while out of date, still applies ((ref recent Inspector’s conclusions in Purton), surely this consultation should be 
delayed or, at least, extended, until lockdown finishes. 
2. Where do the housing numbers come from that you are claiming we need to build up to 2036? The recent paper from the 
Wiltshire Climate Alliance claims that not only are the figures calculated on an outdated formula, but that Wiltshire has agreed to 
take on an additional 5000 houses. And this was before the Government changed its algorithm for development in December 
under pressure from back-bench Tory MPs, so that, and I quote, ‘the numbers of houses required in shire counties (which 
includes Wiltshire) reverts back to the numbers previously agreed in 2017’. While I do not know what the number is, what I do 
know was that in 2017-18, the village of Worton, which I represent, was told by WCC that there were no houses required in 
Worton within the latest figures so that we put a hold on our Neighbourhood Plan as there seemed little point in spending 
parishioners money unnecessarily. Yet your new calculations in this consultation require Worton, as a Large Village, to provide 
40 houses which would swamp the village and is totally unrealistic and unsustainable. 



3. Why are the numbers you are proposing based on the outdated (10 years old) and highly subjective classification of the 
rural communities in Wiltshire established in 2011-12? It doesn’t seem to have occurred to you that much has changed over the 
last ten years. So we now have this ludicrous situation that Worton, with only 624 inhabitants, is treated the same as the likes of 
Lyneham and Durrington with populations in excess of 5000. Or, looking at it the other way, Bishops Cannings, with 1700 
residents, is not even classified as a Large Village so does not need to provide any houses. And, even more pertinent to Worton, 
Great Cheverell, one of the nearest villages to us, has a population of nearly 1000, has a shop (which we do not have), more 
employment and better bus services but appealed successfully not to be a Large Village. So no houses are allocated!  I will be 
urging Worton to also appeal; we are, with Oaksey, the smallest Large Village in the Chippenham HMA, and are penalised 
severely as a result. Surely these classifications should be reviewed and revisited before any allocations are finalised. 
4. The algorithm you have developed in your proposals to allocate housing numbers across the Market Towns and Large 
Villages unfairly penalises the smaller villages and, specifically, elongated villages in contrast to those that are more compact. 
Simply adding a 100m buffer to each settlement boundary immediately adds more to the village size if the village is elongated 
and results in a higher number of houses being allocated. In Worton’s case, in effect it would mean adding a second line of 
housing to the single line along the High Street, which would dramatically change the village yet it does not even meet many of 
the criteria for a Large Village. It is noticeable that most of the villages which are expected to have a bigger increase in population 
are of a similar type to Worton. 
As a result, the numbers proposed per village do not represent a level playing field. Worton is expected to increase its population 
by more than 15%, with Oaksey much the highest increase of any village in the Chippenham HMA, yet Colerne only increases by 
3%, and Seend, close to Worton, by only 6%. Similar anomalies occur across the whole county. It would, in fact, have been fairer 
to simply apply an average increase to each village, and then modify in exceptional circumstances rather than introducing an 
algorithm which simply raises more issues than it answers. It should be scrapped. At around an average of, say, an increase of 
10% in population, Worton would be expected to offer around 20 houses, which is much closer to the sort of number that was 
emerging from the Neighbourhood Plan research with residents and from our housing needs survey. 
For these reasons, I would urge you to put a halt on this consultation, and to go back to the drawing board, giving sustainability 
and the environment a much greater priority than appears to be the case, and ensuring that the start point of any development is 
infill and brownfield development rather than the insistence on achieving debatable house numbers at whatever cost to our rural 
county. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural035 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No, I feel that a baseline of 20% is more realistic, allowing local councils to add to this percentage should it be in the community 
interest. The infrastructure is poor in many villages which is not conducive to social housing. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I support and endorse Wiltshire Council’s local plan for the Green Belt. Every effort should be made to retain Wingfield’s Green 
Belt status and any future plans to modify same, should be made known to the public well in advance to allow discussion by 
residents. 
 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural036 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Not as a blanket requirement for the following reasons: 
Delivery  
It may well be uneconomic for local and SME builders and will not deliver affordable housing if lack of viability can be successfully 
argued.  
It will lead to applications for no more than 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



There should be no need to cross subsidise exceptions sites as the ‘exception’ lowers the land value.  
The promotion of sites for self build through community land trusts is positive. 
Point iii should omit reference to car dependence . It is irrelevant in the context of rural settlements as many lack effective public 
transport although it makes sense to give preference to development sites on bus routes or near train stations.  
Point viii works for rental but not for shared ownership as it falls foul of Mortgagee in possession clauses so can make a property 
difficult to sell .  
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No. People’s  needs change and they should be free to alter and extend their homes to suit their needs so they can stay put 
within their community in their home . 
In attractive villages smaller houses will tend to become second homes or holiday accommodat 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
In a free and democratic society  the only justification can be visual or harm to interests of acknowledged importance which can 
be assessed and dealt with through the planning application process which seeks to control development in the public interest. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 



 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Within the Salisbury market area, many villages on the radial routes which feed into park and ride locations could accommodate 
a higher proportion of housing development as Salisbury  itself cannot satisfactorily continue to  expand to the extent envisaged 
without detriment to its character, setting and air quality owing to the constraints of its topography and infrastructure .  
The strategy to encourage concentration of development may be out of character with the historic settlement pattern in many 
places. The character of the settlement patterns in the landscape should inform the location of new housing and employment 
sites. These vary  according to the underlying geology . Settlement boundaries are tightly drawn so allocation of small sites on 
the edge of villages may be required. In the chalk valleys of south and east Wiltshire there is a linear pattern of development 
along the spring lines which should be followed whilst avoiding flood plains and hillside development.  
In south west Wiltshire there is a more dispersed settlement pattern where small clusters of buildings and scattered stone 
dwellings  complement the landscape of the AONB.  
Grade 1 and 2 agricultural land should be added to the list of constraints with no housing development permitted on such land 
which is a scarce and finite resource.  
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Villages and rural areas should not  be considered in isolation but in the context of the whole housing market area within which 
they are situated. Wiltshire is a large county and the character of its settlements are very varied both physically and socio 
economically. 
For example, the settlements around the plain where there is a strong military presence  are atypical in their make up and 
requirements and their National, not just local,  perspective should  be acknowledged. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural037 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I wish to raise my objections around the suggested proposals for housing within the plan. 
My first concern is that two villages have been classified as one resulting them falling into a large village status incorrectly. 
Shaw and Whitley are two separate villages with a clear green boundary between them, they are both serviced by their own local 
resources such as village halls and pubs. For there to be a proposal of 90+ additional homes in our villages would have a 
massive impact on the village and the surrounding green land. 
Surrounding our villages is beautiful countryside with many footpaths and lots of natural habitats for wildlife, regularly you will see 
deers, bats, large birds and more in these areas.  



The only way to achieve 90 homes within our small villages would result in the two separate villages becoming one or a 
substantial loss of countryside and natural habitat. Also surrounding the villages are quarries, low land with natural water courses 
or areas that flood regularly already effecting residents.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural038 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I was shocked to see the proposal to build 95 houses in the villages of Shaw and Whitley! 
Firstly they have been grouped together as one large village but that is simply not the case. They are very much 2 separate small 
villages and characteristically different from each other and they should remain so. 
 They do not offer much employment other than agriculture and there are very few services so they should definitely be classed 
as small villages and as such a proposal of such a large number of additional houses is inappropriate. I feel that it would also be 
unsustainable with the current infrastructure and the additional traffic would also put more pressure on village back roads that are 
barely adequately maintained as it is. 



There is also flood risk within the villages and extra building of the magnitude suggested could only decrease natural drainage 
and increase the flood risk, potentially causing damage to buildings and roads. Currently there are areas of open space which 
provide crucial bio diversity as well as offering wellbeing as areas for exercise. They should be treasured and kept. 
This matter was brought to my attention by CAWS over Facebook but there will be many people in the villages who are not 
internet or social media savvy so there needs to be some effort to bring this to their attention in a manner not related merely to 
the internet especially as it seems there is a very short date for responses. I feel that date should  be extended to allow more 
awareness and response time. 
As a realist i am aware that some allocation of houses has to happen in these villages but please make it a realistic one that 
matches their size and considers the points raised above and give all the villagers a better opportunity to respond. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural039 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Preshute PC 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Preshute generally support this document. We appreciate that overall, the Local Plan Review concentrates on planning for 
housing and new employment for the period 2016 to 2036. Quite naturally, the document Empowering Local Communities 
concentrates on large villages and service centres in the rural areas, and focuses on meeting local housing needs in those larger 
rural settlements. However, it says very little, if anything, about rural areas that do not contain large villages or service centres. 
There is also very little about areas designated as AONB, or the need to protect the landscape and environment. In the AONB 
this is of national importance and serves also to avoid urban sprawl or sporadic development. 
3.1.1 Core Policy 44 
The document sets out a Revised Core Policy 44 which addresses Rural Exception sites for housing and Community led 
housing. The revised policy only appears to apply in ‘rural settlements'. We have no comment on this policy. 



3.1.2 Core Policy 48 
We would suggest that the Empowering Local Communities document also makes reference to Core Policy 48, which allows for 
very small numbers of local needs affordable housing in suitable locations in rural areas outside actual settlements. This level of 
local development can be essential to support agriculture and other rural businesses. By supporting these local and essential 
enterprises they will in fact add to 
sustainable rural areas.  The document could also draw attention to the provisions in Core Policy 48 regarding re-use of 
agricultural buildings. The policy could also refer to the benefits of conversion and re-use of existing buildings in retaining historic 
structures and reflecting historic patterns of settlement etc. The criteria as to what constitutes conversion however looks too 
onerous to apply to many buildings and structures that may otherwise be lost. Derelict unused buildings do harm to the 
landscape, attract fly tipping and can be dangerous. A more generous or flexible definition of what constitutes re-use or 
conversion would have benefits and would still have limited, but important applicability; 
Core Policy 48 does not address the need for, or benefits of, rural employment in new buildings either which can be a source of 
important local jobs.  We therefore request some amendments to Core Policy 48: 
-to specify a number, perhaps up to 6, of new build houses to meet local needs for affordable housing in a rural parish. 
- to amend the policy allowing conversion or re-use of existing rural buildings to make the criteria less onerous in order to 
facilitate re-use of more redundant buildings, and 
-to add a provision supporting new build local employment buildings in rural areas in suitable locations and to include criteria 
about size of buildings, location and need for the applicant to demonstrate the benefits of locating in the specific local area. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural040 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): WC 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, but it should be a requirement rather than a target. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No, it’s unnecessarily restrictive and not the best way to get a mix of house types. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
n/a 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The top-down approach doesn’t take into account the requirements and possibilities for individual villages.  It’s not clear how the 
methodology creates the results.  The figures in the appendix give unsustainable results for some villages, eg Atworth. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



The document fails to live up to its title.  Even those parts which are supposed to be about supporting rural businesses seem to 
revert to discussing housing.  Agriculture is not mentioned at any point.  Potential of farm diversification should be considered. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural041 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Urchfont Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We support the proposal of a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings in the rural area. 
We are still awaiting, but welcome the promised response from Wiltshire Council regarding a precise definition of 'affordable'. 
T 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
This suggested revised Core Policy 44 is supported, in particular paragraph vii (The affordable housing provided will always be 
available for defined local needs, both initially and on subsequent change of occupancy) 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The loss of smaller dwelling (2/3 bedroom dwellings) stock through property extensions is an ever-present problem within large 
and small villages. Any effort to secure new affordable/lower market value properties is continually being undermined by the los 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Through local Housing Needs Surveys, each large and small village should identify those areas/individual streets/close or even 
individual properties, where any building expansion development is considered inappropriate in order to retain its pool of start 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The matrix used to determine the housing figure for individual Local Service Centres and Large Villages seems logical and 
therefore the indicated levels appear appropriate. 
Should local communities wish to raise or lower their individual allocation, this 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Throughout this review considerable emphasis has been placed upon the importance of Neighbourhood Plans (NP). The 
preparation of NP's are very time consuming and labour intensive. There are still a number of Town and Parish Councils that do 
not have a 'made' NP and have either not started or are only part way through the process. 
Wiltshire Council now has a good sample of NP's and all vary in their composition. Has WC considered preparing a NP template 
for use by all councils? This would undoubtedly speed up the 'making' process and could incorporate the best elements of current 
plans. 
The following comments are from the 4 named individuals who are residents of Urchfont Parish. UPC is including them within its 
responses as a courtesy to the individuals. However, the views expressed are entirely the responsibility of the authors. 
Comments to UPC by Nicky Mitchell, Simon Holt, Bill Donald, and Dave Mottram as UPC and Steering Group members during 
the development of UWLNP 
1) Clarification of Number of Houses Developed within the Parish 
At the UPC meeting on 10th February, TH stated that the Wiltshire Council Local Plan Baseline indicative housing requirement 
2016-2036 for Urchfont would require 65 properties to be developed, of which there are 60 Completions (2016-19) & 
Commitments (1 April 2019). Exactly which these 60 Completed and Committed properties are should be clearly understood. We 
might assume that they are: 
i) Manor Farmyard  - 19 
ii) Sites 1 – 9 in UWLNP - 37 
iii) Lydeway Garage Site - 4 
Although, it could be argued that the Manor Farmyard development was completed before 2016? 
There have also been a couple of ‘windfall’ developments since the plan was written which will make up for any shortfall in sites 
included in the plan. 
It is also worth noting that many villages in the Chippenham HMA are currently well below the baseline requirement. 
2) The loss of smaller dwelling (2/3-bedroom dwellings) stock through property extensions 
There is no doubt that a stock of 2/3 bedroom ‘first time buyer’ type properties is important to attract younger residents to village 
communities. It is also important to retain some of these residents as they get older and bring up families. One way of achieving 
this is to allow them to extend their properties as their family extends. This is a much cheaper option for them than moving to a 
larger property. It is also worth noting that the stock of slightly larger properties is also eroded by owners extending their 
properties for similar reasons of cost and need. We do not think this should be controlled by legislation, or even changes to the 



current legislation, but borne in mind when planning new developments. The need for affordable homes to be included in all 
developments of more than 5 properties addresses this problem directly. 
3) Neighbourhood Plan Proforma 
During the development of UWLNP, it became apparent that a proforma for the document would be particularly useful and would 
have saved the Steering Group a considerable amount of time. Since the plan reviews are not necessarily carried out by local 
examiners. It would also have made external reviews of the document at lot easier had all draft plans being similarly structured. I 
would go much further than suggest that WC produce this proforma but ask WC to put pressure on central government to 
produce such a proforma for use nationally. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural042 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, but affordable must be just that, cost no more that £100,000, and should consider including adapted accommodation, 
sheltered housing and other housing schemes. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Any rural housing schemes must take into consideration all infrastructure e.g. mains drains, communication and transport. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Although not a local need, many new properties and particularly properties going for large extension, do not have sufficient 
parking capacity, causing more issues on small roads e.g. reduced visibility and increased speeding. Most villages with small cott 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Sutton Veny - Ideally lower and possibly to use as much infill as possible and not to encroach on surrounding green fields. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural043 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
We note the review of housing development with regard to the above settlement areas.  
Having lived in Redlynch for 5 years, we have appreciated the tranquil rural setting that is created within this area. Much of 
Redlynch falls within the New Forest National Park, providing for open space, conservation, rural setting and principles of 
development in keeping. We have been able ourselves to incorporate planning to re-instate and complete as well as look to on-
going enhancement of our own property in keeping with it's age and history.  
We do then find it surprising that the villages of Woodfalls and Morgan's Vale are designated as Large Villages. In our view it is 
Downton that has become a Large Village with development that appears highly likely to change the nature and feel of what is a 
lovely village in itself. The broad assumption that additional housing is needed when so much has already been created seems 
odd. These villages are not areas of high intensity employment for work within this area.  
With regard to Woodfalls and Morgan's Vale it is important to retain the open, rural nature of the environment and also to respect 
the close proximity to the National Park. The green open spaces that preserve a buffer between these villages and Downton are 
important, as are the open fields adjacent to the National Park. It makes the area what it is, a history that dates back many 
centuries. You can't simply keep building and building.  



In summary, one would think that there is a natural progression where some limited development of small scale housing may be 
appropriate - for example where a property can be included without fundamentally impacting on the surrounding residences or 
through replacement. Where development is in principle needed then priority should be given to existing unused industrial sites 
followed by sites where one property might be replaced by two or similar principles. To simply state 56 properties have to be built 
is to make a demand without properly taking into account the nature of the area and what will be lost by setting arbitrary targets. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural044 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Whilst recognising that there needs to be sufficient supply of affordable homes in rural areas, I do not agree that it should be a 
‘target’. This approach will simply mean that 40% of all developments of greater than five dwellings will have affordable ho 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes, in principle, I agree with the suggested revised Core Policy 44, many of the provisions of which are aligned to points that I 
have raised in the responses above. It is particularly important that local residents should be properly consulted and clear 
evidence of this provided. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, villages need dwellings of various sizes and various types to allow local people to stay within the area if they wish.  In my 
area there have certainly been examples of a number of changes to housing type. Smaller homes have been demolished and 
repla 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Housing Requirements for Local Service Centres and Large Villages 
The Wiltshire Core Strategy (Jan 15) identified a requirement for a further 56 dwellings to be delivered by the 6 Large and 12 
Small Villages across the whole of the South Wiltshire Community Area (SWCA) in the timeframe up to 2026. Assuming a similar 
SWCA housing requirement trajectory in the 2026-2036 timeframe would suggest that a reasonable assumption would be for 
around 115 dwellings to be provided by the Large / Small Villages during the overall period of 2016-2036. However, the ERC now 



identifies a housing delivery requirement for the SWCA (outside of the Local Service Centre of Downton) of 335 dwellings in the 
2016-2036 timeframe, an almost 3-fold increase on the previously forecast numbers. The ERC also now makes no allocation to 
Small Villages, save for a recognition of a low number of infill properties, which requires this 3-fold increase in housing 
requirement to be taken by the 6 Large Villages alone. This considerable increase in housing requirement has not been 
explained or justified by evidence; in addition to which, the manner of its allocation is deeply flawed. 
The document states that “the housing requirement for the remaining unconstrained area is distributed to each Large Village, 
based on the size of settlement and number of existing households”. However, this approach is substantially flawed in three 
crucial ways: 
a. It fails to take into account any evidential basis for the additional housing specified for each Large Village. Simply to make 
the assumption that an area needs more housing just because it is already at a particular size does not stand up.  
b. It fails to take into account whether there are sufficient available areas within the settlement boundary of each Large 
Village for more housing.  Once again, simply making the assumption that an area with a high number of existing houses can 
support more housing fails to take account of whether there is any remaining capacity within the settlement boundary or potential 
for further infill.  
c. It fails to take into account whether local employment opportunities, facilities and services exist to support the new housing 
requirement since this is not part of the formula. Setting a housing requirement without consideration of the current employment, 
facilities and services could then require even more development to provide the necessary infrastructure (surgeries, schools, 
roads, parking, etc) to support the additional housing.  
The formula used to calculate housing requirements must therefore take into account each individual area’s actual, evidentially-
based, need for additional housing, its ability to provide suitable sites within its settlement boundary and whether the additional 
requirement can be supported by the local services and facilities available without the need for even further development. To 
ignore the latter two points would immediately imply that developing into ‘green belt’ areas was both needed and permissible and 
could destroy the rural aspect of the community, rather than enhance it. Such an approach would also be diametrically opposed 
to the stated policy within the ERC document which states that, when calculating the requirement, planning policy seeks to 
ensure that housing in rural areas is constrained to preserve the countryside.  
Overall, I have a concern that a county-wide housing target is simply being distributed around the county due to sizing of areas 
which are deemed to be able to absorb extra housing without taking into account whether or not the existing infrastructure can 
actually support the proposed extra housing or whether or not the extra housing is actually needed in that area.  
Should Requirements be Higher or Lower? If so, which ones and why? 
I do not agree with the suggested remaining housing requirement for Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls of 56 dwellings and believe it 
is far too high.  I’m also at a loss to understand how Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls can be designated as a ‘Large Village’. The 



excessive requirement placed on this settlement is clearly solely based on the ‘Large Village’ designation and not on any 
evidence-based justification or consideration of its immediate situation or that of the wider locality.  
Large Village Designation  
‘Large Villages’ are defined as “settlements with a more limited range of employment, services and facilities where development 
will be limited to that needed to help meet their housing needs and improve employment opportunities, services and facilities”. 
Both Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls have an extremely low level of services and facilities and very few employment opportunities. 
It would therefore appear that they have been classified as a Large Village simply due to the geographical layout of the two 
settlements, which clearly covers a large square area, and not because of any consideration of levels of employment, services 
and facilities.  
Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls are actually two separate settlements within Redlynch Parish, with the parish consisting of the 
settlements of Morgan’s Vale, Lover, Redlynch and Woodfalls.  Due to Lover and Redlynch being within the New Forest National 
Park (NFNP) they are not included within the Wiltshire housing ‘structure’ and, as a result, have no allocated housing 
requirement.  However, any housing development within Lover and Redlynch will have an impact upon the infrastructure of the 
whole parish and, equally, any development in Morgan’s Vale or Woodfalls will have an impact on the residents of Lover and 
Redlynch. The ‘Large Village’ designation takes no account whatsoever of the nature or inter-relationship of the four settlements, 
including their division between Wiltshire and the NFNP Authority.  
The designation of Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls as a ‘Large Village’ is therefore highly questionable and should be properly 
reviewed. Without this designation, the approach to housing requirement in this area would be based on ‘Small Village’ definitions 
which would be far more in keeping with the actual nature of the settlement and its requirement. 
Actual Housing Requirement and Deliverability 
I am extremely concerned that the calculations for the housing requirements do not accurately reflect what is needed, or even 
possible, in the individual areas. In short, the requirement fails to consider the three key questions of need, deliverability and 
impact.  
As already covered above, there are negligible employment opportunities within the immediate area of Morgan’s Vale and 
Woodfalls and there are extremely few facilities and services. As a result, the proposed housing requirement is not necessary to 
support the provision or development of existing employment, facilities and services. It is therefore considered extremely unlikely 
that any evidence could be provided to support the declared housing requirement.  
Irrespective of whether the need could be justified, it is considered that it would actually be impossible to deliver the required 
number of dwellings as there is no land available within the settlement boundary for either Morgan’s Vale or Woodfalls to provide 
the suggested housing requirement.  It should also be noted that there is a presumption against any development of more than 
20 properties which means that, to achieve the required numbers, at least three sizable development sites would be required. It is 
stated that Wiltshire Council will look at brownfield sites and prefer not to use green belt land.  The only brownfield site within 



Morgan’s Vale or Woodfalls is an area previously used for used-car sales and garaging which has already obtained planning 
permission for 7 properties. Therefore, to provide the land required to achieve the declared requirement would need a further 
seven sites of this size to be identified. Knowledge of the housing boundary for these settlements indicates that there are no 
other sites on which to build.  The other option is infill but again there are insufficient infill opportunities to achieve the 56 housing 
requirement. 
To deliver the requirement would therefore necessitate breaching the current housing boundary and ignoring the stated policy not 
to develop green belt land. However, even this approach is undeliverable since development simply cannot take place to the east 
or south-east of Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls due to the immediate proximity of the Wiltshire/Hampshire border or encroachment 
into the area administered by the New Forest National Park Authority. Similarly, development cannot take place to the west or 
south-west due to encroachment into the Avon Valley Special Area of Conservation. As a result, there is no possibility of 
delivering the stated housing requirement. 
Notwithstanding that there is actually nowhere on which to build which could provide the number of dwellings required, it is 
considered that the building of this number of houses would have an extremely negative and damaging impact on the provision of 
services and facilities in both the immediate and wider locality.  
As already stated, the Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls area has very few services and facilities. There is one shop, which is also 
the local post office, a very small car servicing/repair business, a small range of take-away food outlets and a single primary 
school which it is believed is at capacity. A huge reliance is placed on the nearby Local Service Centre of Downton which 
provides the doctors surgery, an optician and a greater range of shops and services, including limited employment opportunities 
in a small business park. In addition to which, there is extremely limited public transport provision. It is therefore extremely 
unlikely that the current range of services and facilities at Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls would be able to support an additional 56 
families without further substantial investment in local infrastructure and service provision. In addition, there would clearly be a 
significant increase in vehicle traffic which the current road network would be unable to manage and does nothing for the stated 
carbon emissions policy. In terms of the wider impact in conjunction with Downton, the ERC document places an allocation on 
Downton for a further 108 dwellings. So, the overall impact on Downton, as the area’s Local Service Centre, would be to support 
a further 164 families. Once again, I believe that it would be impossible for the current infrastructure and services to support such 
an increase.  
In conclusion, I consider that the allocation of 56 further dwellings to Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls is based on the false and 
unjustifiable designation of this area as a ‘Large Village’. The allocation is not based on any identifiable or supportable 
requirement and is actually undeliverable in terms of availability of sites and due to the damaging impact on both the settlement 
and the wider locality. 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The excessive requirement placed on this settlement is clearly solely based on the ‘Large Village’ designation and not on any 
evidence-based justification or consideration of its immediate situation or that of the wider locality.  
Large Village Designation  
‘Large Villages’ are defined as “settlements with a more limited range of employment, services and facilities where development 
will be limited to that needed to help meet their housing needs and improve employment opportunities, services and facilities”. 
Both Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls have an extremely low level of services and facilities and very few employment opportunities. 
It would therefore appear that they have been classified as a Large Village simply due to the geographical layout of the two 
settlements, which clearly covers a large square area, and not because of any consideration of levels of employment, services 
and facilities.  
Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls are actually two separate settlements within Redlynch Parish, with the parish consisting of the 
settlements of Morgan’s Vale, Lover, Redlynch and Woodfalls.  Due to Lover and Redlynch being within the New Forest National 
Park (NFNP) they are not included within the Wiltshire housing ‘structure’ and, as a result, have no allocated housing 
requirement.  However, any housing development within Lover and Redlynch will have an impact upon the infrastructure of the 
whole parish and, equally, any development in Morgan’s Vale or Woodfalls will have an impact on the residents of Lover and 
Redlynch. The ‘Large Village’ designation takes no account whatsoever of the nature or inter-relationship of the four settlements, 
including their division between Wiltshire and the NFNP Authority.  
The designation of Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls as a ‘Large Village’ is therefore highly questionable and should be properly 
reviewed. Without this designation, the approach to housing requirement in this area would be based on ‘Small Village’ definitions 
which would be far more in keeping with the actual nature of the settlement and its requirement. 
. In terms of the wider impact in conjunction with Downton, the ERC document places an allocation on Downton for a further 108 
dwellings. So, the overall impact on Downton, as the area’s Local Service Centre, would be to support a further 164 families. 
Once again, I believe that it would be impossible for the current infrastructure and services to support such an increase.  
In conclusion, I consider that the allocation of 56 further dwellings to Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls is based on the false and 
unjustifiable designation of this area as a ‘Large Village’. The allocation is not based on any identifiable or supportable 
requirement and is actually undeliverable in terms of availability of sites and due to the damaging impact on both the settlement 
and the wider locality. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural045 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Semington Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Semington Parish Council 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 45 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Our response to the local plan consultation for Semington village, which we have drawn up in consultation with villagers, is in two 
parts.  The first is a statement of our overall priorities for village development; the second addresses specific issues raised by the 
local plan proposals. 
Overall principles 
Appropriate, small-scale development in the village may be supported provided it meets identified parish needs. 
It is essential that the integrity and identity of the village is maintained and protected from the over-expansion of surrounding 
towns. 



The long-established and naturally-integrated green spaces between settlements must be safeguarded against inappropriate 
development as the presence of this land, and access to it, is essential for the mental and physical well-being of everyone who 
lives in the county. 
Over-development will bring an irreversible loss of habitat and protected species at a time when the national priority is to enhance 
biodiversity rather than destroy it.    
Such development will also have a negative effect on the popularity of the area both to vistors and residents, all of whom make a 
hugely important contribution to the economic viability of the county. 
Specific points 
1 We wish to challenge the requirement of 35 new houses to be built in the village up to 2036.  We think that this is too high given 
that Wiltshire Council is planning to build more houses than are needed in this period. 
2 We are profoundly disappointed that Semington parish council was never explicitly consulted by Wiltshire Council about being 
moved from one Housing Market Area to another.  This seems high-handed and undemocratic.  We have to conclude that, for 
whatever reason, it was deliberately not done, and ask for an explanation. 
3 It is clear from a map on the Wiltshire Council website [Page 1 of tinyurl.com/23rbcyte] that this decision was first mooted by 
Council planning officers long before the 2019 consultation.  What is less clear, however, whether elected members ever had this 
decision explicitly drawn to their attention.  As such, we should like to know whether elected members ever gave informed explicit 
consent to the shift. 
4 Semington parish council wants the parish to remain in an undivided Melksham Community Area and within the Chippenham 
HMA and will be asking our elected representative to petition the Wiltshire Council Cabinet for this to be agreed. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural046 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Downton Society 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
As a general rule a 40% target in rural areas especially where salaries may be lower than average>however all settlements and 
developments will vary and we strongly support making analysis of housing need central to this. But why limit the 40% target to p 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 
We agree, in principle, with the points as laid out, as well as support for the primary purpose of providing affordable housing.     
However, we question whether the Homes4Wiltshire register alone would accurately reflect local needs and suggest this should 



not be the only form of evidence.  There are many other factors not mentioned which could mitigate against automatic support for 
development  – from environmental and ecological issues to traffic and service provision, as well as proximity to existing centres 
of settlement which may, for instance, be in a neighbouring county. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
We do not agree with the blanket proposal to prevent home owners from extending their properties. It is suggested  (Para 25) 
that permitted development rights “might be withdrawn on small new homes”  ( by implication all those homes sold as 
‘affordable’). 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
We do not feel local evidence is relevant – it depends entirely on the terms of sale or renting. It is essential to remember that 
circumstances change and so what is a factor now will not be the same in 10 or 15 years time.    
 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Downton – south Wiltshire  
To set an arbitrary figure on the housing requirement for any category of settlement is impossible. There are too many important 
and variable factors with each case that must be taken into account.  
To take one example:      We would question the extent to which the Local Service Centre designation is (or remains) valid in the 
case of Downton.  This large village is said to serve a rural hinterland and to be the Local Service hub for the South Wiltshire 
HMA.  However, it is in the far south of the county, 2 miles from the Hampshire border,  bounded to the west by an AONB, and  to 
the southeast by the New Forest National Park.  There is only a minor and congested B road running through its centre, and it 
sits on the River Avon flood plain.   The number of shops has diminished over the last 10 years with several having closed 
(including general store, bank, newsagents,  post office and pubs).   It is clear that none of the large or smaller villages in South 
Wilts consider Downton to be their LSC – the natural service and retail  hub being Salisbury (or for settlements to the south,  
Fordingbridge in Hampshire).    The designation seems to rest entirely on the existence of a leisure centre, schools and a 
Business Centre which is located on the primary route of the A338 south and is primarily a distribution centre, providing very 
limited jobs for local people. Arguably Downton’s  “status” as an LSC is misguided. 
However, Local Service centres were designated as such in the 2015  WC Core Strategy – and Downton absorbed the additional 
housing allocated – though the Neighbourhood Plan confirmed that, given  infrastructure pressures,  development in future 
should be only small scale (under 25 houses) and spaced over time – in other words sustainable.     
Under the new Local Plan proposals,  all Local Service Centres are expected to accommodate more growth “in keeping with their 
role and status”.   But, in the case of Downton above, we would argue that its LSC status is misguided.  Far from “supporting the 
role of rural settlements”  (para 45), excess of new housing can actually damage them by creating  negative impacts on 
infrastructure and services – particularly where  expansion is further constrained by ecology and environmental factors (such as 
flood risk)   
With regard to Paras 59-69, it is agreed that Neighbourhood Plans are central in reflecting local views as are Housing Needs 
assessments.  There are many villages in Wiltshire who already have Plans  (including Downton’s which was adopted in  Jan 
2017).  However Wiltshire Council fail to acknowledge the length of time it will take to produce, or review,  a plan and associated 
surveys and Housing Needs assessment  (viz the time scale for this policy change for which we are providing comments). It is 
completely unreasonable to require a further review because an existing Neighbourhood Plan and housing needs assessment is 
over two years old – especially as current ones were created on the basis of a Core Strategy with an end date of 2026.  While 
“guidance and support” may be offered by WC  it rarely materialises into practical help, especially given WC’s own pressure on 
resources.  



Speculative development rears its head when developers believe there is a housing target to meet, and they are already being 
predatory.     If rural communities are truly to be empowered, they must be supported by WC so that appropriate housing is 
provided  in the right place at the right time, and rural communities and villages continue to thrive instead of becoming dormitory 
settlements.  
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The Downton Society has a membership in excess of 100 residents 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural047 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Geography needs to 
be considered as affordable by definition is lower income households. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, the trauma being experienced in towns and city 
centres no accelerated by covid 19. Affordable housing needs to be genuinely joined up and not by words. Look at true 



infrastructure, balanced with an ageing population and the rise of home working and micro businesses. Bright light syndrome is 
still as big today as it was 30 years ago ... if not more so! 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and tap into existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... n 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described and calculated. Many micro businesses working from home and that was 
before Covid 19. Winterslow is described as a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads and is therefore an 



oxymoron. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which 
puts a very different slant on the classification in a real world setting and with remote narrow lanes and infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren't left with empty regional hubs with no 
beating commerce of culture. Joined up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural048 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident of Wiltshire 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
I agree that all schemes of more than 5 dwellings should have 40% affordable housing.  
The evidence for local housing needs should take into consideration, not just the Rural Housing needs survey which concentrates 
on needs for affordable housing, but als 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I agree that simplicity is key to understanding.  
I disagree with withdrawal of permitted development rights. This would be discriminatory and unequal treatment. 



People extend their homes for a number of reasons. Mostly its the cost effective way of providing a larger home for your family as 
it grows. Its expensive to move and if you have children at school or work, its not always practical or desirable to uproot. There 
are a shortage of homes which pushes prices up. Withdrawing permitted development rights might not translate to more two beds 
house becoming available, it just might mean people live in cramped homes because they cant afford to move. 
Better to survey to find out how many homes have been extended or replaced to provide bigger accommodation,  then allow an 
equivalent development of a smaller property . This would maintain the stock of smaller properties and not disadvantage those 
who want to move to larger ones but cannot afford to do so. 
The smaller properties can be built as infill or small developments. 
Core Policy 44 
Rural exception sites-agree  
Cross subsidy-Market Homes-There should not be a rural exception for market housing 
Community led housing-there should not be market housing. it should be all affordable to local people. 
This could be improved with  consideration to the climate emergency that we are in, the declaration of a climate emergency by 
Wiltshire Council and priority to the emerging climate change strategy.   
All homes should be zero carbon built, have solar panels, no gas heating, highest possible insulation and best doors and 
windows to prevent energy loss. 
Building regs should come before planning is considered or given, to ensure the best possible energy efficient development is 
being proposed. That no planning is allowed until it meets the best energy efficiency. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
I do not agree with this approach. 
This would be discriminatory and unequal treatment. 
For every home that is extended, just allow a new smaller home to be built to keep up the stock of smaller homes. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 



I don't agree with imposing these restrictions. its better to encourage more building of smaller homes to increase stock. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Bromham- in the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations plan, Feb 2020, Bromham is in East Wiltshire Market area. This area has 
been considered to have delivered on its housing allocations. Therefore, there is no justifications to have allocated Bromham any 
ho 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
We are in a climate emergency and beyond the tipping point. We need to make communities sustainable and that requires some 
radical system change.  
Asking for zero carbon homes is a way towards that.  
Prioritising  walking and cycling means putting those needs of the vehicle second, after pedestrians and cyclist. So you do put in 
footpaths and cycleways first, even if that means there is no  room for two carriageways for cars. Vehicles will have to give way to 
pedestrians. Infrastructure for pedestrian, cycle and mobility scooters should be there at the design stage. There should be car 
free developments in town centres, with no parking, but plenty of opportunity for walking, cycling and public transport.  Keep 
development as close as possible to services. Stop development in the countryside unless it is for food production. We need to 
focus on what is essential before the climate does it for us. 



Wiltshire Council needs to get serious. There are plenty of concerned people who realise that we are beyond mitigation and now 
need to adapt. That means not building on flood plains and allowing them to act as flood plains. It means rewilding the open 
countryside so we have trees and native flora to bring back the insects and bees to pollinate the fruit.  
Time to stop ignoring the inevitable and help communities adapt to coming climate collapse. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural049 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Geography needs to 
be considered as affordable by definition is lower income households 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, the trauma being experienced in towns and city 
centres no accelerated by covid 19. Affordable housing needs to be genuinely joined up and not by words. Look at true 



infrastructure, balanced with an ageing population and the rise of home working and micro businesses. Bright light syndrome is 
still as big today as it was 30 years ago ... if not more so! 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and tap into existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... n 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described and calculated. Many micro businesses working from home and that was 
before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads and is therefore an 



oxymoron. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which 
puts a very different slant on the classification in a real world setting and with remote narrow lanes and infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centresis that we aren't Jeff with empty regional hubs with no 
beating commerce of culture. Joined up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural050 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No.  This will not empower local communities because, as experience has shown, developers will apply for 5 dwellings at a time 
so they do not have to build any affordable houses. Ratio should be one for one. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No, because this is only for exception sites which may not become available. Where there is an identified need, Neighbourhood 
Plans should be able to allocate appropriate small areas of land and the cost should enable CLTs to build houses for rent at a 
price that is truly affordable. 



In general, mainly executive houses have been built in recent years and there is a great need to catch up with building the 
affordable houses, particularly those for social rent that are desperately needed. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, criteria i-vii and the content of the policy are welcomed. 
However, the meaning of “The Council will secure nomination rights to the affordable homes in line with its adopted Allocations 
Policy” is not understood and it would be helpful to make it cl 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
An up to date Housing Needs Survey followed by calculations done by Homes of Our Own and a Housing Association and a pre-
app consultation with Wiltshire Council. 
With small houses it is agreed that the Council should look into a way in which extensions co 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
Lower overall because a) the spatial strategy projections go above and beyond the numbers needed  
according to the standard methodology and b) the windfalls/brownfields sites are not counted.  ONS figures for 2016 and 2018 
are lower than in 2014 and the r 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Accelerating Climate Change and Covid-19 have shown the need to prioritise biodiversity, carbon sinks, protection of flood 
plains, leisure areas and land for local food production, together with sustainable transport and reduction of car travel. New roads 
and large scale greenfield development will not enable the aims for zero carbon emissions to be met.  The south of England is 
also where water supplies are under pressure in dry summers. Mapping of these priority areas should be done jointly with WC 
and Neighbourhood Plans/Town and Parish councils, before any further land is allocated for development. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural051 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Geography needs to 
be considered as affordable by definition in lower income households 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, the trauma being experienced in towns and city 
centres no accelerated by covid19. Affordable housing needs to be genuinely joined up and not by words. Look at true 



infrastructure, balanced with an ageing population and the rise of home working and micro businesses. Bright light syndrome is 
still as big today as it was 30 years ago... if not more so! 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty supply an brownfield sites are truly understood unaccounted for this will help 
enhance street scene with many locations and tap into existing infrastructure a genuine sustainable solution not just words 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described calculated. many micro businesses working from home and that was before 
code 19 winterslow described as a large village but has small village infrastructure roads and is therefore an oxymoron the area 



covered is 452 hectares I'm a big population of circa 2000 is a density of 4.42 two people per hectare which puts a very different 
slapped on the classification in a real world setting and with remote narrow lanes and infrastructure 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres so that we arent left with empty regional hubs with no 
beating commerce of culture. Joined up thinking is required 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural052 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire Council - 
Residential Development Team - New Build Affordable Housing 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The Residential Development Team would be supportive of the proposed approach to seek 40% AH across all sites with over 5 
units. 
An alternative approach might be to set a threshold of affordable housing requirement for each village/local service centre. 
 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



The Residential Development Team would be supportive of the proposals to increase the number of units from 10 to 20 on rural 
exception sites.  This is better from a viability perspective and for the local residents who might have to endure construction 
noise/traffic on the same location in quick succession. 
on the points set out above, we would like to see the following wording added to point vii: 
vii. The affordable housing provided will always be available for defined local needs, both initially and on subsequent change of 
occupant...... (except where this conflicts with legislation on Right to Buy). 
As a local authority we have previously faced questions regarding how the Council can develop on RES given that tenants will 
have the RTB.  Legal advice sought back in 2016 indicates that the RTB legislation can override the policy on homes in 
perpetuity but should not preclude the Council from building on RES.  Legal Advice can be provided following this review. 
By adding in the text in brackets, it prevents the question/argument being raised every time the Council submits a planning 
application in line with CP44. 
With regards to the addition of Community Led Housing, the following points should be addressed: 
The document A Planner's Guide to Community Led Housing should be read, particular attention should be given to pages 15-33 
“Local Plan Policy for community led housing”. The document explains that the common approach for including community led 
housing in a local plan is not through a specific community led development policy, but embedding it in a range of polices that 
support its delivery, often through the use of the self and custom- build definition.  
A Planner's Guide to Community Led Housing also explains the three eligibility criteria for community led housing; this is not 
necessarily Affordable Housing and is not always undertaken by a community land trust. Therefore, community led housing group 
should replace the reference to community and trusts, so that all community led housing delivery is referred to in the policy. 
Therefore consideration will need to be given as to whether this policy will apply to any community led housing within the 
framework boundary, as well as rural exception sites, especially when considering not all community led housing will be 
Affordable Housing  (as mentioned above) and a community led housing proposal may not be appropriate to the constraints of 
rural exception sites? For example, a co-housing community or groups of self-builders wanting to build eco homes that cannot 
afford land within the defined settlement boundary and where the provision of Affordable Housing will make the development 
unviable and/or require the development to accommodate occupants to that do not meet the objectives of the group? Or a 
housing co-operative seeking to build homes for adults with a specific needs (e.g. young adults or adults with learning disabilities) 
where residents will meet occupancy criteria through membership rules of the organisation. 
The policy needs to allow for CLH to be delivered on a RES for 100% self builders, where the land owner sells the land purely as 
5 self build plots.  These could not be delivered as affordable housing but how would these be assessed within the CP44 
framework?  It would suggest that this would not be possible unless a % of affordable housing was offered? 
Is it possible that a separate Self Build policy might be needed that sits aside from CLH and CP44? 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The Residential Development Team can understand the thinking behind this.  However there is no direct comment from the 
Residential Development Team regarding this point. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
No Comment 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
No comment specifically regarding this point, just some further food for thought on the benefits of understanding what work is 
ongoing with these local service centres and large villages to understand why some villages are not growing inline with the inte 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



As the team who deliver the Rural Housing Need Survey we have some concerns with the wording of the RHNS.  The role of the 
Enabling team (Principal Development Officer) has recently been withdrawn from the process, leaving less qualified officers 
engaging in initial conversations with Parish Councils to understand their reason behind the RHNS. 
Historically the RHNS was seen as a route to "enabling" affordable housing to be delivered to meet the identified need.  Now the 
RHNS is being used as a tool to inform Neighbourhood Plans - sometime to prove that there is no need. 
A lot of resource is put into the development of the RHNS and the production of the evaluation report and resource is scarce. 
We would like to look at ways in which we can make the RHNS work for both "enabling" development and to support a 
Neighbourhood Plan.  What role can the Neighbourhood Plan Link Officers play in understanding the requirements of a RHNS for 
the Neighbourhood Plan? 
We are also looking at using our Community Led Housing Project Managers taking over the role from the PDOs but we need to 
understand what funding is available to help cover their costs.  The Community Led Housing Project Managers are currently 
funded through the Community Housing Fund which is jointly managed by Community First Wiltshire Council and Wiltshire 
Community Land Trust, therefore we will need to justify how them taking on this additional role will be remunerated in order to 
maintain the longevity of the Community Housing Fund. 
From the consultation events and the Empowering Rural Communities document it is clear that RHNS plays a large part in the 
process of Empowering Communities so we need to be sure that the service we offer can meet expectations. 
At present, some of the information included in the Empowering Rural Communities document regarding RHNS isn't entirely 
correct. 
We offer a single survey, that is all online, the survey is conducted through SNAP and is not designed to be amended or meet 
bespoke needs/questions from each community. 
We offer this service for free but it already costs the team a considerable amount of money in time spent on organising, liaising 
with the PC, analysing the responses and providing the Report.  If communities want to start making changes, we will not be able 
to offer this service and it will divert communities to external providers where they will be charged anywhere between £1000 to 
£5000. 
We could consider charging a nominal fee for the surveys or seeking funding from Neighbourhood Planning/neighbourhood plan 
groups. 
We could also look at changing the approach so that bespoke questions can be included but we would need to overhaul the 
process and this will add further cost. 
It is proposed that the following changes are made to points 11-14 
11. To understand local housing needs, individual communities are encouraged to carry out an online 
Rural Housing Needs Survey to assess their needs for affordable housing. Standard online survey questionnaire, analysis and 
parish report will be produced by the Council, while the local community publicise and engage with the survey. 



12. An assessment of affordable local housing needs is central to determining what scale of housing 
should be planned for over the plan period and the types of new affordable homes that may be 
needed. 
Remove point 13, online has been included in point 11  
We feel point 14 needs to be deleted.   The Parish Report indicates current living situation of residents and aspirations, but does 
not extend the needs assessment as indicated in this point. 
It may be worth some further discussion to determine how we progress this (please contact me). 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural053 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am a resident of Wiltshire and am interested in the built environment.  I have looked at your housing allocation plan which 
seems to have already been adopted in February 2020 so i am not sure why you are now asking for comments.  I feel you should 
be allowing more allocation in the "small villages"  and not just infilling.  The settlement boundaries are so tight to the current 
housing sites that infilling is not allocated in some villages e.g. small site next to the Shalbourne Stores.  I am sure there are lots 
of others.   
Small villages should be allowed to expand by say 10% in the period up to 2036.  Small villages need to be able to expand so 
that vital rural economies such as the village shop, pub, school, church and village hall can be actively used and therefore 
sustainable maintained.  Services such as rural bus routes will not survive without more housing and small employment 
occupunities. 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural054 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Benchmark Planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Benchmark Development Planning 
LTD 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 54 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No – the government is considering replacing its threshold to 30 to 50 houses to encourage more small to medium sized 
housebuilders to build out schemes sooner to meet pressing housing needs. We support this Central Government proposal. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No see above. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No see above. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
It should be a national level threshold, not local. Trying to introduce a special local low threshold is too arbitrary and it would slow 
down the delivery of housing, making new housing less affordable by restricting the supply of new homes. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Higher. Alderbury – we are suggesting land near The Green Dragon is allocated for development for up to 5 houses to allow the 
village to grow by way of a small scale infill development (see RURAL54b for Plans BEN 0001 and 0003). 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
Alderbury – we are suggesting land to the west The Green Dragon and behind the 4x4 Garage is allocated for development for 
up to 5 houses to allow the village to grow by way of a small scale infill development. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural055 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Affordable by 
definition is lower income households. Wrong location is an easy mistake 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, with towns and city centres now accelerated to 
ghost towns especially after covid 19. Affordable housing is too overused an expression. Look at true infrastructure, balanced 



with an ageing population and the rise of home working. Bright light syndrome is still as big today as it was 30 years ago…if not 
more so! Younger generations are drawn to big centres, technology and their friends. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and use existing infrastructure. A genuine ‘sustainable’ solution…not 
just w 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described. Many are single home workers and that was before Covid 19. Winterslow is 
described as a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a 



population of circa 2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which puts a very different slant on the classification with remote 
narrow lanes and infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren’t left with empty city centres. Joined 
up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural056 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Colerne Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Worked examples of how the methodology set out on pp 15/16 of Empowering Rural Communities produces such a wide range 
of allocations would be helpful. 
Please see our main comment in Q13. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 
Colerne Parish Council notes that within the Local Plan Review consultation document (January 2021), the housing allocations 
proposed for the period to 2036 include an allocation of 40 new dwellings to the 'large village' of Colerne. (Reference: Table 2.4, 
p.19, Empowering Rural Communities [ERC]) 



Colerne Parish Council is approaching Submission stage in its preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan.  At its meeting on 2 March 
2021, the Council noted that the assignment methodology set out on pp.15/16 of ERC will not have had regard to the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan.  The draft Neighbourhood Plan explains that an allocation as per Table 2.4 could not readily be 
accommodated in the short-term but it sets out a development strategy by which it would be attainable in the mid-longer term of 
the planning period, thus satisfying the requirement (para 59, ERC) that “policies and proposals need to be in general conformity 
with the Local Plan”. 
Colerne Parish Council requests that subsequent iterations of the Local Plan review, including assignment of housing 
development requirements at settlement level, have regard to its emerging Neighbourhood Plan. 
Colerne Parish Council, 2 March 2021 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural057 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I read with dismay of the proposed number of houses allocated for the villages of Shaw and Whitley. 
If the plans were to go ahead on this scale, the villages would be overwhelmed and lose the characteristics of the English village 
for future generations. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural058 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Melksham Without Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): joint submission of the Melksham 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, Melksham Town Council and Melksham Without 
Parish Council. 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
In principle, raising the affordable housing requirement to 40% on schemes of more than five houses across Wiltshire is 
supported as a mechanism to help site allocations and developments within rural settlements deliver affordable housing to meet 
local ne 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



The revision of Policy 44 to provide single and clear policy support with criteria for the delivery of rural exception site proposals 
and Community Land Trust led housing schemes is welcomed.  The inclusion of local needs criteria for supporting open market 
housing is also supported to optimise the ability of such sites to deliver both affordable homes to rent and meet market demands 
for smaller homes.   Policy 44 should also consider addition of criteria to restrict such homes to owner occupiers and enable local 
people the first opportunity to purchase. 
Delivery of market homes that are indistinguishable from affordable homes may restrict CLT providing affordable housing for 
specialist local needs or market homes to widen the scope of availability to respond to a more diverse evidenced housing needs 
assessment.  Where there is no local needs assessment in place, affordable housing providers should be expected to undertake 
such assessment to an approved methodology and quality. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This approach is aimed at preventing the application of permitted development rights to extend and alter houses. It will only apply 
to single dwelling houses and the criteria permitted development rights allow.  However, this has been extended by the Gove 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Applying conditions to new market housing would not require policy or evidence.  It is a commonly used tool to enable optimised 
designed efficient use of land and “fix” resident amenity. It may also enable residential form that creates places that reflect 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Melksham Without Parish – Whitley and Shaw 
 



 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Whilst the methodology of distribution between large villages and service centre’s using constraints sieve testing appears logical, 
the baseline figure appears somewhat an arbitrary proportion of the total need calculation for Wiltshire (which is itself 
questioned).  Whilst constraints of designations and environment are one aspect to evidence the suitability of a settlement to 
accommodate growth, the figure appears to have been attributed to Shaw and Whitley without evidence to justify their combined 
capacity to accommodate and sustainably support such a level of expansion.   
Shaw and Whitley are designated as a large village by Policy 1 of the Local Plan.  A target of 95 homes over the plan period that 
has been attributed to both villages.  However, Shaw and Whitley are two distinct and smaller settlements with an important rural 
separation between them.   Both settlements are within the hinterland of Melksham market town and their population largely look 
to Melksham for their retail and employment needs. This is achievable with relatively short journeys and by connecting bus 
services.    
Melksham’s rural setting is characterised by a number of small villages that relate to the market town but are distinct and 
separate.  Treating Shaw and Whitley as a large village with an associated higher housing requirement, risks this character and 
setting, by potential amalgamation of village and market town or creating a significant settlement with only a modest degree of 
separation from its market town.  Both should be avoided. 
The JMNP has analysed the quality of local services at the two villages.  Whilst there is primary school provision and community 
meeting and recreation provision, following the closure of The Toast Office in Whitley, there is currently no local shop or post 
office.   
However, analysis and consultation supporting the JMNP has identified an ongoing lack of affordable housing delivery, a need to 
rebuild viable local needs shopping and localised flood management at Whitley.  MWOPC acknowledge further neighbourhood 
plan led housing delivery at Whitley can be a route to address these.  It would therefore, consider a more limited and achievable 
level of growth be adopted here that, in line with Policy 1, focuses on, “…. helping meet their housing needs and improve 
employment opportunities, services and facilities”. 
Ability to Deliver the Proposed Housing Target  
The submission neighbourhood plan proposes the allocation of land at Middle Farm, Whitley for approximately 18 dwellings.  This 
leaves a residual figure of c75 dwellings, as there have been a couple of windfall single dwelling permissions recently. 
AECOM originally assessed available land at Whitley Farm and east of Corsham Road (opposite First Lane).  However, further 
detailed assessment concluded development of these sites was not suitable.  



A further 9 homes have been proposed through a planning application at First Lane, Whitley (20/05766/OUT) but has been 
withdrawn.     
Between 2016-19 six dwellings (two per year) were delivered.  This trajectory could deliver a further c30 homes by 2036. But the 
pattern of small-scale infill would not deliver any affordable units.  Taking into account, the c18 homes to be delivered at Middle 
Farm, this could leave a residual c 40 homes to be delivered at Shaw and Whitley by 2036, to meet the Local Plan target.   
This approach may require further allocation of land for at least about 40 homes.  But if MWOPC wished to deliver 40% 
affordable homes within future growth, it would likely necessitate allocations to deliver the entire residual figure of c70 homes.  
This is a very significant amount of growth proportionate to the scale and population of both villages requiring new greenfield land 
allocation,  
This required accelerated trajectory of growth creates a tension with the driver and purpose of housing delivery at large villages 
set out in Core Strategy Policy 1; the appropriate level and locations for growth should be resolved through a process of analysis 
of local housing need and assessment of available sites through the JMNP review process.  These may result in a different but 
more robust figure.  
Through the coordination between Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan Reviews there is an opportunity to resolve how rural 
housing needs and growth within the JMNP area are addressed.  It may also be feasible for JMNP to determine how an agreed 
rural housing target should be delivered by 2036, combining housing at Shaw and Whitley, meeting needs at other small villages 
within the NP area and coordinating with allocations at Melksham.  
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 
All evidence documents for Melksham Neighbourhood Plan can be accessed at www.melkshamneighbourhoodplan.org 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural059 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I have been made aware that planning permission has been approved for 43 new homes in a small village near a Somerset town.  
Has the planning policies been updated? in respect of building some new houses in villages and settlements near major towns? 
Regarding the above permission!!!   
Please reconsider the site at Hawkeridge village/hamlet (O S 1683) reference (338).   As a retired builder (NHBC), I would like to 
point out that the Hawkeridge site (338) is far superior to other sites being put forward/considered which appear to have no 
services on site or amenities close by as the Hawkeridge site which is also adjoining the village houses.  This would be an 
extension to the village and not building in the open space.   
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural060 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes. Better late than never. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes. Provided important open spaces and landscape links are not compromised. And provided current infrastructure, highways 
including access to villages, sewers, amenities including shops, pubs, bus services, schools, etc are adequate. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Definitely. Don’t know a better approach than withdrawal of PDR, but currently impossible to apply. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Complete lack of affordable starter/retirement properties. Once extended they are in a different and unaffordable market for first 
timers, especially local residents. No option but to leave the area. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Winterslows should be much lower due to restricted access and infrastructure. Desire to retain village environment and stop 
destruction through inappropriate urban extension. 
Downtown, Alderbury, Durrington, Woodfalls, Whiteparish, already ruined, but with adequate services, can take more. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
Current proposal for 86 dwellings and related vehicles off Middleton Rd, Winterslow, is excessive overdevelopment, destroying 
an important open link between residential properties, and in a location already struggling with infrastructure capacity especially 
highway and access. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural061 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
In an ideal world, yes. But because of geographical and other limitations it seems unlikely that there would actually be space for 
an appropriate development site of more than five dwellings in the Morgan’s Vale / Woodfalls area.  
Geographically and comm 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The policy makes theoretical sense but the reality on the ground mitigates against achieving these laudable goals.  
In relation to Rural Exception Sites it is impossible to envisage housing proposals that do not rely on travel by private car (point iii 
o 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Restricting householders’ ability to extend their homes, or threatening to do so, is draconian and unhelpful. The Council wou ld 
have to make the strongest possible watertight case and present solid evidence for taking such an approach which would 
undoubte 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Fundamentally, the definition of Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls in para 29 fails to meet the Council’s own criteria for designation as 
a Large Village. The characteristics of Morgan’s Vale / Woodfalls are clearly aligned with the description of a Small Village in para 
30, being settlements that “have a low level of services, and few employment opportunities.” 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
In summary, the plan for Morgan’s Vale / Woodfalls fails on two counts. Firstly, it does not meet the definition of a Large Village, 
and secondly it is at best, unclear that sufficient non-greenfield sites exist to deliver the housing target.  
To truly empower this rural community a much more cooperative and practical approach needs to be taken to the challenge of 
finding ways to provide housing for local people. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural062 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
yes 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
availability of affordable larger properties within a pre determined radius of the locale 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The figures for Netheravon and surrounding rural hamlets of Fittleton, Haxton and Coombe should be lower. With the large new 
estates in Amesbury, the perimeter of Salisbury City, and not withstanding the large developments at Bulford, Larkhill and 
Tidworth, there is no need for green belt areas, which in some instances encompasses land which is both archeologically and 
historically important, to be built upon. The local services within the village of Netheravon are perfectly adequate given that most 
people either travel to where larger shops are located, or, as the pandemic has shown, prefer on line shopping. Notwithstanding 
that these rural areas do not have the infrastructure by way of adequate road structure, public transport links, which leads to an 
increase in the use of private vehicles, adequate power, water/waste and telecommunication facilities. 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council should be looking to protect the rich and diverse landscape and open countryside of the county by protecting 
rural areas from unnecessary development and instead actively encouraging development on brownfield sites 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural063 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
In short, I would like to object against the plans proposed for the Atworth area for the following reasons: 
Increasing the housing stock by 20% is disproportionate in size compared to the infrastructure available  
Outside of agriculture the villages support little employment and the range of services is low.  
The village school is landlocked and therefore unable to expand. Having a school in walking distance is essential for many 
residents, especially those who cannot drive  
The village is made up of many historic and listed buildings. Expanding the settlement boundary would impose on the character 
of the village properties which need to be preserved.  



I do not believe the capacity of the settlements to support growth have been properly considered and as a result we do not 
believe the allocation is credible or fair for Atworth, especially given our close proximity to other urban areas including 
Chippenham, Melksham and Trowbridge where local employment opportunities and services are more significant. We find the 
narrative supporting the Tables on Page 9 and 15 very difficult to understand. 
I believe the development “constraints” around Atworth are considerable and do not support an allocation of 80 homes (an 
increase of almost 20% on the existing numbers). With regard to para 85, the villages contain areas of floodplain and flood risk, 
green belt, ancient woodland, local green spaces, listed buildings and other heritage assets. But the villages also contain, or are 
close to, areas of biodiversity, open spaces, and areas for walking and cycling. With low employment opportunities, minimal 
services and stretched infrastructure we feel the proposed allocation is therefore unsustainable. 
I believe the proposal to adopt either single policies and/or rationalised policies across Large Villages and Service Centres is a 
step too far. The diversity of villages across the county, each with their own characteristics and constraints, in our view means 
that increased standardisation is likely to constrain planning discussions and may lead to sub-optimal outcomes for residents. 
We do not believe the document “Empowering Local Communities” is clear and easy to understand. We have struggled with the 
flow of the document and have found it difficult to link the questions to the narrative. For example the proposal to add a 100M 
buffer to Settlement Boundaries is unclear and we cannot determine if this is proposed as a building or non-building zone. 
We are realistic that, notwithstanding the Large Village Categorisation issue set out above, that Atworth should accept an 
allocation over the plan period.  We think that allocation should be no more than 30 houses over the plan period, to include those 
already earmarked in the Neighbourhood Plan, with a strategy to maximise infill opportunities for the balance as if the villages 
were categorised individually as “small villages”, would be more reflective of local needs. For the avoidance of doubt, other than 
the proposed development in the Neighbourhood Plan, we do not support housing development proposals that would breach 
Settlement Boundaries. The balance of 65 houses, if required, should then be reallocated back to the Chippenham and 
Trowbridge HMAs or elsewhere. 
We believe the consultation period is too short and should be extended by at least 4 weeks. We have found it difficult to locate 
the relevant documents on the Council Website. Also the demographic of our communities means that our residents are, 
generally speaking, less familiar with IT. Many have no access to the internet at all. That means that awareness in the villages 
about the proposals is low.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural065 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Community Action for 
Whitley and Shaw (CAWS) 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 65 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No, we do not agree. 
Shaw and Whitley already have a very diverse existing housing stock ranging from large dwellings to one-bedroom properties. 
We feel that this very well supports the local demographic now and how it is likely to develop over the plan p 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No, we do not. 
First of all we do not believe the categorisation of Shaw and Whitley as a Large Village is necessarily correct in the context of this 
consultation: 
• It is inappropriate to consider the two very distinct settlements of Shaw and Whitley, wi 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Again it is not completely clear which section of the document the question relates to. 
Assuming that it relates to paras 19 – 25 then we would wish to see the evidence behind the baseline numbers proposed for our 
communities and to compare that with our 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
We feel the allocation for Shaw and Whitley should be significantly lower. 



We do not feel the methodology used for the allocation proposed for Large Villages (such as Shaw and Whitley) in the 
Chippenham HMA is robust. We do not believe the capacity of the 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
General Comments - Setting the Context 
We believe the categorisation of Shaw and Whitley as a Large Village in the context of this consultation is incorrect. Shaw and 
Whitley are separate villages each with their own distinct characteristics. We are very proud of our close working relationships 
and shared services across the two communities but we stand against any impression that they should be considered collectively 
as a single large village. That view is not supported by residents who relish the proximity and relationship between the 
communities but wish to protect the boundaries and the individualness of the two settlements. Outside of agriculture the villages 
support little employment and the range of services is low.  Therefore, for the purposes of this consultation, Shaw and Whitley 
should be categorised as Small Villages. We do not feel the methodology used for the allocation proposed for Large Villages 
(such 
as Shaw and Whitley) in the Chippenham HMA is robust. We do not believe the capacity of the settlements to support growth 
have been properly considered and as a result we do not believe the allocation is credible or fair for Shaw and Whitley, especially 
given our close proximity to other urban areas including Chippenham, Melksham and Trowbridge where local employment 
opportunities and services are more significant. We find the narrative supporting the Tables on Page 9 and 15 very difficult to 
understand.  
We believe the development “constraints” around Shaw and Whitley are considerable and do not support an allocation of 95 
homes (an increase of almost 20% on the existing numbers). With regard to para 85, the villages contain areas of floodplain and 
flood risk, green belt, ancient woodland, local green spaces, listed buildings and other heritage assets.  
But the villages also contain, or are close to, areas of biodiversity, open spaces, and areas for walking and cycling. With low 
employment opportunities, minimal services and stretched infrastructure we feel the proposed allocation is therefore 
unsustainable. 
We believe the proposal to adopt either single policies and/or rationalised policies across Large Villages and Service Centres is a 
step too far. The diversity of villages across the county, each with their own characteristics and constraints, in our view means 
that increased standardisation is likely to constrain planning discussions and may lead to suboptimal outcomes for residents. 



We do not believe the document “Empowering Local Communities” is clear and easy to understand. We have struggled with the 
flow of the document and have found it difficult to link the questions to the narrative. For example the proposal to add a 100M 
buffer to Settlement Boundaries is unclear and we cannot determine if this is proposed as a building or non-building zone. 
We are realistic that, notwithstanding the Large Village Categorisation issue set out above, that Shaw and Whitley should accept 
an allocation over the plan period. We think that allocation should be no more than 30 houses over the plan period, to include 
those already earmarked in the Neighbourhood Plan, with a strategy to maximise infill opportunities for the balance as if the 
villages were categorised individually as “small villages”, would be more reflective of local needs. For the avoidance of doubt, 
other than the proposed development in the Neighbourhood Plan, we do not support housing 
development proposals that would breach our Settlement Boundaries. The balance of 65 houses, if required, should then be 
reallocated back to the Chippenham and Trowbridge HMAs or elsewhere. 
We believe the consultation period is too short and should be extended by at least 4 weeks. We have found it difficult to locate 
the relevant documents on the Council Website. 
Also the demographic of our communities means that our residents are, generally speaking, less familiar with IT. Many have no 
access to the internet at all. That means that awareness in the villages about the proposals is low. CAWS will do its part to raise 
awareness but that will need more time. 
Answering the Questionnaire. Against the background of the above points we offer the following response to the questions 
posed. Please note that we have noticed some inconsistencies between the Questions in the “Empowering Rural Communities” 
document and the wording on the on-line questionnaire. And therefore we recommend that our answers are read collectively 
rather than on an individual basis.  
As stated above we cannot reconcile likely land availability in Shaw and Whitley for new build, with the level of demand we feel, 
as residents, is reasonable for the villages, and the figures set out for our communities in Table 2.4. Our strong view is that that 
the proposed allocation is excessive and designed to unreasonably ease allocations elsewhere. The fact that in reality our 
communities maybe better described as “small villages” (given the low employment opportunities and services for example) 
reinforces our view.  
We did not find the document “Empowering Rural Communities” easy to digest. Nor did we find it straightforward to align the 
questions sets with the narrative in the document. We also wish to point out that we feel other proposed housing allocations in 
the aera (such as in Melksham itself) are at face value unbalanced compared with other areas in Wiltshire. 
Connected with this we would object strongly to any urbanisation from the surrounding towns approaching our communities to the 
extent that boundaries became blurred and we risk a change to the character of the settlements in which we live, and Shaw and 
Whitley being allocated housing as an overflow for these towns. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural066 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Nadder Community land 
Trust 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
starter homes should be designed so that they stay as starter homes and cannot be expanded.  so they should be clusters with 
green land around rather than gardens.  Co housing is another option. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Demand to live in our village with easy access to trains the AONB and shops and services 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
There are far too many second homes in our area they should be paying huge amounts of council tax to deter this happening.  
There are also  a  large number of empty homes and they should also be heavily penalised to encourage the owners to make use 
of the property.  That could reduce the need for about 20-49 new properties 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
Climate change is our biggest threat.  If we are going to build then we should be extremely careful about what we build.  as near 
zero carbon as we can get.  We also need to make sure that our environment is protected and we should be able to apply for 
grants to assist farmers improve access to their land.  Our footpath club puts in gates and clears paths.  If we offered to put in 
fences and hedges it could be a win win situation, keeping people off the agricultural land but enabling farmers to an option to 
open up access. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural067 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. The presumption that Shaw and Whitley should be lumped together to form a “Large Village” is without merit and does not 
have support from the inhabitants. The 2 villages are quite separate and have different characteristics. Neither has significant 
local services such as shops, medical facilities, nor opportunities for employment etc.. 
2. Whitley is contained within its Settlement Boundary and only infill development would be appropriate. There is some 
discussion about a 100m buffer zone around current settlement boundaries (para 87 of the document) but the language is rather 
opaque and gives no confidence that the buffer zone would not be used for expansion rather than protection. 
3. The suggestion that the combined villages could support another 95 houses over the next 20 years is quite outrageous. This 
seems to conflict with the statements in para 94 and in Table 2.2 that suggest a total of 20 houses would be required over the 



period. A mysterious multiplier has been conjured up by a spreadsheet, referred to in para 95, the workings of which are lacking 
in both methodology and provenance. Such algorithms have not enjoyed a glowing reputation in recent times. 
4. There are few sites in either village that could support any development as both villages are festooned with high voltage 
distribution circuits arising from both the Beanacre switching centre and the Norrington Common sub-station. Diversion of the 
circuits would be expensive. 
5. Much has been said elsewhere about the flood risks surrounding the Southbrook in and around both villages. Indeed a 
planning application for 9 dwellings in Whitley was withdrawn recently citing insurmountable technical difficulties. Equally there 
are many listed buildings, ancient woodland and biodiverse sites to be considered. 
6. As there is little employment within the villages, incomers will need transport to get to their work and to local services. 
Melksham is already a housing feeder for Bath, Chippenham and Swindon, possibly as a consequence of their being, in turn, 
dormitory feeders for Bristol, the Thames Valley and London. We do not need to exacerbate the transport problems in the area 
by encouraging or enforcing yet more commuting. In particular, “affordable” housing should be close to places of employment to 
enable walking or cycling to and from work. To that extent I would support the relevant elements of Revised Core Policy 44. 
7. I also support the general principle that 40% of homes in developments of 5 or more properties should be “affordable” although 
developers do seem to have found their ways around similar policies in the past. 
8. In summary this is a policy that means well and fails spectacularly. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural068 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Turley 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Wyatt Homes and The Wilton Estate 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 68 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Wilton 
2.21 The Emerging Spatial Strategy sets out that Wilton will be “recognised distinct from Salisbury and now necessitating its own 
strategic requirements as with other Local Service Centres, but with a level of growth recognising its close proximity to the City.” 
The aim of this is to “support Wilton retaining its separate identity and to plan positively for its functional relationships with the 
City.” 
2.22 We do not oppose the disaggregation of Wilton and Salisbury in the Emerging Spatial Strategy and would fully support a 
planning approach which recognises the distinctiveness of Wilton. However, it cannot be overlooked that Wilton is functionally 
related to Salisbury and the Local Service Centre is in such proximity of the City, that it provides a location for one of the City’s 
Park and Rides. Therefore, Wilton has the potential to accommodate growth which would not only support the town’s needs, but 
also support Salisbury’s role as the principal settlement in the HMA. 



2.23 Table 2.3 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation document sets out indicative housing requirements for all the 
Local Service Centres, including Wilton. The baseline indicative housing requirement for Wilton is 400 dwellings over the plan 
period. It is unclear how this figure has been arrived at. 
2.24 The flowchart on pages 15-16 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation document gives some indication of how 
housing requirements for Local Service Centres have been calculated, although we consider that there must be greater 
transparency. It appears that Local Service Centres have been allocated a level of housing according to the existing size of the 
settlement and the key constraints within and surrounding the settlement. 
2.25 We consider that this approach is flawed with regard to Wilton for a number of reasons. 
2.26 Firstly, owing to its proximity to Salisbury, Wilton benefits from a range of public transport links, including an existing Park 
and Ride, which provide sustainable links to the City. These links are likely to be further augmented in the longer term through 
the development of a new railway station at Wilton. Development at Wilton would not only support sustainable travel into the City 
more than other options (with associated benefits for climate change, health and wellbeing and air quality), but also make best 
use and support the viability of existing public transport routes and help to facilitate the delivery of additional public transport 
infrastructure. 
2.27 Secondly, the flow chart indicates a mathematical approach to reducing a settlement’s capacity depending on its existing 
constraints. We do not deny that much of Wilton is affected by floodplain and heritage assets, but this should not be used to 
artificially reduce the Local Service Centre’s housing requirement. This is because there are a range of developable and 
sustainably located sites which are unaffected by these constraints and/or can be delivered taking careful account of the 
constraints. 
2.28 We consider that the council should update the SHELAA promptly as the latest published version (July 2017) is now coming 
up to four years old and does not take account of any sites that have been submitted in the intervening period. This hole in the 
evidence base means that the Emerging Spatial Strategy cannot be considered to be justified as sites which are suitable, 
available and achievable have not been factored into considerations. 
2.29 Furthermore Table 2.3 states that completions and commitments between 2016 and 2019 in Wilton already exceed the 
baseline indicative requirement, at 407 dwellings. This essentially means that the Emerging Spatial Strategy does not 
accommodate any further housing at Wilton until beyond the plan period, (i.e. after 2036).  
2.30 This unnecessary constraint to development could result in a number of undesirable impacts including:  
• Eroding the vitality and viability of all services and facilities in Wilton; 
• Worsening affordability in Wilton as demand for housing continues to increase, but supply is constrained; 
• Accelerating the ageing of the population by forcing younger people and families to move elsewhere with no specific housing 
provision to cater for their needs; and 



• Inefficient use of existing infrastructure in Wilton such as the Park and Ride and eroding the business case for investment in a 
new railway station that is a longterm aspiration of the local community. 
2.31 Again, we feel that there is a lack of transparency as to what is included in the 407 commitments and completions over the 3 
year period 2016-2019. The council’s latest Housing Land Supply schedule with a base date of April 2019 (although only 
published in December 2020) demonstrates commitments of 170 in Wilton (see table 2.1 below).  This would indicate 
completions of 230 in the three year period, which seems high, but if accurate, demonstrates significant market demand in Wilton 
and the town’s ability to accommodate additional housing up to 2036. 
[Please see table in representation attachment]  
2.32 We therefore contend that limiting housing development in Wilton to existing completions and commitments would be an 
extremely unsustainable approach with harmful medium and longer term impacts on the sustainability, population structure and 
economy of the town. 
2.33 In conclusion, we do not feel the housing requirement for Wilton is adequate to support a sustainable approach and the 
method of calculation has not been set out transparently. To remedy this the following changes to the approach should be made:  
• The plan period should be extended to at least 2038 to accord with paragraph 22 of the NPPF; 
• The SHELAA for the Salisbury HMA should be brought up to date to ensure that the Local Plan review takes account of all 
available and suitable housing sites; 
• The approach and methodology for deriving housing requirements for Local Service Centres should be revised to avoid 
unnecessary constraint on development due to the presence of notional or general environmental constraints, particularly where 
there is clear evidence of suitable, available and 
deliverable housing sites which can avoid or successfully address any environmental harm; 
• Particular account must be taken of the special circumstances of Wilton as an important Local Service Centre that has strong 
functional and spatial links to Salisbury, strengthened by existing and planned future public transport infrastructure; and 
• Additional suitable and deliverable sites (including those promoted here) should be identified to accommodate an increased 
level of housing requirement for Wilton as a result of the above changes to ensure continued housing delivery throughout the 
plan period and to avoid the significant harm to the town that would result from unnecessary development constraint.  
3. Land west of The Avenue, Wilton 
The Opportunity 
3.1 The Wilton Estate and Wyatt Homes would like to bring forward a new development of 80-100 new homes on a 7.5ha site 
located to the north-east of Wilton. A site location plan is included at Appendix 1. 
3.2 The site is made up of two parcels of land which are situated between The Avenue and Kingsway. The larger northern part of 
the site comprises 5.96ha of land to the north-east of the Wilton Park and Ride and the Diocese of Salisbury Academy Trust 



(DSAT). The smaller southern parcel of land comprises approximately 1.5ha of land to the south of the Park and Ride and the 
DSAT, and immediately north of the main railway line from Salisbury to Westbury, which is set down in a cutting. 
3.3 Vehicular access to the site is from The Avenue via an existing roundabout which links into the Park and Ride and the DSAT. 
The site boundary along The Avenue contains a significant tree belt and the site slopes down from its highest point in the north to 
the Park and Ride. The site is located with Flood Zone 1 which means that it has a low probability of flooding. The site does not 
contain any specific ecological or heritage designations. 
3.4 The site relates well to the settlement boundary and is within 1km from the centre of Wilton and within easy reach of existing 
facilities and services within the town. The Wilton Park and Ride provides frequent, quick and sustainable links into Salisbury City 
Centre, 5km to the east. 
3.5 The recent Redrow development ‘Wilton Hill’ is situated immediately adjacent to the site’s eastern boundary, on the former 
Erskine Barracks site. This development is nearly completed with the council’s latest Housing Land Supply Statement (December 
2020) indicating 54 dwellings outstanding, however as this has a base date of April 2019, it is likely that even more of these 
homes have since been completed.  
3.6 Delivery of residential development at this site could facilitate delivery of a new railway station for Wilton, which would be 
located on land at the south of the site, partially within the landownership of the Wilton Estate. Wilton Station is a long term 
infrastructure aspiration for both Wiltshire Council and Network Rail as it would support sustainable travel, reduce congestion in 
Salisbury and improve accessibility. The site could assist delivery of the station through provision of land to accommodate 
the vehicular and pedestrian access to the station as well as a site suitable for a new ticket office building. Residential 
development on the site would also provide for an element of financial support for the delivery of the railway infrastructure 
through the Community Infrastructure Levy contributions that would be provided.  
3.7 A ‘Design Approach’ document (Appendix 2) for the site has been prepared and after taking account of the site’s constraints 
and opportunities and the local context, it proposes a site masterplan capable of delivering at least 80 homes set within 
significant open space and landscaping. The masterplan takes account of the site contours and incorporates the existing path 
along the tree belt to the boundary with 
The Avenue and suggests it could be upgraded to an attractive cycle route. 
3.8 The Design Approach incorporates five distinctive character Areas to form a sequence 
of building groups and spaces across the site. These include: 
• The Station Cottages – a linear group of cottages backing onto the main railway line, reflecting Victorian designs 
• The Crescent Green – houses facing public open space reflecting the traditional character of Wilton 
• The Manor House – family size houses within the form of a traditional symmetrical manor house 
• The Manor Stables – family houses in the style of stable buildings set at 1.5 storeys on the highest part of the site  



• The Entrance Square – would include key buildings with commercial units at the ground floor to frame a new pedestrian square 
close to the proposed station and Park and Ride entrance 
3.9 The site is in single ownership and there are no known constraints to delivery.  
3.10 Some technical site assessment work has been completed and further work will continue to be undertaken in relation to 
design, landscape, visual impact, trees, transport, drainage and utilities in order to inform the emerging proposals for the site.  A 
summary of the heritage and ecological work completed to date is set out below and this can be shared with the council upon 
request. 
Heritage Appraisal  
3.11 There are no heritage assets located within the Site; however, the Site is located to the north of the Wilton Conservation 
Area, which includes Wilton House, a Grade I listed building, and Wilton Park, a Grade I Registered Park and Garden of Special 
Historic Interest, as well as a number of other listed buildings. Accordingly, Wyatt Homes appointed Turley Heritage to undertake 
a proportionate assessment of the significance of these built heritage assets and the contribution of setting (and the site as an 
element of setting) to their respective significance, in accordance with the relevant statutory duty of the Planning (Listed Buildings 
& Conservation Areas) Act 1990, planning policy and best practice guidance/advice. This understanding of heritage significance 
will be utilised to inform the layout and detailed design of any future proposals. 
3.12 The initial findings of this heritage baseline are that the Site in its current condition and character makes an overall neutral 
contribution to the significance of Wilton House, Wilton Park and Conservation Area to the south. The tree lined boundary to the 
east does, however, form part of the early 19th century avenue that extended to the north as a formal processional route to 
Wilton House. This alignment and remaining mature beech trees are positive elements of the setting of the relevant heritage 
assets, albeit it does not form part of any of the designated areas. The emerging context of the 
surrounding area, namely resulting from the residential development to the east of the Site has  resulted in a change in the 
character to ‘suburban/edge of settlement’. 
3.13 The key heritage issue to be addressed in developing the site is the potential impact on an appreciation and understanding 
of the particular heritage significance of Wilton House and Park, including the experiential element of setting in its contribution to 
the significance of these heritage assets. Any development of the site will have no impact on the experience of the principal 
garden frontage of Wilton House and its reciprocal relationship with the designed landscaped and borrowed views to the context 
beyond as a fundamental element of their particular heritage significance. The heritage considerations are focussed on the 
nature of any potential impact upon the appreciation of The Avenue as the historic, early 19th century approach to Wilton House 
from the north, as it survives, albeit altered, beyond the extent of the designated historic landscape. 
3.14 Should this site be brought forward for residential development, there is potential to secure a long term sensitive 
management programme for this section of The Avenue as a key planning benefit of any approved scheme. 
Geophysical Survey 



3.15 Wessex Archaeology carried out a detailed gradiometer survey of the site in March 2017. This survey detected a few 
anomalies of possible archaeological origin. However, these largely related to a series of field boundaries, paths and divisions 
associated with former allotments that were in existence from at least 1867 through to the 1980s. 
3.16 In addition, several anomalies are interpreted as evidence of superficial geology, within the north-eastern part of the survey 
and a series of parallel linear trend anomalies possibly associated with historic ridge and furrow ploughing were also been 
identified. 
3.17 In the small south-western area, the geophysical survey results are dominated by modern disturbance, most likely 
associated with the construction of the Park and Ride and the nearby Railway line.  
Ecological Appraisal and Survey Work 
3.18 The site has been subject to a suite of ecological surveys and assessments including a desk study, an extended phase 1 
habitat survey, a reptile survey, a badger survey and surveys to identify potential bat roost sites and levels of bat foraging and 
commuting activity. These studies have identified that no statutory or non-statutory nature conservation designations pertain to 
the site or adjacent land, and that the site is dominated by intensively farmed arable land of limited nature conservation interest, 
with habitats of higher interest being limited to the site boundaries in the form of hedgerows, scrub and treelines which are 
considered to be of no more than local interest. 
3.19 The findings of the protected species surveys indicate that a low population of slowworm is present along the southern 
margin of the site adjacent to the off-site railway. Where areas of reptile habitat are affected it would be possible to provide new 
areas of high quality replacement habitat within the site landscape scheme. No active badger setts were recorded during the site 
surveys and where trees contain suitable features for roosting bats it is expected that these could be retained within any 
development scheme. 
SHELAA Submission 
3.20 It should be noted that part of the southern parcel of this site has been included within the SHELAA under site reference 
‘s1029’. The remainder of the southern parcel comprising 0.76ha between the Park and Ride and s1029 and the northern 
triangular parcel comprising 5.96ha was submitted to the council in December 2017 for inclusion in the SHELAA, but the council 
has not updated the SHELAA since July 2017, so the site has not yet been assessed within any published SHELAA. 
3.21 We consider that the site is suitable, available and achievable. Our previous SHELAA submission can be provided upon 
request.  
Conclusion 
3.22 Land west of the Avenue provides an opportunity to deliver up to 100 dwellings in the forthcoming plan period. The site is 
well positioned in relation to existing infrastructure including the Park and Ride, the existing road network and being 5km from 
Salisbury.  



The site has no overriding constraints to development and would make a valuable contribution to the vitality of Wilton by way of 
additional market and affordable dwellings. It would also facilitate delivery of Wilton Station in the longer term. The site represents 
a sustainable location for future residential development at Wilton.  
Land west of Bulbridge Road, Wilton 4.1 The site comprises 2.7ha of agricultural land to the south-west of the Bulbridge Estate, 
Wilton. The site is entirely contained by built development and existing field 
boundaries that consist of hedges and trees. A site location plan is included at Appendix 3. 
4.2 The site was allocated for residential development through Policy H15 of the former Salisbury District Local Plan 2011 
(Adopted June 2003). The policy was ‘saved’ when the Wiltshire Core Strategy was adopted in January 2015. The site remains 
within ‘the countryside’ as the Wilton Settlement Boundary has not yet been altered to include the allocated site. 
4.3 The site has been included within the council’s Housing Land Supply Statement (December 2020) with a total of 45 dwellings 
committed during the plan period. We can therefore assume that this site has been included in the 407 commitments / 
completions identified for Wilton in Table 2.3 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation document. 
4.4 The site is deliverable and we would suggest including all 45 dwellings (as opposed to 30 dwellings as it currently stands) 
within the five year land supply because the delivery timescale for this site is likely to be two years.  
4.5 We support the continued inclusion of this site in the Local Plan Review and would recommend that policy H15 of the 
Salisbury District Local Plan 2011 continues to be saved and that the opportunity is taken to amend Wilton’s settlement boundary 
to incorporate the site. 
4.6 The Wilton Estate and Wyatt Homes are also promoting a wider site ‘Land south of Burcombe Lane’ which fully incorporates 
the allocated site at Bulbridge Road, and provides the opportunity to deliver additional housing in a sustainable location in Wilton. 
5. Land south of Burcombe Lane, Wilton  
5.1 This site comprises 13.4ha agricultural land to the south-west of the Bulbridge Estate, Wilton. The south-eastern portion of 
the site full encompasses the 2.7ha Bulbridge site allocated through policy H15 of the Salisbury District Local Plan 2011.  
5.2 The site is situated to the south of Burcombe Lane and is contained by the post-war housing estate of Bulbridge to the east. 
There is a track (public right of way) to the west and the site is partially contained by a field boundary of the south. To the south 
and west of the site is an expansive swathe of undeveloped agricultural land. Agricultural land north of Burcombe Lane adjoins 
the River Nadder which flows westeast and is a tributary of the River Avon in Salisbury. The site slopes down from its 
highest point in the south towards the River Nadder Valley to the north.  
5.3 The site relates well to the settlement boundary and is just over 1km from the centre of Wilton so within easy reach of existing 
facilities and services within the town. Wilton CE Primary School is approximately 200 metres from the site along Burcombe Lane 
and there is also a bus stop opposite the school entrance. Playing fields and a children’s play area are situated at Bulbridge 
Recreation Ground near to the school and within the built up area of Bulbridge. 



5.4 The site is located with Flood Zone 1 which means that it has a low probability of flooding. The site does not contain any 
specific ecological or heritage designations. The site lies outside of but adjacent to the boundary of the Cranborne Chase Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The AONB boundary runs alongside the site’s western boundary which is formed by the 
Restricted Byway WILT10. 
5.5 The site is currently accessed via a field gate at the northern end of the Restricted Byway and close to it junction with 
Burcombe Lane. Vehicular access could be provided to the site is from Burcombe Lane or from the allocated site H15 west of 
Bulbridge Road. Burcombe Lane benefits from a pavement along its northern side (adjacent to the site’s northern boundary), 
which then continues on its southern side to the east of Randall’s Croft Lane, which would connect the site with Bulbridge and 
onwards into the centre of Wilton. 
5.6 Wilton has a wide range of services and facilities in line with its role as a Local Service Centre. As set out in section 2, we 
fully support a planning approach which recognises the distinctiveness of Wilton however, it cannot be overlooked that Wilton is 
functionally related and well-connected to Salisbury. We have demonstrated that there are additional suitable sites that have the 
potential to accommodate growth which would not only support the town’s needs, but also support Salisbury’s role as the 
principal settlement in the HMA.  
5.7 Furthermore, Wilton’s role as a Local Service Centre means that it provides services and facilities for the wider Wilton 
Community Area. The viability of these will be supported and enhanced by the allocation of some additional development in 
Wilton over the plan period. As currently drafted, the Emerging Spatial Strategy sets a housing requirement for Wilton that is fully 
met by existing completions and commitments and therefore does not allow for any additional growth which could enhance the 
settlement’s vitality and viability of crucial services and facilities. 
5.8 As the Estate has a wider land holding there is opportunity for an expanded or new school facility to be provided so that 
existing demand for school places can be met as well as providing for future capacity. The Estate would welcome discussion with 
the education authority and planning authorities on how the Estate might be able to assist. 
5.9 The site south of Burcombe Lane has been included within the Wiltshire SHELAA (2017) as site s1057. It is currently 
assessed as having 10.7 hectares5 which are suitable, available, achievable, deliverable and developable in the short term. A 
theoretical site capacity of 327 is identified. Given the outcome of this assessment, we recommend that the site is considered for 
allocation through the Local Plan Review. 
5.10 Land south of Burcombe Lane provides an opportunity to deliver additional dwellings in the forthcoming plan period. The site 
is well positioned in relation to existing infrastructure including the Wilton CE Primary School and services and facilities in the 
centre of Wilton. The site has no overriding constraints to development and would make a valuable contribution to the vitality of 
Wilton by way of additional market and affordable dwellings. The site represents a sustainable location for future residential 
development at Wilton. 
6. Summary and Conclusions 



6.1 We support Wiltshire Council’s intention to plan for a higher level of growth than the minimum housing need of the Standard 
Methodology in the Emerging Spatial Strategy. We support the continued identification of Wilton as a Local Service Centre in the 
Settlement Hierarchy, but would urge the council to consider a higher level of growth for Wilton. 
6.2 The allocation of only 400 homes over the entire plan period, up to 2036, does not take account of the opportunities for 
sustainable development at this Local Service Centre, and a higher target should be allocated to Wilton. Furthermore, the fact 
that completions and commitments in the period 2016-2019 already meet the 400 home requirement will restrict the ability of 
other sustainable sites to come forward during the remaining 17 years of the plan period. 
6.3 Wilton benefits from a wide range of services and facilities owing to its identification as a Local Service Centre in the Local 
Plan. It is well connected to the Principal Settlement of Salisbury via public transport and is functionally linked to the city. As such, 
Wilton represents a sustainable location to accommodate additional development over the plan period to 2038. 
6.4 Land west of the Avenue provides the opportunity to deliver a high quality housing development in a sustainable location 
adjacent to the existing Wilton Park and Ride. Locating development here would align growth with infrastructure in accordance 
with the current proposed changes to the NPPF.6 The site does not have any overriding constraints and could facilitate delivery 
of Wilton Station in the future, when funding is available. 
6.5 The allocation of Land west of Bulbridge Road should be carried forward into the Local Plan Review. The site has no 
overriding constraints and delivery of this site could take place early in the plan period as identified in the council’s Housing Land 
Supply Statement (December 2020). The Local Plan Review should incorporate the site into the settlement boundary. 
6.6 Land south of Burcombe Lane provides the opportunity to expand the existing allocation at Bulbridge Road, The site has no 
overriding constraints which would prevent development and it could providing additional housing in a location that the council 
has already been considered sustainable as evidenced by the allocation H15. 
6.7 We therefore recommend that Wiltshire Council reconsider the housing target for Wilton in the Emerging Spatial Strategy, 
carry forward the existing allocation at Bulbridge Road and consider the allocation of two further sustainable sites in Wilton: Land 
west of the Avenue and Land south of Burcombe Lane. 
6.8 We look forward to continuing to engage with the Local Plan Review process and would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
with officers the opportunities at Wilton. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
3. Land west of The Avenue, Wilton 
The Opportunity 



3.1 The Wilton Estate and Wyatt Homes would like to bring forward a new development of 80-100 new homes on a 7.5ha site 
located to the north-east of Wilton. A site location plan is included at Appendix 1. 
3.2 The site is made up of two parcels of land which are situated between The Avenue and Kingsway. The larger northern part of 
the site comprises 5.96ha of land to the northeast of the Wilton Park and Ride and the Diocese of Salisbury Academy Trust 
(DSAT). The smaller southern parcel of land comprises approximately 1.5ha of land to the south of the Park and Ride and the 
DSAT, and immediately north of the main railway line from Salisbury to Westbury, which is set down in a cutting. 
3.3 Vehicular access to the site is from The Avenue via an existing roundabout which links into the Park and Ride and the DSAT. 
The site boundary along The Avenue contains a significant tree belt and the site slopes down from its highest point in the north to 
the Park and Ride. The site is located with Flood Zone 1 which means that it has a low probability of flooding. The site does not 
contain any specific ecological or heritage designations. 
3.4 The site relates well to the settlement boundary and is within 1km from the centre of Wilton and within easy reach of existing 
facilities and services within the town. The Wilton Park and Ride provides frequent, quick and sustainable links into Salisbury City 
Centre, 5km to the east. 
3.5 The recent Redrow development ‘Wilton Hill’ is situated immediately adjacent to the site’s eastern boundary, on the former 
Erskine Barracks site. This development is nearly completed with the council’s latest Housing Land Supply Statement (December 
2020) indicating 54 dwellings outstanding, however as this has a base date of April 2019, it is likely that even more of these 
homes have since been completed.  
3.6 Delivery of residential development at this site could facilitate delivery of a new railway station for Wilton, which would be 
located on land at the south of the site, partially within the landownership of the Wilton Estate. Wilton Station is a long term 
infrastructure aspiration for both Wiltshire Council and Network Rail as it would support sustainable travel, reduce congestion in 
Salisbury and improve accessibility. The site could assist delivery of the station through provision of land to accommodate 
the vehicular and pedestrian access to the station as well as a site suitable for a new ticket office building. Residential 
development on the site would also provide for an element of financial support for the delivery of the railway infrastructure 
through the Community Infrastructure Levy contributions that would be provided.  
3.7 A ‘Design Approach’ document (Appendix 2) for the site has been prepared and after taking account of the site’s constraints 
and opportunities and the local context, it proposes a site masterplan capable of delivering at least 80 homes set within 
significant open space and landscaping. The masterplan takes account of the site contours and incorporates the existing path 
along the tree belt to the boundary with 
The Avenue and suggests it could be upgraded to an attractive cycle route.  
3.8 The Design Approach incorporates five distinctive character Areas to form a sequence of building groups and spaces across 
the site. These include:  
• The Station Cottages – a linear group of cottages backing onto the main railway line, reflecting Victorian designs 



• The Crescent Green – houses facing public open space reflecting the traditional character of Wilton 
• The Manor House – family size houses within the form of a traditional symmetrical manor house 
• The Manor Stables – family houses in the style of stable buildings set at 1.5 storeys on the highest part of the site 
• The Entrance Square – would include key buildings with commercial units at the ground floor to frame a new pedestrian square 
close to the proposed station and Park and Ride entrance 
3.9 The site is in single ownership and there are no known constraints to delivery. 
3.10 Some technical site assessment work has been completed and further work will continue to be undertaken in relation to 
design, landscape, visual impact, trees, transport, drainage and utilities in order to inform the emerging proposals for the site.  A 
summary of the heritage and ecological work completed to date is set out below and this can be shared with the council upon 
request. 
Heritage Appraisal  
3.11 There are no heritage assets located within the Site; however, the Site is located to the north of the Wilton Conservation 
Area, which includes Wilton House, a Grade I listed building, and Wilton Park, a Grade I Registered Park and Garden of Special 
Historic Interest, as well as a number of other listed buildings. Accordingly, Wyatt Homes appointed Turley Heritage to undertake 
a proportionate assessment of the significance of these built heritage assets and the contribution of setting (and the site as an 
element of setting) to their respective significance, in accordance with the relevant 
statutory duty of the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990, planning policy and best practice 
guidance/advice. This understanding of heritage significance will be utilised to inform the layout and detailed design of any future 
proposals. 
3.12 The initial findings of this heritage baseline are that the Site in its current condition and character makes an overall neutral 
contribution to the significance of Wilton House, Wilton Park and Conservation Area to the south. The tree lined boundary to the 
east does, however, form part of the early 19th century avenue that extended to the north as a formal processional route to 
Wilton House. This alignment and remaining mature beech trees are positive elements of the setting of the relevant heritage 
assets, albeit it does not form part of any of the designated areas. The emerging context of the 
surrounding area, namely resulting from the residential development to the east of the Site has resulted in a change in the 
character to ‘suburban/edge of settlement’. 
3.13 The key heritage issue to be addressed in developing the site is the potential impact on an appreciation and understanding 
of the particular heritage significance of Wilton House and Park, including the experiential element of setting in its contribution to 
the significance of these heritage assets. Any development of the site will have no impact on the experience of the principal 
garden frontage of Wilton House and its reciprocal relationship with the designed landscaped and borrowed views to the context 
beyond as a fundamental element of their particular heritage significance. The heritage considerations are focussed on the 



nature of any potential impact upon the appreciation of The Avenue as the historic, early 19th century approach to Wilton House 
from the north, as it survives, albeit altered, beyond the extent of the designated historic landscape. 
3.14 Should this site be brought forward for residential development, there is potential to secure a long term sensitive 
management programme for this section of The Avenue as a key planning benefit of any approved scheme.  
Geophysical Survey 
3.15 Wessex Archaeology carried out a detailed gradiometer survey of the site in March 2017. This survey detected a few 
anomalies of possible archaeological origin. However, these largely related to a series of field boundaries, paths and divisions 
associated with former allotments that were in existence from at least 1867 through to the 1980s.  
3.16 In addition, several anomalies are interpreted as evidence of superficial geology, within the north-eastern part of the survey 
and a series of parallel linear trend anomalies possibly associated with historic ridge and furrow ploughing were also been 
identified.  
3.17 In the small south-western area, the geophysical survey results are dominated by modern disturbance, most likely 
associated with the construction of the Park and Ride and the nearby Railway line. 
Ecological Appraisal and Survey Work 
3.18 The site has been subject to a suite of ecological surveys and assessments including a desk study, an extended phase 1 
habitat survey, a reptile survey, a badger survey and surveys to identify potential bat roost sites and levels of bat foraging and 
commuting activity. These studies have identified that no statutory or non-statutory nature conservation designations pertain to 
the site or adjacent land, and that the site is dominated by intensively farmed arable land of limited nature conservation interest, 
with habitats of higher interest being limited to the site boundaries in the form of hedgerows, scrub and treelines which are 
considered to be of no more than local interest. 
3.19 The findings of the protected species surveys indicate that a low population of slowworm is present along the southern 
margin of the site adjacent to the off-site railway. Where areas of reptile habitat are affected it would be possible to provide new 
areas of high quality replacement habitat within the site landscape scheme. No active badger setts were recorded during the site 
surveys and where trees contain suitable features for roosting bats it is expected that these could be retained within any 
development scheme. 
SHELAA Submission 
3.20 It should be noted that part of the southern parcel of this site has been included within the SHELAA under site reference 
‘s1029’. The remainder of the southern parcel comprising 0.76ha between the Park and Ride and s1029 and the northern 
triangular parcel comprising 5.96ha was submitted to the council in December 2017 for inclusion in the SHELAA, but the council 
has not updated the SHELAA since July 2017, so the site has not yet been assessed within any published SHELAA. 
3.21 We consider that the site is suitable, available and achievable. Our previous SHELAA submission can be provided upon 
request.  



Conclusion 
3.22 Land west of the Avenue provides an opportunity to deliver up to 100 dwellings in the forthcoming plan period. The site is 
well positioned in relation to existing infrastructure including the Park and Ride, the existing road network and being 5km from 
Salisbury.  
The site has no overriding constraints to development and would make a valuable contribution to the vitality of Wilton by way of 
additional market and affordable dwellings. It would also facilitate delivery of Wilton Station in the longer term. The site represents 
a sustainable location for future residential development at Wilton.  
4. Land west of Bulbridge Road, Wilton 
4.1 The site comprises 2.7ha of agricultural land to the south-west of the Bulbridge Estate, Wilton. The site is entirely contained 
by built development and existing field boundaries that consist of hedges and trees. A site location plan is included at Appendix 3. 
4.2 The site was allocated for residential development through Policy H15 of the former Salisbury District Local Plan 2011 
(Adopted June 2003). The policy was ‘saved’ when the Wiltshire Core Strategy was adopted in January 2015. The site remains 
within ‘the countryside’ as the Wilton Settlement Boundary has not yet been altered to include the allocated site. 
4.3 The site has been included within the council’s Housing Land Supply Statement (December 2020) with a total of 45 dwellings 
committed during the plan period. We can therefore assume that this site has been included in the 407 commitments / 
completions identified for Wilton in Table 2.3 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation document. 
4.4 The site is deliverable and we would suggest including all 45 dwellings (as opposed to 30 dwellings as it currently stands) 
within the five year land supply because the delivery timescale for this site is likely to be two years. 
4.5 We support the continued inclusion of this site in the Local Plan Review and would recommend that policy H15 of the 
Salisbury District Local Plan 2011 continues to be saved and that the opportunity is taken to amend Wilton’s settlement boundary 
to incorporate the site. 
4.6 The Wilton Estate and Wyatt Homes are also promoting a wider site ‘Land south of Burcombe Lane’ which fully incorporates 
the allocated site at Bulbridge Road, and provides the opportunity to deliver additional housing in a sustainable location in Wilton. 
5. Land south of Burcombe Lane, Wilton 
5.1 This site comprises 13.4ha agricultural land to the south-west of the Bulbridge Estate, Wilton. The south-eastern portion of 
the site full encompasses the 2.7ha Bulbridge site allocated through policy H15 of the Salisbury District Local Plan 2011. 
5.2 The site is situated to the south of Burcombe Lane and is contained by the post-war housing estate of Bulbridge to the east. 
There is a track (public right of way) to the west and the site is partially contained by a field boundary of the south. To the south 
and west of the site is an expansive swathe of undeveloped agricultural land. Agricultural land north of Burcombe Lane adjoins 
the River Nadder which flows westeast and is a tributary of the River Avon in Salisbury. The site slopes down from its 
highest point in the south towards the River Nadder Valley to the north.  



5.3 The site relates well to the settlement boundary and is just over 1km from the centre of Wilton so within easy reach of existing 
facilities and services within the town. Wilton CE Primary School is approximately 200 metres from the site along Burcombe Lane 
and there is also a bus stop opposite the school entrance. Playing fields and a children’s play area are situated at Bulbridge 
Recreation Ground near to the school and within the built up area of Bulbridge. 
5.4 The site is located with Flood Zone 1 which means that it has a low probability of flooding. The site does not contain any 
specific ecological or heritage designations. The site lies outside of but adjacent to the boundary of the Cranborne Chase Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The AONB boundary runs alongside the site’s western boundary which is formed by the 
Restricted Byway WILT10. 
5.5 The site is currently accessed via a field gate at the northern end of the Restricted Byway and close to it junction with 
Burcombe Lane. Vehicular access could be provided to the site is from Burcombe Lane or from the allocated site H15 west of 
Bulbridge Road. Burcombe Lane benefits from a pavement along its northern side (adjacent to the site’s northern boundary), 
which then continues on its southern side to the east of Randall’s Croft Lane, which would connect the site with Bulbridge and 
onwards into the centre of Wilton. 
5.6 Wilton has a wide range of services and facilities in line with its role as a Local Service Centre. As set out in section 2, we 
fully support a planning approach which recognises the distinctiveness of Wilton however, it cannot be overlooked that Wilton is 
functionally related and well-connected to Salisbury. We have demonstrated that there are additional suitable sites that have the 
potential to accommodate growth which would not only support the town’s needs, but also support Salisbury’s role as the 
principal settlement in the HMA.  
5.7 Furthermore, Wilton’s role as a Local Service Centre means that it provides services and facilities for the wider Wilton 
Community Area. The viability of these will be supported and enhanced by the allocation of some additional development in 
Wilton over the plan period. As currently drafted, the Emerging Spatial Strategy sets a housing requirement for Wilton that is fully 
met by existing completions and commitments and therefore does not allow for any ad ditional growth which could enhance the 
settlement’s vitality and viability of crucial services and facilities. 
5.8 As the Estate has a wider land holding there is opportunity for an expanded or new school facility to be provided so that 
existing demand for school places can be met as well as providing for future capacity. The Estate would welcome discussion with 
the education authority and planning authorities on how the Estate might be able to assist.  
5.9 The site south of Burcombe Lane has been included within the Wiltshire SHELAA (2017) as site s1057. It is currently 
assessed as having 10.7 hectares5 which are suitable, available, achievable, deliverable and developable in the short term. A 
theoretical site capacity of 327 is identified. Given the outcome of this assessment, we recommend that the site is considered for 
allocation through the Local Plan Review. 
5.10 Land south of Burcombe Lane provides an opportunity to deliver additional dwellings in the forthcoming plan period. The site 
is well positioned in relation to existing infrastructure including the Wilton CE Primary School and services and facilities in the 



centre of Wilton. The site has no overriding constraints to development and would make a valuable contribution to the vitality of 
Wilton by way of additional market and affordable dwellings. The site represents a sustainable location for future residential 
development at Wilton. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The Section entitled ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ under ‘Baseline Indicative Housing Requirement 2016 – 2036’ – Large 
Villages Trowbridge HMA – Settlement Westwood shows 30 dwellings in that time period. This figure cannot be met in full 
because of the 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Westwood Parish Council greatly values the protection from development and the environmental and ecological benefits that is 
afforded by the existence of the Green Belt, AONB, Area of High Ecological Value and the Conservation Area and does not 
advocate any changes to these protections. The Parish Council was pleased to learn from the recent planning consultation and 
webinar that the current policy/protection with respect to Green Belt/AONB/Conservation areas is to remain unchanged and that 
Neighbourhood plans are to be respected. Westwood Parish Council also wishes to raise the issue of climate change and its 



desire to enhance the strategies for the mitigation of climate change and see that this is implemented as a matter of priority 
wherever it is possible to do so and across all areas (not just planning) of the operation of Wiltshire Council.  For example, it is 
now possible to build commercial and residential properties that generate more energy than they require for their operation and to 
do so at the same cost as ‘normal’ domestic and commercial property - thus negating the requirement for increased energy 
generation at grid-level. It is imperative for our children and grandchildren that the issue of Climate Change is seen as a strategic 
challenge and addressed accordingly. 
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Proposal for 95 houses in Shaw and Whitley 
I write regarding the proposal to build 95 houses within the villages of Whitley and Shaw. I believe this number to be totally 
inappropriate within the boundaries of these two separate and distinct villages for the following reasons: 
1. This number would be a  very high percentage increase on the existing number of houses, having a disproportionate effect 
on the character of both villages 
2. There simply is not enough room within the boundaries of these villages to accommodate such large numbers of new 
houses 



3. Many parts of Whitley are prone to flooding, which has caused significant damage to a number of houses in recent years, 
therefore any more new builds would only exacerbate this problem 
4. A significant proportion (including myself) of the existing residents of these villages are of retirement age and would 
inevitably have to endure significant stress, affecting their mental health, if these proposals were to go ahead 
5. I am unaware of the significance of categorising Whitley and Shaw as a single large village – whatever the significance (or 
otherwise) of this, it is factually incorrect as the two villages are separate, discrete and individual villages and should not be 
grouped together as one 
6. There are few public facilities and amenities in either Whitley or Shaw and I understand that the primary school in Shaw is 
already full 
In summary, I believe that this proposal is ill-chosen, insensitive and unacceptable and should be reduced to a much lower 
number of new houses, which might be reasonably accommodated within these two villages. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural071 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Benchmark Development 
Planning Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 71 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No – the government is considering replacing its threshold to 30 to 50 houses to encourage more small to medium sized 
housebuilders to build out schemes sooner to meet pressing housing needs. We support this Central Government proposal. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No see above. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No see above. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
It should be a national level threshold, not local. Trying to introduce a special local low threshold is too arbitrary and it would slow 
down the delivery of housing, making new housing less affordable by restricting the supply of new homes. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Durrington – see enclosed Statement and appendices. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Higher.  Durrington is at least a Local Service Centre (LSC) and should not be downgraded to a Large Village (LV). 
Currently, “Empowering Rural Communities” and the “Site Selection Report for Amesbury” only  recognise Durrington as a Large 
Village (LV). T 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
Executive Summary: Our objection is based on four themes that indicate the emerging LPR is unsound because it is: not 
sufficiently positively prepared; not properly justified; ineffective and will not deliver sufficient housing land; and it is therefore 
inconsistent with national policy about housing delivery. 
[Theme 1] Durrington is too big and sustainable to be proposed to be downgraded to a Large Village (LV) – it is at least a Local 
Service Centre (LSC) and it should have a “baseline indicative housing requirement 2016 – 2036”* for at least 200 dwellings. 
[*Source: Table 2.5 of Emerging Rural Communities.] 
[Theme 2] The proposed housing allocation for Durrington (1 house between 2026 and 2036*) is too small and not proportionate 
to the scale of the settlement and local housing need. 
[Theme 3] The objector’s land at Hackthorne Rd, Durrington (S98) is a sustainable and preferable housing site for 80 dwellings – 
a proportionate amount of housing for this very large Local Service Centre that forms part of the sustainable Amesbury cluster of 
settlements. 
[Theme 4] There is a compelling case for allocating up to 80 houses on S98 with an access from Hackthorne Rd because the site 
is viable, available, and deliverable 
19. [Themes 3] The objector’s land at Hackthorne Rd to the rear of Durrington Manor (S98) is a sustainable and preferable 
option. 
The following extract is from the Council’s latest Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) – 
identifying S98 as being able to accommodate 165 dwellings without any suitability constraints: 
[see pdf page 11 of RURAL71 for site location map SHELAA extract]  
To give the reader a sense of the urban context of S98, the land is within the north western quadrant of Durrington, and will be 
accessed from Hackthorne Road (B3085): 
[see pdf page 12 of RURAL71 for site location map]  
21. We have already submitted evidence to the WHSAP promoting S98. For completeness that information is submitted again at 
Appendix 1. 
22. The WHSAP allocated 45 houses at Clover Lane in February 2020 under Policy H3.6. This allocation partly includes S98. At 
Appendix B we set out a detailed and up to date Sustainability Assessment (SA) up to and including Stage 4. This SA includes a 
review of previous SA work by the Council / W S Atkins. 
23. It is important to set out here the weak reasons why the Council / Atkins only partly 
allocated S98 in 2018-2020 in the WHSAP. 



24. There are no strong reasons. The reasons for that decision are also nebulous and far from clear. Furthermore, at the WHSAP 
Examination we were not allowed to test the Council’s reasoning or even present detailed evidence promoting S98 and so the 
matter has not been tested, in front of an Inspector. 
25. However, based on the Council / Atkins’s SA in 2018 / 2019 on S98, we strongly suspect Atkins/WC had not completed a 
detailed site visit or read and absorbed the submitted detailed representations on S98 between 2012 and 2019 regarding the 
proposed vehicular access from Hackthorne Road properly. In error, they assessed the matter as follows: 
Potential landscape and visual impacts associated with the removal of vegetation to provide access for the development could be 
problematic to mitigate. 
26. This in turn, lead to an error assessing the likely landscape impact as being moderate adverse* and the splitting away of the 
part of S98 served from Hackthorne Road (* under SA objective 7). 
27. This was and still is our case: S98 is almost completely enclosed from views and therefore the proposed development of the 
remaining paddocks will conserve the rural and urban landscape of Durrington. The development of S98 would protect the 
settlement’s Conservation Area and create a self-contained new area of housing, that will strengthen local distinctiveness. 
28. There is a well-established 10 – 12m wide TPO’d belt of dense boundary trees (S/TPO: 0112), that will (of course) be 
retained. Plus, there is already an existing 15m wide clear gap between the TPO’d trees from Hackthorne Road into S98. 
29. Between the existing 15m wide gap in the trees, it is proposed to insert a fit for purpose road access to serve 100 - 140 
houses at S98 (and relocate the bus shelter). Below is an extract of our highway engineer’s drawing submitted repeatedly in 
2015-2019 – below - showing the access). The new access will have a limited impact on Hackthorne Road and the immediate 
locality only. There will be no tree loss or removal of vegetation to provide an access, as Atkins/WC speculated (wrongly). Our 
assessment therefore downgrades the predicted impact from moderate adverse to minor adverse (* under SA objective 7). 
[see pdf page 14 of RURAL71 for aerial photo and access plan]  
30. The next image is an extract from the adopted WHSAP showing H3.6 Clover Lane and S98: 
[see pdf page 15 of RURAL71 for WHSAP extract and indicative layout]  
31. The Authority’s reasons, after the adopting the WHSAP and starting to work in earnest on the LPR for not allocating all of S98 
in the LPR, are not explained in any of the LPR documentation (Jan ’21). We are therefore seeking the allocation of the 
remainder of S98 for 80 houses (excluding H3.6), as the illustrative layout below shows: 
32. The plan above shows about 30 “allocated” houses within both S98 and H3.6 with the remaining part of S98 shows about 80 
houses. The WHSAP Sustainability Assessment considered the part of S98 with 80 houses to be marginally 
acceptable/unacceptable – on the line - and concluded that piece of land was a “less sustainable” option. Of course, we disagree 
because of the aforementioned error regarding the proposed access. 



33. Detailed evidence on re-submitted today on sustainability, ecology, drainage/hydrology and R Avon, heritage, highways, full 
fit-for-purpose-engineering access from Hackthorne (no tree loss) and archaeology all demonstrate a clean enough bill of health 
– see Appendix 1. 
34. [Themes 4] There is a compelling case for allocating up to 80 houses on the remaining part of S98, with an access from 
Hackthorne Rd. 
35. If these changes are made to the draft documents relating to Amesbury and the Rural Areas, we consider the LPR will move 
closer to the NPPF’s requirements (paragraph 35) that need to be met to make plans sound: 
• Positively prepared 
• Justified 
• Effective and that means being deliverable over the plan 
• Consistent with national policy 
36. By making these proposed changes the LPR will be more in accord with The Government advice at paragraph 67 of the 
NPPF that says that planning policies should identify a sufficient supply and mix of sites, taking into account their availability, 
suitability, and likely economic viability. Planning policy should identify a supply of specific, deliverable sites such as S98 to meet 
the need for years one to five of the plan. 
37. The NPPF (Glossary at p66/75) points out that Wiltshire Council should be publishing an annual position statement setting 
out the five-year housing land supply position on the 1st of April each year in consultation with developers and others who have 
an impact on delivery. The last Housing Report shows there is no five-year housing land supply – only 4.71 years: 
(Source: Housing Land Supply Statement Base date April 2019, published late 2020.) 
[see pdf page 17 of RURAL71 for table]  
38. Conclusion: There is clearly a pressing need to identify sites such as S98 because it is a deliverable, available and viable site 
for 80 houses; it accords with the NPPF Glossary’s definition of a deliverable site: 
“Deliverable: To be considered deliverable, sites for housing 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 five years.” 
[Please refer to RURAL71 for Appendices A – F showing plans, SA, Heritage, Arachaeology, Ecology, FRA and Drainage 
assessments.] 
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Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 72 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
1. The threshold for triggering affordable housing is not consistent with national policy, as set out at paragraph 63 of the NPPF, 
when applying current rural areas designated under section 157(1) of the Housing Act 1985. 
2. The clarification at footnote 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



13. ML are very concerned by the restrictions placed under this exception to limit schemes for up to 50% open market housing 
exclusively to ‘Community Land Trusts’ (CLTs). While CLTs should be recognised in the context of rural exemptions, the delivery 
of community-led housing can be met by means other than CLTs.  
14. CLTs cannot function at an economy of scale. The scale of a housing project makes it daunting for a community group to 
consider how to raise finance independently. The process of setting up a CLT, securing land, and developing housing which 
answers to community need is long and arduous, and is not best positioned to address the critical shortage of affordable, decent 
housing. 
15. The CLT model represents just one opportunity for community voices to inform more responsive planning decisions on local 
needs. The prominence of community engagement in developments gives a voice for stakeholders to influence and shape how 
needs are met. 
16. Core Policy 44 should be improved by removing the final section on Community-led Housing, which is unjustified by defining 
one model of delivery with such favourable terms upon which to bring forward development. Instead, the existing sub-section of 
Cross-subsidy / Market Housing should be amended to refer to up to 50% open market housing. 
17. There are also cases where rural exception sites are desirable by communities because of how they will maintain or enhance 
the vitality of the rural community, including the role of housing socially and economically in supporting local services and 
facilities. Core Policy 44 should be expanded to be properly responsive to local circumstances and will enable consideration of 
the impact of development on the need to maintain or enhance rural communities as part of the decision-taking process. 
18. Our experience of working under a similar policy in Test Valley Borough Council has proven the value of an LPA adopting a 
responsive framework to deal with the sustainability needs of rural communities. Test Valley Borough Local Plan is permissive of 
rural development as an exception to normal planning policies and has enabled the approval of a development of up to 35 homes 
and open space within the village of Over Wallop in May 2015 (14/02739/OUTN). Evidence was presented to that LPA to identify 
and respond to unmet demonstrable open market and affordable housing needs, alongside evidence that demonstrated how the 
development would maintain or enhance the sustainability of the community having regard to the baseline conditions. 
19. We consider that the implementation of such a policy in Wiltshire would address a significant gap in the Core Strategy’s 
compliance with the NPPF. These Government policies recognise the value of rural development to the vitality of communities 
and the need to support sustainable rural communities by planning positively. The new policy would also support the Strategic 
Objectives 1, 3, 4 and 6 of the CS and provider greater certainty of the delivery of responsive sustainable development at the 
local level, ensuring the system remains Plan-led. 
20. In terms of the suggested wording of the revised Core Policy 44: 
• The standfirst should be expanded to encompass any project that should be treated as an exemption because it is needed to 
maintain or enhance the vitality of the rural community. The proposed criterion (i) is too narrow and the inclusion of support for 
‘community-led’ schemes here would remove the need for the latter section, which should be deleted. 



• The proposed criterion (ii) should remove the terms ‘affordable’ and instead require any dwelling delivered under this policy to 
meet local needs and based on evidence. 
• The proposed criterion (iii) is unjustified and places greater restrictions on sites than currently exists under Core Policy 44 
criterion (iii). The policy must be positively prepared to take into account that the vast majority of rural areas in Wiltshire rely on 
travel by the private car. It will be impossible to deliver an exception site in Wiltshire without some degree of reliance on travel by 
private car. 
• The proposed criterion (v) is unjustified as it places an arbitrary limit on the scale of residential development that can take place 
under Core Policy 44. This has no regard to the scale and evidence of local needs. There should be no cap on the amount of 
development that can come forward under Core Policy 44 and anyway the previous criterion requires justification of the ‘number’ 
relative to evidence. 
• There is no explicit need to state ‘Proposals which include plots for self and custom build affordable homes will be supported 
where they meet the above criteria.’ This would be evident by complying with the policy. 
21. Our suggested wording for a simplified Revised Core Policy 44 is: 
Rural Exceptions Sites 
At rural settlements, development proposals will be supported where their primary purpose is to provide housing to meet local 
needs or are needed to maintain or enhance the vitality of rural communities, provided: 
i. The proposal is supported by evidence that there is a need for the development to maintain or enhance the sustainability of the 
settlement through the delivery of community benefit. 
ii. The proposal is community-led or it has clear support from the local community through evidenced consultation. 
iii. The number, type, size and tenure of any dwellings should reflect identified and genuine local needs as evidenced on the 
Homes4Wiltshire register and/or through a local housing needs survey 
iv. The proposal is within, adjoining or well related to the existing settlement 
v. Environmental and landscape considerations will not be compromised 
vi. Its scale and type is appropriate to the nature of the settlement and will respect the character and setting of that settlement 
vii. Any affordable housing provided will always be available for defined local needs, both initially and on subsequent change of 
occupant.Cross-subsidy/Market Housing 
The inclusion of up to 50% open market housing will only be considered where it can be demonstrated that the site would be 
unviable as an exception site without cross-subsidy, and/or where it is proven essential to provide a balanced and sustainable 
community. 
For rural exceptions site and community led housing developments, the number, type and size of open market homes will reflect 
the proven needs, and will be integrated throughout the development so as to be indistinguishable from the affordable housing. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
5. It is agreed that most communities do not imagine local housing needs solely in terms of affordable homes. This is also 
reflective in national policy that makes clear that size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community sh 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
9. Paragraphs 23 to 25 set out proposals to maintain an existing stock of ‘smaller dwellings’ in the countryside. Suggestions are 
made to explore controls on replacement dwellings and extensions, including the removal of permitted development rights. 
10. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Please see Rural72 attachment.Spatial strategy for the rural areas  
24. Paragraphs 26 to 32 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper define the role of rural settlements. It is 
disappointing that the LPR does not seek to change those settlements designated as Small Villages, or add new Small Villages, 



which should be seen as a failure of the Core Strategy (CS) to secure improved local employment opportunities, housing growth, 
and new services and facilities in the rural areas.  
25. The CS was found sound as a transition development plan, as work commenced on its preparation prior to the publication of 
the original NPPF. The CS was submitted to the SoS in July 2012, shortly after the NPPF replaced the previous raft of policies 
and guidance. The development of the CS cannot be said to fully reflect the Framework and the PPG, this is because these were 
not at the forefront of the mind of the writer of the CS and its supporting evidence-base, particularly when the scope, issues and 
options were carried out in the period 2006-2008 by the former district councils.  
26. One policy area demands a full review as part of the LPR, which is how the plan to 2036 should support sustainable rural 
communities and consider rural housing policies to reflect the NPPF alongside the PPG, the DEFRA Rural Productivity Plan and 
the Housing White Paper. The LPR must be founded on a positive approach whereby the evidence should look beyond previous 
methodologies to categorise settlements in the hierarchy solely based upon accessibility to existing facilities and services in that 
settlement. This is regressive and ensures that the CS does not plan for sustainable rural communities in the manner expected in 
the NPPF and PPG.  
27. This recommendation is against the backdrop that PPG provides by confirming the relevant issues for local planning 
authorities when determining the roles which all rural settlements can play in delivering sustainable development. This PPG 
clarification alongside the Government’s clear recommendation that a thriving community can be created by allowing housing to 
ensure viable use of local services and facilities, did not inform the methodology for the CS. Furthermore, the High Court sitting in 
the case  
Braintree District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government & Ors, Court of Appeal - Administrative 
Court, November 15, 2017, [2017] EWHC 2743 (Admin),[2017] WLR(D) 785 confirmed the meaning of paragraph 55 (now 79) of 
the NPPF insofar that it cannot be read as a policy against development without facilities and services since it expressly 
recognises that development in a small village may enhance and maintain services in a neighbouring village, as people travel to 
them.  
28. It is clear that the LPR must be subject to a full review of Policy CP2 alongside the community area policies which identify the 
settlement hierarchy for the Local Service Centres, Large and Small Villages. The need for this review is further supported by CS 
paragraph 4.17, which recognises the flexible nature of the settlement hierarchy leading to a necessity to review by stating: “In 
such circumstances small villages may be able to become more sustainable and their status may change to that of ‘Large 
Villages’ as a result in subsequent reviews of the settlement strategy.”  
29. A settlement review must justify where identified and non-identified settlements are situated within the hierarchy. As an 
example, there may be settlements below Small Villages where development is currently restricted that deserve to be redefined 
into the hierarchy and visa versa. Furthermore, in line with the expectations of paragraph 79 of the Framework as clarified by the 



Courts, the review must consider the broader relationship settlements have with their hinterland whereby development elsewhere 
can enhance or maintain services in neighbouring settlements.  
30. While it is accepted that a survey of access to local services and facilities is a starting point, the methodology should provide 
a robust and credible basis to understand the critical issues facing the area. The LPR must further understand the needs and 
function of the rural communities; which account for a very considerable component of the County’s area and overall population. 
Key to this will be understanding local housing needs and quantifying how much development is needed locally to face the 
particular issues of that community. Addressing this need can be a matter for the LPR by apportioning a broad minimum quantum 
of development to specific or groups of rural settlements. The needs can then be planned for with allocations identified by the 
LPR, or the LPR can provide the stimulus to encourage neighbourhood development plans / orders to be proactive tools to 
deliver needs. This latter point is particularly important as presently the Core Strategy does not provide any onus on 
neighbourhood planning being a mechanism to deliver growth, which is being addressed in the LPR, but not in the context of 
Small Villages (for the reasons explained at paragraph 82) which is inconsistent with paragraph 62 of the NPPF that makes clear 
all settlements can play a role when designated a neighbourhood area. There is no ‘robust evidence’ to restrict housing 
development in Small Villages.  
31. The proposal at paragraph 31 of the consultation document highlighting the role of neighbourhood planning to designate 
additional Small Villages is welcomed. Any ability to enable neighbourhood plans to remove a designation that is no longer 
appropriate must be treated with caution, because neighbourhood planning cannot be used as a tool to prevent development and 
propose lower levels of growth than the Local Plan. It will therefore be important to review any criteria defining minimum 
requirements of Small Villages.  
32. The current approach, particularly with regards to enabling infill development at Small Villages under the operation of Policy 
CP2 has provided particular development management issues and a lack of certainty for applicants. The three criteria are highly 
subjective and poorly defined leading to inconsistent decisions. The criteria-based approach under Policy CP2 must therefore be 
subject to the review in the LPR.  
33. Consequently, the LPR must actively show how it has reconsidered this issue through a review of Policies CP1, CP2 and the 
community area policies that define the hierarchy.  
34. When reviewing Policy CP1 the LPR must consider whether the current three tier hierarchy of Local Service Centres, Large 
and Small Villages remains appropriate. It must also assess whether the scale of development envisaged remains best defined 
by the ‘modest’, ‘limited’ and ‘very modest’ terminologies used in the CS having regard to the actual level of development needed 
to achieve the objectives of the NPPF and the PPG.  
Methodology for calculating the housing requirements for villages  



35. Paragraphs 86 to 96 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper summarises how the calculation for the 
housing requirement operates with a baseline of 5 dwellings per annum for a Local Service Centre and 1 dwelling per annum for 
a Large Village.  
36. The baseline for each settlement is then derived from the size of settlements, as stated at paragraph 80 because ‘The larger 
the settlement the higher the growth proposed; on the assumption that larger settlements tend to have more facilities as well as a 
greater capacity for growth.’  
37. There should be no assumptions. Plans should be justified based on proportionate evidence.  
38. The PPG reminds that people living in rural areas can face particular challenges in terms of housing supply and affordability, 
while the location of new housing can also be important for the broader sustainability of rural communities. Strategic policies will 
need to be informed by an understanding of these needs and opportunities.  
39. The methodology is therefore not justified as it must also be formed from an understanding of needs and opportunities as a 
starting point. The baseline figures per annum are therefore likely to be understated. The following factors must also influence the 
baseline:  
• Assessing evidence of local housing need, including households on the Homes4Wiltshire register and self-build register.  
• An understanding of the level of development required to support a thriving rural community by ensuring local services and 
facilities remain, or become viable. For instance, school admissions and pressures faced by existing services and facilities that 
may have led to them closing (with the exception of Covid-19).  
• Assessing the availability of land (within the SHELAA);  
• Assessing the dual role many settlements provide in delivering services to other nearby settlements, and the benefits 
of development in one village supporting services in a village nearby.  
• • Recognising the value of the LPR delivering a greater percentage of the overall housing requirement within the rural 
communities which represent a significant proportion of the County in both population and wide geography.  
• 40. Once this baseline is defined, then the methodology should identify the impact of the application of policies in the 
NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or 
distribution of development in the plan area. Having regard to the analysis at pages 17 and 18, the impact of a conservation area 
reduces the baseline to 0.5. Not all conservation areas extend to restrict rural settlements and allocated growth will naturally be 
directed to locations away from these designations, or directed within them where the NPPF does not preclude new development 
as a matter of principle. There are no reasons to discount the baseline annualised requirement by 0.5 for conservation areas 
being present.  
Table 2.1 distribution and the residual  
41. It is welcomed to see that, overall, housing requirements for the rural communities throughout Wiltshire are claimed to be an 
increase compared to the scales of growth in the current plan. Housing levels must increase; however, the overall level of growth 



remains suppressed and this will continue to drive worsening affordability where the property price to earnings ratio for Wiltshire 
has increased from 7.8 in 2003 to 9.6 in 2019.  
42. Table 2.1 states a maximum amount of development appraised by the alternative development strategy for the rural 
communities. The reference to ‘max’ is inconsistent with the NPPF and misleading, giving an impression on an overall cap on 
development, when this is not the case, as clarified within the CS and at paragraph 96 of the consultation paper.  
43. It is agreed that housing should be distributed in Local Service Centres and Large Villages. Any residual should be directed to 
both Small Villages and other communities with a designated neighbourhood area.  
44. There is concern with the statement at paragraph 89 of the consultation paper which counts ‘rural exception sites’ and 
‘community-led schemes’ as ‘windfall’ development in the context of an unplanned residual level of development. Rural exception 
sites and community led schemes (as defined by the Revised Core Policy 44) are true exemptions and their responsive role is in 
addition to the housing requirement defined by strategic policies. It is therefore wholly incorrect to count these typologies as part 
of a windfall allowance when preparing the LPR unless there is compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of 
supply. Conversely, if the Council considers these dwellings are known and will come forward then they must be planned for by 
the LPR with a housing requirement for the Small Villages, or the units apportioned to the Large Villages who serve those lower 
hierarchy communities.  
45. There is also concern regarding the scale of the residual requirement for the rest of the Salisbury and Chippenham HMAs. 
These amounts represent 45% and 23% of the overall housing requirement for each area and represent sizeable amounts to be 
distributed to the Small Villages. There is insufficient evidence within the consultation papers to justify why a higher level of 
growth has not been appointed to the Local Service Centres and Large Villages to deliver this need, potentially through a change 
to the baseline of 5 and 1 dwelling per annum used in the calculation of the indicative housing requirement based on HMA.  
New Core Policy and the role of neighbourhood plans  
46. It is suggested by the LPR consultation that housing requirements should be accommodated in accordance with the new 
Core Policy. It is not entirely clear whether the LPR will itself allocate sites at Large Villages and the relationship with 
neighbourhood planning. The commentary on the role of neighbourhood plans at paragraphs 59 to 69 do not provide any 
timescale for new or modified neighbourhood plans to be prepared and made to ensure that housing needs are being met. The 
LPR must set a deadline for new neighbourhood areas to be designated at Large Villages, and the absence of designation would 
then ensure the LPR itself must take the lead to allocate land for development, otherwise the consequence is that needs will be 
unmet. Similarly, in terms of modifying existing neighbourhood plans to be in general conformity with the LPR needs a time limit. 
This is important to incentivise communities to update their neighbourhood plans so they are up-to-date and meet needs.  
47. A positive example of a policy to define the role of neighbourhood planning in meeting the housing requirements is at Policy 
SS5 of the Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Local Plan 2011 to 2029. In that case, the policy makes it clear the role of 
the annual monitoring by the Council and a fixed timescale for a neighbourhood plan / development order to be submitted, 



whereby the Council will then consider the need to allocate additional sites. In the case of Policy SS5, the period was to progress 
neighbourhood plans to submission (Regulation 16) within 12 months of the adoption of the Local Plan. A similar timescale is 
recommended for the LPR.  
Housing requirements at Tables 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7  
48. The consultation paper provides the methodology (Steps A to F) and the result, however the actual calculation and data used 
for each settlement does not form part of the supporting evidence.  
49. For clarity, the granular assessment under Steps A to F should be published to give clarity on whether the correct data and 
constraints have been included or excluded.  
Housing requirement for Whiteparish in the Southern Wiltshire Community Area  
50. Table 2.5 defined a baseline indicative housing requirement 2016 to 2036 of 335 dwellings at the Large Villages in the 
Southern Wiltshire Community Area and an assumed 23% (77 dwellings) in Small Villages. This is a reduction in overall housing 
to be identified compared to the CS, which identified a need for 425 dwellings outside of Downton. This is inconsistent with the 
message at paragraph 50 that ‘housing requirements are an increase compared to the scales of growth in the current plan’.  
51. The baseline indicative housing requirement for Whiteparish is 40 dwellings in the period 2016 to 2036, with a residual for 31 
dwellings taking into account completions and commitments. As per the previous representation, there is no clarity on how this 
requirement has been derived.  
52. The below table summarises the LPR housing requirement for each Large Village in the Southern Wiltshire Community Area 
and key sustainability indicators for each settlement.  
[Please see Rural72 for table.] 
53. Whiteparish has a low proportion of housing growth of Large Villages in the area relative to its existing dwelling stock at 6.5%. 
This disproportionately low growth will place Whiteparish at a disadvantage against other settlements and may threaten its  
ability to maintain local services and facilities to serve the community and surrounding settlements.  
54. Unlike other Larger Villages of Alderbury and Winterslows, Whiteparish has seen relatively little growth since 2016 with 77% 
of its suggested housing requirement to be delivered. Reduced growth will not deliver housing to meet local needs, including 
affordable homes.  
55. Both Whiteparish and Pitton have primary schools with a low capacity of pupils and these figures are worrying for the viability 
to maintain primary school provision at these settlements. The Whiteparish pupil roll is just 70% of capacity. There is a 
government presumption against the closure of village schools, and Wiltshire Council will only bring forward proposals to close a 
village school where it can be demonstrated that one or more of criteria can be met4. In this case, surplus places at Whiteparish 
Primary School exceeds 25% and as such is at risk of closure.  
56. Reduced or declined rolls is a significant factor that must be addressed through the LPR with mitigation through sufficient 
growth at settlements to raise the percentage of starter and family homes to broaden the local primary pupil yield. On the basis of 



a pupil yield of 0.31 per dwelling for primary aged pupils (31 per 100 dwellings), additional growth of 100 dwellings will be 
required to boost the viability of the school to a 90% capacity.  
57. Of this sample of 6 Large Villages, Whiteparish is the only with healthcare facilities ‘The Whiteparish Surgery’. Given this 
essential healthcare provision is within easy reach of this community, the restrained growth proposed by the LPR does not match 
the capacity of the settlement given the extensive services and facilities.  
58. In terms of public transport, Whiteparish is located on the A27 which is a relatively high frequency bus corridor providing 
connections between Salisbury and Romsey. The proposed 6.5% level of growth does not match the ability to take advantage of 
this public transport connectivity.  
59. In summary, the proposal for 40 dwellings (a residual of 31 dwellings) for the Large Village of Whiteparish is too low. The 
housing requirement for Whiteparish should be higher for the following reasons:  
• Growth is disproportionately low compared to similar Large Villages in the Southern Wiltshire Community Area despite the 
absence of significant planning and environmental constraints.  
• A low level of growth in the past 5 years compared to similar Large Villages in the Southern Wiltshire Community Area due to 
the inability to meet needs within the constraints of the existing settlement boundaries, which must be breached to deliver local 
housing needs.  
• Redressing the low pupil roll at the Primary School with sufficient growth of start and family sized homes. An additional provision 
of 31 homes will contribute circa 9 additional primary ages pupils and this will not push the number of pupils into a viable level.  
• The presence of local healthcare services in the village meaning development at Whiteparish will enable and support healthy 
lifestyles. Additional housing will also help to maintain the existing levels of healthcare services.  
• The presence of good public transport accessibility at the village meaning there is genuine travel choice and development at 
Whiteparish will be consistent with managing sustainable patterns of growth. Additional housing will also help to maintain the 
existing levels of bus services. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
60. ML wish to reiterate their commitment to working with Wiltshire Council to deliver the proposed development of ‘Land at 
Bushey Farm, Whiteparish’ identified as Site Reference S34 within the Wiltshire Council Strategic Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment (2017).  
61. ML is committed to deliver both open market and affordable housing alongside land for a new burial ground for the 
community. The proposed development should be allocated within the LPR as (1) there is a need for at least 31 dwellings at 



Whiteparish in the period to 2036 and (2) there is no designated neighbourhood area for Whiteparish meaning there is a need to 
ensure surety of supply within the LPR through the allocation of land.  
Site description  
62. The site is located towards the eastern end of the village of Whiteparish, south of the A27 Romsey Road. Whiteparish is 
located between the city of Salisbury to the west and the Hampshire town of Romsey to the east. Whiteparish has a population of 
approximately 1,511 with an estimated 598 households1.  
63. The greenfield site extends to a total area of 1.64 hectares comprising of agricultural pasture land in lowland grazing.  
64. The site borders the A27 to the north-east, with the modern residential development of Meadow Court, directly opposite. 
Further beyond this to the north is agricultural land. To the south-east are a short terrace of road frontage dwellings, behind which 
are a series of small, irregular paddocks. To the north-west the site is bordered by further residential land of Wykeham House 
while to the south-west is open farmland.  
65. Existing access to the site is taken from a track that runs south-west from the A27, along the north-western boundary of the 
field. The site is located within close proximity to a variety of local facilities in the Village, including All Saints Church, The Parish 
Lantern Public House, The Kings Head Public House, The Whiteparish Surgery, All Saints Church of England Primary School, 
Pepperbox Pre-School and The Whiteparish village store and post office. The site is within 300m from bus stops along Romsey 
Road, leading to Salisbury, Romsey and Southampton. The location of these local services and facilities are detailed within the 
Transport Statement by CDA.  
66. The nearest listed building, Chalkpit Farmhouse, is located some 150m to the north-west. There is no intervisibility between 
this heritage asset and the site. The western boundary of the Whiteparish conservation area is some 500m west along the A27.  
67. A Public Right of Way WHIT7 runs along the north-western boundary of the site from Romsey Road to Blaxwell Farm, 
however there are none that cross through the site itself.  
68. The site is located within Flood Zone 1, at lowest risk from fluvial flooding. There is no pluvial surface water flood risk at the 
site.  
Proposed development  
69. The masterplan on Drawing No.190120/06 proposes:  
• The erection of up to 25 homes, public open space, drainage features and landscaping within a developable area of approx.1.2 
hectares. The houses are proposed as a mix of 1, 2, 3 and 4 bedroom homes to include 40% affordable housing. A proportion of 
open market homes and affordable homes will be Category M4(2) accessible and adaptable homes, including bungalows.  
• Change of use of agricultural land to a burial ground. The scheme proposes the provision of 0.5 hectares (1.25 acres) land for 
use by the Parish Council as a burial ground.  
• Formation of new vehicular and pedestrian access onto Romsey Road for the residential parcel of land, including footway works 
on the south side of the public highway to connect to the existing footway at the north-eastern corner of the site. A separate 



access onto Romsey Road will be created for the burial ground with parking arrangements. Detailed proposals for the access 
arrangements is shown on CDA Drawing Nos.1294-002. Footpath connections are also illustrated through the site from Castle 
Street to the playing field off Whitley Road / Westfield Chase.  
70. Whiteparish Parish Council has identified a need to create a new village cemetery and is seeking local land for this purpose. 
The minimum size of land being sought is 1 acre. Land is required because the current cemetery at Whiteparish (All Saints) is 
nearing its capacity within the next 2 to 5 years and the continued provision of burial land within the parish is important for the 
social fabric and family connections. The Applicant has made Whiteparish Parish Council aware that the south eastern section of 
the site is available for use as a burial ground. Their letter dated 23rd July 2019 defines the terms upon which the burial ground 
would be provided at nil-cost to the Parish Council as a planning obligation secured by a planning permission for the proposed 
development. In summary:  
• 1.25 acre (0.5 hectares) to be provided for a burial ground.  
• The freehold transfer of the land will be made to Wiltshire Council (or nominee i.e. the Parish Council) secured by planning 
obligation.  
• The Applicant will implement the access, car parking area, associated footpaths and fencing at nil-cost to Wiltshire Council (or 
nominee i.e. the  
• Parish Council) to enable the burial ground to be brought into use subject to a trigger point linked to the occupation of a 
specific number of dwellings.  
Deliverability  
71. ML agree with the conclusions of the SHELAA that confirms the site is available, developable and deliverable in the short 
term.  
72. ML have made a Pre-Application Enquiry in January 2021 to Wiltshire Council for this development on the basis of the 
illustrative scheme and technical evidence submitted as part of these representations.  
Amount of development  
73. A range of technical reports have been commissioned to demonstrate that the site is deliverable, to define the extent of the 
developable area and the capacity of the site. Copies of the following documents are provided to Wiltshire Council to be read in 
conjunction with the SHELAA site details and aid the consideration of the site as an allocation in the LPR:  
• Transport Statement and Proposed Access Arrangements (Drawing No.1294-002) by Condon Drew Associates. The TS 
outlines that the site is sustainable and accessible to a range of local services and facilities, including public transport on Romsey 
Road. The TS and accompanying plans also detail proposals for safe access and improved pedestrian connectivity.  
• Flood Risk Assessment by Condon Drew Associates determines the location of the site within Flood Zone 1 and therefore 
accords with the sequential approach to locating development. The FRA also includes a preliminary surface water and foul water 
drainage strategy.  



• Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment by WH Landscape. This confirms the site is not located within a valued landscape. 
The landscape has the capacity to accommodate the level of change and new development. Mitigation and enhancement 
measures will mean that the development can be integrated into the wider landscape through a comprehensive scheme of 
strategic planting. Taken as a whole, the proposed development post-mitigation will have a Moderate/Minor effect, with the effect 
on specific receptors being reduced, as well as there being localised ecological benefits as a result of the appropriate repair and 
management of existing vegetation and establishment of new areas of green infrastructure.  
• Ecological Appraisal and Bat Activity Surveys by All Ecology. This establishes the presence of any protected species affected 
by development and designs mitigation measures to enable development, alongside how net gains in biodiversity can be 
secured.  
• Arboricultural Impact Assessment by SJ Stephens. This establishes the points of access and indicative layout are compatible 
with the retention of key landscape features.  
74. The masterplan has been established in the light of these technical reports and advice from the project team. The masterplan 
identifies a proposal for 25 dwellings within a developable area of approximately 1.2 hectares on the basis that the residual is 
provided for a burial ground. Should the burial ground not be required, then the capacity of the site increases to circa 35 
dwellings.  
Conclusions  
75. The masterplan for SHELAA Site S34 defines the type and form of development deliverable at the site. The site can deliver 
appropriately scaled growth to the south-east of Whiteparish, adjoining the existing settlement boundary. The proposed 
development will result in the construction of approximately 25 new homes and land for a new burial ground. The proposed 
development will also provide footway improvements and habitat enhancements of current paddocks.  
76. ML currently propose a 2-year, one phase, build period for the development with an expectation that work would commence 
on site in Q1 2022, and be completed by 2024. This programme anticipates that within 1 year of today’s date, work will have 
commenced on site to deliver this important allocation to ensure the housing requirement for Whiteparish can be delivered.  
77. The development has been designed to encourage sustainable modes of travel including high quality walking and cycling 
links to provide integration with the existing village and employment opportunities. This connectivity will support the local need 
growth of the community area and will form a strong public transport corridor on Romsey Road.  
78. As highlighted, ML will directly deliver the land for the burial ground, which is needed for the local community as a key project 
identified by the Parish Council. This facility can only be delivered and the benefits realised with the allocation of Site S34 at a 
viable scale of development.  
79. ML wishes to work collaboratively with Wiltshire Council and other key stakeholders to ensure the allocation of Site S34 is 
proposed in the LPR, and is delivered with the maximum possible benefit to the local and wider area. ML would welcome the 
opportunity to meet with Wiltshire Council to discuss the content of these representations.  
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Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council ‘emerging’ Neighbourhood Plan 2021-2036 
Local Development for the villages of Shaw and Whitley 
1).  Shaw and Whitley are two SMALL villages consisting of approx. 370 houses in Whitley and approx 180 houses in the village 
of Shaw.  Both villages have defined boundaries and are divided by the South Brook which runs between the Vicarage at Shaw 
and the commencement of housing in Whitley at the junction between the Corsham Road and First Lane.  Both sides of the 
South Brook are known flood plains and regularly flood when consistent rain falls and the South Brook cannot contain the 
overflow.  Flooding also takes place regularly in front of the Vicarage and Shaw School after heavy or continuous moderate 



rainfall.  We are two separate SMALL villages with a river that divides our two villages, and have few amenities in either village.  
So an almost 20% increase in housing to 95 proposed houses is almost unbelievable. 
2). I believe that there is an existing housing planning application at Wiltshire Council now for some approx 15 homes to be built 
along the Corsham Road in Whitley.  There is also a further hope from the owner [NAME REDACTED] (Middle Farm, Westlands 
Lane, Whitley) to add a shop with parking and post office which would supply our two villages with 3 amenities that we lost when 
the WhitleyToast Office permanently closed (post office, cafe and shop) at the start of this pandemic.   We are therefore in favour 
of Wiltshire Council approving [NAME REDACTED]’s application which would certainly go a long way to fulfilling the Council’s 
decision for new housing in Whitley.  I would hope that any further development in Whitley would be by infill and therefore 
considered on a case by case basis.  An overall reduction of houses from 95 to approx 35 seems a more sensitive and logical 
expansion of our two villages, thereby allowing the expansion to remain in keeping with the rural nature and sympathetic 
development of Shaw & Whitley. 
3). Could we finish by imploring Wiltshire Council to use ‘plain language’ when issuing documents for the public to comment on?  
We are NOT planners nor councillors and therefore lack the development jargon that was so confusing to the average resident of 
Wiltshire in this LDP REVIEW and prior to that the putting together of our NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN a few months ago.  We, and 
others, believe that they were written to ‘put off’ villagers from expressing interest in the local development of our area and more 
widely becoming interested in serving their communities by way of becoming councillors or citizens with a civic interest in Shaw 
and Whitley.  We are hugely grateful to [NAME REDACTED] and her team for all they have done for our communities in 
Melksham Without and to CAWS for assisting us with the interpretation of your LDP Review. 
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The term affordable is not specific and is mid leading, If ‘affordable’ means small houses, for example 2 bed semi or linked 
houses available for sale, then 30 - 40 % would be ok. As it’s important to have a range of house sizes.  However if by affordable 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
i - vii. As listed above seem to be acceptable.  
  As I do not have enough information or a definition of cross subsidy/market housing or community led Housing I am unable to 
comment on whether I’d agree with the statement relating to these. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes.  I think if a small number of small houses, ie 2 bed semies or similar were built, I think it would be a good idea if they were to 
remain ‘small’ so that the village does not lose these less expensive properties because they have morphed into larger 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The evidence Would be based on the % of the the current housing stock falling into 1, 2, 3 and 4 + bedrooms.    
Ie.  If we already had a relatively high % of 1 or 2 bed houses, it would be less of a need to impose a ban on extending 
But if there were a re 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The 85 baseline projected housing requirement for Winterslow up until 2036 had been in reduced to 58 as of April 2019, as 27 
houses had been built. A fair few more have been built by now, so it seems very likely that Winterslow will easily meet the 
requirements for 85 new homes by 2036. Due natural  growth.  Inseed a restriction will be needed to prove to over development 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): FOWLER ARCHITECTURE 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL75a; RURAL 75 B; RURAL 75 C 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
1. The threshold for triggering affordable housing is not consistent with national policy, as set out at paragraph 63 of the NPPF, 
when applying current rural areas designated under section 157(1) of the Housing Act 1985. 
2. The clarification at footnote 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



13. MM is very concerned by the restrictions placed under this exception to limit schemes for up to 50% open market housing 
exclusively to ‘Community Land Trusts’ (CLTs). While CLTs should be recognised in the context of rural exemptions, the delivery 
of community-led housing can be met by means other than CLTs.  
14. CLTs cannot function at an economy of scale. The scale of a housing project makes it daunting for a community group to 
consider how to raise finance independently. The process of setting up a CLT, securing land, and developing housing which 
answers to community need is long and arduous, and is not best positioned to address the critical shortage of affordable, decent 
housing. 
15. The CLT model represents just one opportunity for community voices to inform more responsive planning decisions on local 
needs. The prominence of community engagement in developments gives a voice for stakeholders to influence and shape how 
needs are met. 
16. Core Policy 44 should be improved by removing the final section on Community-led Housing, which is unjustified by defining 
one model of delivery with such favourable terms upon which to bring forward development. Instead, the existing sub-section of 
Cross-subsidy / Market Housing should be amended to refer to up to 50% open market housing. 
17. There are also cases where rural exception sites are desirable by communities because of how they will maintain or enhance 
the vitality of the rural community, including the role of housing socially and economically in supporting local services and 
facilities. Core Policy 44 should be expanded to be properly responsive to local circumstances and will enable consideration of 
the impact of development on the need to maintain or enhance rural communities as part of the decision-taking process. 
18. Our experience of working under a similar policy in Test Valley Borough Council has proven the value of an LPA adopting a 
responsive framework to deal with the sustainability needs of rural communities. Test Valley Borough Local Plan is permissive of 
rural development as an exception to normal planning policies and has enabled the approval of a development of up to 35 homes 
and open space within the village of Over Wallop in May 2015 (14/02739/OUTN). Evidence was presented to that LPA to identify 
and respond to unmet demonstrable open market and affordable housing needs, alongside evidence that demonstrated how the 
development would maintain or enhance the sustainability of the community having regard to the baseline conditions. 
19. We consider that the implementation of such a policy in Wiltshire would address a significant gap in the Core Strategy’s 
compliance with the NPPF. These Government policies recognise the value of rural development to the vitality of communities 
and the need to support sustainable rural communities by planning positively. The new policy would also support the Strategic 
Objectives 1, 3, 4 and 6 of the CS and provider greater certainty of the delivery of responsive sustainable development at the 
local level, ensuring the system remains Plan-led. 
20. In terms of the suggested wording of the revised Core Policy 44: 
• The standfirst should be expanded to encompass any project that should be treated as an exemption because it is needed to 
maintain or enhance the vitality of the rural community. The proposed criterion (i) is too narrow and the inclusion of support for 
‘community-led’ schemes here would remove the need for the latter section, which should be deleted. 



• The proposed criterion (ii) should remove the terms ‘affordable’ and instead require any dwelling delivered under this policy to 
meet local needs and based on evidence. 
• The proposed criterion (iii) is unjustified and places greater restrictions on sites than currently exists under Core Policy 44 
criterion (iii). The policy must be positively prepared to take into account that the vast majority of rural areas in Wiltshire rely on 
travel by the private car. It will be impossible to deliver an exception site in Wiltshire without some degree of reliance on travel by 
private car. 
• The proposed criterion (v) is unjustified as it places an arbitrary limit on the scale of residential development that can take place 
under Core Policy 44. This has no regard to the scale and evidence of local needs. There should be no cap on the amount of 
development that can come forward under Core Policy 44 and anyway the previous criterion requires justification of the ‘number’ 
relative to evidence. 
• There is no explicit need to state ‘Proposals which include plots for self and custom build affordable homes will be supported 
where they meet the above criteria.’ This would be evident by complying with the policy. 
21. Our suggested wording for a simplified Revised Core Policy 44 is: 
Rural Exceptions Sites 
At rural settlements, development proposals will be supported where their primary purpose is to provide housing to meet local 
needs or are needed to maintain or enhance the vitality of rural communities, provided: 
i. The proposal is supported by evidence that there is a need for the development to maintain or enhance the sustainability of the 
settlement through the delivery of community benefit. 
ii. The proposal is community-led or it has clear support from the local community through evidenced consultation. 
iii. The number, type, size and tenure of any dwellings should reflect identified and genuine local needs as evidenced on the 
Homes4Wiltshire register and/or through a local housing needs survey 
iv. The proposal is within, adjoining or well related to the existing settlement 
v. Environmental and landscape considerations will not be compromised 
vi. Its scale and type is appropriate to the nature of the settlement and will respect the character and setting of that settlement 
vii. Any affordable housing provided will always be available for defined local needs, both initially and on subsequent change of 
occupant. Cross-subsidy/Market Housing 
The inclusion of up to 50% open market housing will only be considered where it can be demonstrated that the site would be 
unviable as an exception site without cross-subsidy, and/or where it is proven essential to provide a balanced and sustainable 
community. 
For rural exceptions site and community led housing developments, the number, type and size of open market homes will reflect 
the proven needs, and will be integrated throughout the development so as to be indistinguishable from the affordable housing. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
5. It is agreed that most communities do not imagine local housing needs solely in terms of affordable homes. This is also 
reflective in national policy that makes clear that size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community sh 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
9. Paragraphs 23 to 25 set out proposals to maintain an existing stock of ‘smaller dwellings’ in the countryside. Suggestions are 
made to explore controls on replacement dwellings and extensions, including the removal of permitted development rights. 
10. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
22. MM’s interests relate to the Large Village of Shalbourne which is located in the Pewsey Community Area. 
23. Specific representations are made below in respect of the housing figure for Shalbourne in the Swindon Housing Market 
Area.Spatial strategy for the rural areas  



24. Paragraphs 26 to 32 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper define the role of rural settlements. It is 
disappointing that the LPR does not seek to change those settlements designated as Small Villages, or add new Small Villages, 
which should be seen as a failure of the Core Strategy (CS) to secure improved local employment opportunities, housing growth, 
and new services and facilities in the rural areas.  
25. The CS was found sound as a transition development plan, as work commenced on its preparation prior to the publication of 
the original NPPF. The CS was submitted to the SoS in July 2012, shortly after the NPPF replaced the previous raft of policies 
and guidance. The development of the CS cannot be said to fully reflect the Framework and the PPG, this is because these were 
not at the forefront of the mind of the writer of the CS and its supporting evidence-base, particularly when the scope, issues and 
options were carried out in the period 2006-2008 by the former district councils.  
26. One policy area demands a full review as part of the LPR, which is how the plan to 2036 should support sustainable rural 
communities and consider rural housing policies to reflect the NPPF alongside the PPG, the DEFRA Rural Productivity Plan and 
the Housing White Paper. The LPR must be founded on a positive approach whereby the evidence should look beyond previous 
methodologies to categorise settlements in the hierarchy solely based upon accessibility to existing facilities and services in that 
settlement. This is regressive and ensures that the CS does not plan for sustainable rural communities in the manner expected in 
the NPPF and PPG.  
27. This recommendation is against the backdrop that PPG provides by confirming the relevant issues for local planning 
authorities when determining the roles which all rural settlements can play in delivering sustainable development. This PPG 
clarification alongside the Government’s clear recommendation that a thriving community can be created by allowing housing to 
ensure viable use of local services and facilities, did not  
inform the methodology for the CS. Furthermore, the High Court sitting in the case Braintree District Council v Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government & Ors, Court of Appeal - Administrative Court, November 15, 2017, [2017] EWHC 2743 
(Admin),[2017] WLR(D) 785 confirmed the meaning of paragraph 55 (now 79) of the NPPF insofar that it cannot be read as a 
policy against development without facilities and services since it expressly recognises that development in a small village may 
enhance and maintain services in a neighbouring village, as people travel to them.  
28. It is clear that the LPR must be subject to a full review of Policy CP2 alongside the community area policies which identify the 
settlement hierarchy for the Local Service Centres, Large and Small Villages. The need for this review is further supported by CS 
paragraph 4.17, which recognises the flexible nature of the settlement hierarchy leading to a necessity to review by stating: “In 
such circumstances small villages may be able to become more sustainable and their status may change to that of ‘Large 
Villages’ as a result in subsequent reviews of the settlement strategy.”  
29. A settlement review must justify where identified and non-identified settlements are situated within the hierarchy. As an 
example, there may be settlements below Small Villages where development is currently restricted that deserve to be redefined 
into the hierarchy and visa versa. Furthermore, in line with the expectations of paragraph 79 of the Framework as clarified by the 



Courts, the review must consider the broader relationship settlements have with their hinterland whereby development elsewhere 
can enhance or maintain services in neighbouring settlements.  
30. While it is accepted that a survey of access to local services and facilities is a starting point, the methodology should provide 
a robust and credible basis to understand the critical issues facing the area. The LPR must further understand the needs and 
function of the rural communities; which account for a very considerable component of the County’s area and overall population. 
Key to this will be understanding local housing needs and quantifying how much development is needed locally to face the 
particular issues of that community. Addressing this need can be a matter for the LPR by apportioning a broad minimum quantum 
of development to specific or groups of rural settlements. The needs can then be planned for with allocations identified by the 
LPR, or the LPR can provide the stimulus to encourage neighbourhood development plans / orders to be proactive tools to 
deliver needs. This latter point is particularly important as presently the Core Strategy does not provide any onus on 
neighbourhood planning being a mechanism to deliver growth, which is being addressed in the LPR, but not in the context of 
Small Villages (for the reasons explained at paragraph 82) which is inconsistent with paragraph 62 of the NPPF that makes clear 
all settlements can play a role when designated a neighbourhood area. There is no ‘robust evidence’ to restrict housing 
development in Small Villages.  
31. The proposal at paragraph 31 of the consultation document highlighting the role of neighbourhood planning to designate 
additional Small Villages is welcomed. Any ability to enable neighbourhood plans to remove a designation that is no longer 
appropriate must be treated with caution, because neighbourhood planning cannot be used as a tool to prevent development and 
propose lower levels of growth than the Local Plan. It will  
therefore be important to review any criteria defining minimum requirements of Small Villages.  
32. The current approach, particularly with regards to enabling infill development at Small Villages under the operation of Policy 
CP2 has provided particular development management issues and a lack of certainty for applicants. The three criteria are highly 
subjective and poorly defined leading to inconsistent decisions. The criteria-based approach under Policy CP2 must therefore be 
subject to the review in the LPR.  
33. Consequently, the LPR must actively show how it has reconsidered this issue through a review of Policies CP1, CP2 and the 
community area policies that define the hierarchy.  
34. When reviewing Policy CP1 the LPR must consider whether the current three tier hierarchy of Local Service Centres, Large 
and Small Villages remains appropriate. It must also assess whether the scale of development envisaged remains best defined 
by the ‘modest’, ‘limited’ and ‘very modest’ terminologies used in the CS having regard to the actual level of development needed 
to achieve the objectives of the NPPF and the PPG.  
Methodology for calculating the housing requirements for villages  



35. Paragraphs 86 to 96 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper summarises how the calculation for the 
housing requirement operates with a baseline of 5 dwellings per annum for a Local Service Centre and 1 dwelling per annum for 
a Large Village.  
36. The baseline for each settlement is then derived from the size of settlements, as stated at paragraph 80 because ‘The larger 
the settlement the higher the growth proposed; on the assumption that larger settlements tend to have more facilities as well as a 
greater capacity for growth.’  
37. There should be no assumptions. Plans should be justified based on proportionate evidence.  
38. The PPG reminds that people living in rural areas can face particular challenges in terms of housing supply and affordability, 
while the location of new housing can also be important for the broader sustainability of rural communities. Strategic policies will 
need to be informed by an understanding of these needs and opportunities.  
39. The methodology is therefore not justified as it must also be formed from an understanding of needs and opportunities as a 
starting point. The baseline figures per annum are therefore likely to be understated. The following factors must also influence the 
baseline:  
• Assessing evidence of local housing need, including households on the Homes4Wiltshire register and self-build register.  
• An understanding of the level of development required to support a thriving rural community by ensuring local services and 
facilities remain, or become viable. For instance, school admissions and pressures faced by existing services and facilities that 
may have led to them closing (with the exception of Covid-19).  
• Assessing the availability of land (within the SHELAA);  
• Assessing the dual role many settlements provide in delivering services to other nearby settlements, and the benefits 
of development in one village supporting services in a village nearby.  
• • Recognising the value of the LPR delivering a greater percentage of the overall housing requirement within the rural 
communities which represent a significant proportion of the County in both population and wide geography.  
• 40. Once this baseline is defined, then the methodology should identify the impact of the application of policies in the 
NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or 
distribution of development in the plan area. Having regard to the analysis at pages 17 and 18, the impact of a conservation area 
reduces the baseline to 0.5. Not all conservation areas extend to restrict rural settlements and allocated growth will naturally be 
directed to locations away from these designations, or directed within them where the NPPF does not preclude new development 
as a matter of principle. There are no reasons to discount the baseline annualised requirement by 0.5 for conservation areas 
being present.  
Table 2.1 distribution and the residual  
41. It is welcomed to see that, overall, housing requirements for the rural communities throughout Wiltshire are claimed to be an 
increase compared to the scales of growth in the current plan. Housing levels must increase; however, the overall level of growth 



remains suppressed and this will continue to drive worsening affordability where the property price to earnings ratio for Wiltshire 
has increased from 7.8 in 2003 to 9.6 in 2019.  
42. Table 2.1 states a maximum amount of development appraised by the alternative development strategy for the rural 
communities. The reference to ‘max’ is inconsistent with the NPPF and misleading, giving an impression on an overall cap on 
development, when this is not the case, as clarified within the CS and at paragraph 96 of the consultation paper.  
43. It is agreed that housing should be distributed in Local Service Centres and Large Villages. Any residual should be directed to 
both Small Villages and other communities with a designated neighbourhood area.  
44. There is concern with the statement at paragraph 89 of the consultation paper which counts ‘rural exception sites’ and 
‘community-led schemes’ as ‘windfall’ development in the context of an unplanned residual level of development. Rural exception 
sites and community led schemes (as defined by the Revised Core Policy 44) are true exemptions and their responsive role is in 
addition to the housing requirement defined by strategic policies. It is therefore wholly incorrect to count these typologies as part 
of a windfall allowance when preparing the LPR unless there is compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of 
supply. Conversely, if the Council considers these dwellings are known and will come forward then they must be planned for by 
the LPR with a housing requirement for the Small Villages, or the units apportioned to the Large Villages who serve those lower 
hierarchy communities.  
New Core Policy and the role of neighbourhood plans  
45. It is suggested by the LPR consultation that housing requirements should be accommodated in accordance with the new 
Core Policy. It is not entirely clear whether the LPR will itself allocate sites at Large Villages and the relationship with 
neighbourhood planning.  
46. The commentary on the role of neighbourhood plans at paragraphs 59 to 69 do not provide any timescale for new or modified 
neighbourhood plans to be prepared and made to ensure that housing needs are being met. The LPR must set a deadline for 
new neighbourhood areas to be designated at Large Villages, and the absence of designation would then ensure the LPR itself 
must take the lead to allocate land for development, otherwise the consequence is that needs will be unmet. Similarly, in terms of 
modifying existing neighbourhood plans to be in general conformity with the LPR needs a time limit. This is important to 
incentivise communities to update their neighbourhood plans so they are up-to-date and meet needs.  
47. This is particularly important for the Large Villages of Shalbourne and Broad Hinton within the Swindon HMA. These villages 
have sizeable residuals to be met by 2036 and are undesignated neighbourhood areas.  
48. A positive example of a policy to define the role of neighbourhood planning in meeting the housing requirements is at Policy 
SS5 of the Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Local Plan 2011 to 2029. In that case, the policy makes it clear the role of 
the annual monitoring by the Council and a fixed timescale for a neighbourhood plan / development order to be submitted, 
whereby the Council will then consider the need to allocate additional sites. In the case of Policy SS5, the period was to progress 



neighbourhood plans to submission (Regulation 16) within 12 months of the adoption of the Local Plan. A similar timescale is 
recommended for the LPR.  
Housing requirements at Tables 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7  
49. The consultation paper provides the methodology (Steps A to F) and the result, however the actual calculation and data used 
for each settlement does not form part of the supporting evidence.  
50. For clarity, the granular assessment under Steps A to F should be published to give clarity on whether the correct data and 
constraints have been included or excluded.  
Housing requirement for Shalbourne in the Pewsey Community Area  
51. Table 2.6 defined a baseline indicative housing requirement 2016 to 2036 of 190 dwellings at the Large Villages in the 
Pewsey Community Area. When adding 190 to the 145 dwellings proposed at Pewsey, this total of 335 dwellings is a substantial 
reduction in overall housing to be identified compared to the CS, which identified a need for 600 in this geography. This is 
inconsistent with the message at paragraph 50 that ‘housing requirements are an increase compared to the scales of growth in 
the current plan’.  
52. The baseline indicative housing requirement for Shalbourne is 25 dwellings in the period 2016 to 2036, with a residual for 24 
dwellings taking into account completions and  
commitments. As per the previous representation, there is no clarity on how this requirement has been derived.  
53. The below table summarises the LPR housing requirement for each Large Village in the Pewsey Community Area and key 
sustainability indicators for each settlement. 
  
[Please see Rural75b for table.] 
54. Both Shalbourne and Burbage have primary schools with a low capacity of pupils and these figures are worrying for the 
viability to maintain primary school provision at these settlements. The Shalbourne pupil roll is just 61% of capacity. There is a 
government presumption against the closure of village schools, and Wiltshire Council will only bring forward proposals to close a 
village school where it can be demonstrated that one or more of criteria can be met4. In this case, surplus places  
the small 60 place Shalbourne Primary School exceeds 25% and as such is at risk of closure.  
55. Reduced or declined rolls is a significant factor that must be addressed through the LPR with mitigation through sufficient 
growth at settlements to raise the percentage of starter and family homes to broaden the local primary pupil yield. On the basis of 
a pupil yield of 0.31 per dwelling for primary aged pupils (31 per 100 dwellings), additional growth of between 60 and 75 dwellings 
will be required to boost the viability of the school to a 90%+ capacity.  
56. MM accepts that Shalbourne is unlikely to have a capacity to deliver that quantum of development (given the capacity of the 
Land at Shalbourne and location within the AONB); however, this does highlight potential to encourage some greater 
development at Small Villages in the Shalbourne hinterland which can also help support the vitality of services, including 



supporting the village pub and boosting Church service attendance (which is declining). More recent dwelling growth at Upavon 
came too late to avoid their primary school being closed in 2009.  
57. For the above reasons, the level of housing growth at Shalbourne should not reduce below the indicative requirement for 25 
dwellings in the period to 2036. This quantum must be treated as a minimum and there may be benefits to the vitality of the rural 
community through a higher growth scenario, if compatible with the location within the AONB. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
58. MM wish to reiterate their commitment to working with Wiltshire Council to deliver the proposed development of ‘Land at 
Shalbourne’ that was submitted as part of your ‘call-for-sites’ on 14th July 2020 for consideration within the Wiltshire Council 
Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment.  
59. MM is committed to deliver both open market and affordable housing alongside new accessible natural greenspace and 
allotments for the community The proposed development should be allocated within the LPR as (1) there is a residual need for at 
least 24 dwellings at Shalbourne in the period to 2036; (2) there are no reasonable alternatives identified in the SHELAA to 
accommodate the required growth; and (3) there is no designated neighbourhood area for Shalbourne meaning there is a need to 
ensure surety of supply within the LPR through the allocation of land.  
Site description  
60. The site is located on a parcel of land which forms part of Dove’s Farm, just off Ham Road, on the eastern edge of the vi llage 
of Shalbourne. The village is located in the Vale of Shalbourne, and in its wider context lies close to the towns of Hungerford and 
Marlborough, to the north and north-west respectively.  
61. The greenfield site is a small field that extends to a total area of 2.1 hectares comprising of agricultural grazing land.  
62. The site (and village of Shalbourne) is located within the North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  
63. The site itself is located at an average of 132m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD), rising slightly to the south-east and dropping 
to a low point below 130m AOD in the north-west corner.  
64. The site abuts the residential development to the west and is largely surrounded by agricultural fields to the east, south and 
south west, and the Ham Road to the north which has frontage commercial and residential development on its northern side. The 
southern and western boundaries of the field are also adjacent to footpaths SHAL18 and SHAL15, respectively. On site 
vegetation is limited to a small number of trees along the eastern boundary and a hazel hedge along the majority of the Ham 
Road frontage, although the western end is open. All other boundaries are open  
65. Existing access to the site is taken from a track that runs south from Ham Road at the lowest point of the site.  



66. The site is located within close proximity to a variety of local facilities in the Village, including the Shalbourne CoE Primary 
School, The Plough Inn, Shalbourne Post Office, Shalbourne Sports Field and St Michael & All Angels Church.  
67. The site is not located within the Shalbourne Conservation Area, which extends to approximately 50m to the west. The 
nearest listed building is ‘Well House’ located 50m to the west.  
68. The site is located within Flood Zone 1, at lowest risk from fluvial flooding. There is no pluvial surface water flood risk at the 
site.  
69. There are no ecological designations on or adjoining the site.  
Proposed development  
70. The landscape-led masterplan on Drawing No.200403/02 proposes:  
• The erection of between 16 and 20 new homes, public open space and allotments. The houses are proposed as a m ix of 2, 3 
and 4 bedroom homes to include 40% affordable housing. A proportion of open market homes and affordable homes will be 
Category M4(2) accessible and adaptable homes, including bungalows.  
• Change of use of agricultural land to accessible natural greenspace (ANG) and allotments.  
• Formation of new vehicular and pedestrian access onto Ham Road.  
Deliverability  
71. The site has been submitted to the SHELAA as the site is available, developable and deliverable in the short term. There is 
strong developer interest.  
Amount of development  
72. The July 2020 Call-for-Sites submission suggested between 25 to 50 dwellings could be accommodated. MM now agrees 
that this amount is too high and the site capacity should be refined downward.  
73. MM has commissioned WH Landscape to prepare a ‘Landscape & Visual Baseline and Concept Plan for Residential 
Development Allocation’ (LVB) for the site in order to inform testing of the capacity of the site so that it is landscape-led.  
74. The LVB has identified key mitigating factors to be considered are the established containment of the site in a lowland 
location close to the residential edge of Shalbourne. Additionally, the development form of the village continues sporadically 
along Ham Road for a considerable distance, with Kew Gardens being in a more prominent location beyond the proposed 
allocation site with an open aspect facing onto Ham Road.  
75. The LVB has established that the northern and western parts of the site have capacity to absorb sensitive residential 
development in the AONB. The southern parts of the site are relatively exposed in the landscape and present an opportunity to 
introduce green infrastructure and landscaping. The landscape-led masterplan has been informed by this assessment to ensure 
that this limited development fully accords with the NPPF objective to conserve and enhance landscape and scenic beauty in the 
AONB.  
Sustainable Construction  



76. Sustainable construction is at the heart of this proposed development. MM commits to:  
• Design the homes to achieve net zero carbon standards and seek to minimise embodied carbon and environmental impacts 
through the construction, occupation and modification phases. This effectively means that the zero carbon ‘rating’ of all new 
development should be achieved on-site through the fabric of the buildings (energy efficiency), plot orientation, plus the 
incorporation of renewable energy generation.  
• The introduction of Electric Vehicle (EV) charging points will be provided for all dwellings and visitor parking spaces.  
• Delivering a measurable net gain in biodiversity through habitat restoration, new planting and wider enhancements.  
Conclusions  
77. The masterplan for the ‘Land at Shalbourne’ defines the landscape-led type and form of development deliverable at the site. 
The site can deliver appropriately scaled growth on part of a small field to the east of Shalbourne, adjoining the existing 
settlement boundary. The proposed development will result in the construction of approximately 16 to 20 new homes and land for 
Accessible Natural Greenspace and allotments.  
78. The SHELAA identifies no known alternatives to the ‘Land at Shalbourne’ that are capable of delivering the proposed 
Shalbourne Housing Requirement. The Illustrative Masterplan identifies the site has the capacity for between 16 to 20 dwellings. 
This amount of development will make a very significant contribution towards the proposed indicative housing requirement for 
Shalbourne. The availability of the ‘Land  
at Shalbourne’ demonstrates that the proposed Shalbourne Housing Requirement is likely to be deliverable, with the remainder 
meet by windfall development at the settlement.  
79. There is strong developer interest. MM will continue to evaluate this interest so that that this important allocation can be 
delivered to meet housing needs.  
80. As highlighted, the development directly delivers the land for Accessible Natural Greenspace and allotments which are wider 
community benefits of the scheme.  
81. MM wishes to work collaboratively with Wiltshire Council and other key stakeholders to ensure the allocation the ‘Land at 
Shalbourne’ is proposed in the LPR, and is delivered with the maximum possible benefit to the local and wider area. MM would 
welcome the opportunity to meet with Wiltshire Council to discuss the content of these representations. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
1. The threshold for triggering affordable housing is not consistent with national policy, as set out at paragraph 63 of the NPPF, 
when applying current rural areas designated under section 157(1) of the Housing Act 1985. 
2. The clarification at footnote 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



13. MJ is very concerned by the restrictions placed under this exception to limit schemes for up to 50% open market housing 
exclusively to ‘Community Land Trusts’ (CLTs). While CLTs should be recognised in the context of rural exemptions, the delivery 
of community-led housing can be met by means other than CLTs.  
14. CLTs cannot function at an economy of scale. The scale of a housing project makes it daunting for a community group to 
consider how to raise finance independently. The process of setting up a CLT, securing land, and developing housing which 
answers to community need is long and arduous, and is not best positioned to address the critical shortage of affordable, decent 
housing. 
15. The CLT model represents just one opportunity for community voices to inform more responsive planning decisions on local 
needs. The prominence of community engagement in developments gives a voice for stakeholders to influence and shape how 
needs are met. 
16. Core Policy 44 should be improved by removing the final section on Community-led Housing, which is unjustified by defining 
one model of delivery with such favourable terms upon which to bring forward development. Instead, the existing sub-section of 
Cross-subsidy / Market Housing should be amended to refer to up to 50% open market housing. 
17. There are also cases where rural exception sites are desirable by communities because of how they will maintain or enhance 
the vitality of the rural community, including the role of housing socially and economically in supporting local services and 
facilities. Core Policy 44 should be expanded to be properly responsive to local circumstances and will enable consideration of 
the impact of development on the need to maintain or enhance rural communities as part of the decision-taking process. 
18. Our experience of working under a similar policy in Test Valley Borough Council has proven the value of an LPA adopting a 
responsive framework to deal with the sustainability needs of rural communities. Test Valley Borough Local Plan is permissive of 
rural development as an exception to normal planning policies and has enabled the approval of a development of up to 35 homes 
and open space within the village of Over Wallop in May 2015 (14/02739/OUTN). Evidence was presented to that LPA to identify 
and respond to unmet demonstrable open market and affordable housing needs, alongside evidence that demonstrated how the 
development would maintain or enhance the sustainability of the community having regard to the baseline conditions. 
19. We consider that the implementation of such a policy in Wiltshire would address a significant gap in the Core Strategy’s 
compliance with the NPPF. These Government policies recognise the value of rural development to the vitality of communities 
and the need to support sustainable rural communities by planning positively. The new policy would also support the Strategic 
Objectives 1, 3, 4 and 6 of the CS and provider greater certainty of the delivery of responsive sustainable development at the 
local level, ensuring the system remains Plan-led. 
20. In terms of the suggested wording of the revised Core Policy 44: 
• The standfirst should be expanded to encompass any project that should be treated as an exemption because it is needed to 
maintain or enhance the vitality of the rural community. • The proposed criterion (i) is too narrow and the inclusion of support for 
‘community-led’ schemes here would remove the need for the latter section, which should be deleted. 



• The proposed criterion (ii) should remove the terms ‘affordable’ and instead require any dwelling delivered under this policy to 
meet local needs and based on evidence. 
• The proposed criterion (iii) is unjustified and places greater restrictions on sites than currently exists under Core Policy 44 
criterion (iii). The policy must be positively prepared to take into account that the vast majority of rural areas in Wiltshire rely on 
travel by the private car. It will be impossible to deliver an exception site in Wiltshire without some degree of reliance on travel by 
private car. 
• The proposed criterion (v) is unjustified as it places an arbitrary limit on the scale of residential development that can take place 
under Core Policy 44. This has no regard to the scale and evidence of local needs. There should be no cap on the amount of 
development that can come forward under Core Policy 44 and anyway the previous criterion requires justification of the ‘number’ 
relative to evidence. 
• There is no explicit need to state ‘Proposals which include plots for self and custom build affordable homes will be supported 
where they meet the above criteria.’ This would be evident by complying with the policy. 
21. Our suggested wording for a simplified Revised Core Policy 44 is: 
Rural Exceptions Sites 
At rural settlements, development proposals will be supported where their primary purpose is to provide housing to meet local 
needs or are needed to maintain or enhance the vitality of rural communities, provided: 
i. The proposal is supported by evidence that there is a need for the development to maintain or enhance the sustainability of the 
settlement through the delivery of community benefit. 
ii. The proposal is community-led or it has clear support from the local community through evidenced consultation. 
iii. The number, type, size and tenure of any dwellings should reflect identified and genuine local needs as evidenced on the 
Homes4Wiltshire register and/or through a local housing needs survey 
iv. The proposal is within, adjoining or well related to the existing settlement 
v. Environmental and landscape considerations will not be compromised 
vi. Its scale and type is appropriate to the nature of the settlement and will respect the character and setting of that settlement 
vii. Any affordable housing provided will always be available for defined local needs, both initially and on subsequent change of 
occupant. Cross-subsidy/Market Housing 
The inclusion of up to 50% open market housing will only be considered where it can be demonstrated that the site would be 
unviable as an exception site without cross-subsidy, and/or where it is proven essential to provide a balanced and sustainable 
community. 
For rural exceptions site and community led housing developments, the number, type and size of open market homes will reflect 
the proven needs, and will be integrated throughout the development so as to be indistinguishable from the affordable housing. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
5. It is agreed that most communities do not imagine local housing needs solely in terms of affordable homes. This is also 
reflective in national policy that makes clear that size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community sh 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
9. Paragraphs 23 to 25 set out proposals to maintain an existing stock of ‘smaller dwellings’ in the countryside. Suggestions are 
made to explore controls on replacement dwellings and extensions, including the removal of permitted development rights. 
10. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
22. MJ’s interests relate to the Large Village of Ashton Keynes which is located in the Malmesbury Community Area. 
23. Specific representations are made below in respect of the housing figure for Ashton Keynes in the Chippenham Housing 
Market Area.Spatial strategy for the rural areas  



24. Paragraphs 26 to 32 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper define the role of rural settlements. It is 
disappointing that the LPR does not seek to change those settlements designated as Small Villages, or add new Small Villages, 
which should be seen as a failure of the Core Strategy (CS) to secure improved local employment opportunities, housing growth, 
and new services and facilities in the rural areas.  
25. The CS was found sound as a transition development plan, as work commenced on its preparation prior to the publication of 
the original NPPF. The CS was submitted to the SoS in July 2012, shortly after the NPPF replaced the previous raft of policies 
and guidance. The development of the CS cannot be said to fully reflect the Framework and the PPG, this is because these were 
not at the forefront of the mind of the writer of the CS and its supporting evidence-base, particularly when the scope, issues and 
options were carried out in the period 2006-2008 by the former district councils.  
26. One policy area demands a full review as part of the LPR, which is how the plan to 2036 should support sustainable rural 
communities and consider rural housing policies to reflect the NPPF alongside the PPG, the DEFRA Rural Productivity Plan and 
the Housing White Paper. The LPR must be founded on a positive approach whereby the evidence should look beyond previous 
methodologies to categorise settlements in the hierarchy solely based upon accessibility to existing facilities and services in that 
settlement. This is regressive and ensures that the CS does not plan for sustainable rural communities in the manner expected in 
the NPPF and PPG.  
27. This recommendation is against the backdrop that PPG provides by confirming the relevant issues for local planning 
authorities when determining the roles which all rural settlements can play in delivering sustainable development. This PPG 
clarification alongside the Government’s clear recommendation that a thriving community can be created by allowing housing to 
ensure viable use of local services and facilities, did not  
inform the methodology for the CS. Furthermore, the High Court sitting in the case Braintree District Council v Secretary of State 
for Communities and Local Government & Ors, Court of Appeal - Administrative Court, November 15, 2017, [2017] EWHC 2743 
(Admin),[2017] WLR(D) 785 confirmed the meaning of paragraph 55 (now 79) of the NPPF insofar that it cannot be read as a 
policy against development without facilities and services since it expressly recognises that development in a small village may 
enhance and maintain services in a neighbouring village, as people travel to them.  
28. It is clear that the LPR must be subject to a full review of Policy CP2 alongside the community area policies which identify the 
settlement hierarchy for the Local Service Centres, Large and Small Villages. The need for this review is further supported by CS 
paragraph 4.17, which recognises the flexible nature of the settlement hierarchy leading to a necessity to review by stating: “In 
such circumstances small villages may be able to become more sustainable and their status may change to that of ‘Large 
Villages’ as a result in subsequent reviews of the settlement strategy.”  
29. A settlement review must justify where identified and non-identified settlements are situated within the hierarchy. As an 
example, there may be settlements below Small Villages where development is currently restricted that deserve to be redefined 
into the hierarchy and visa versa. Furthermore, in line with the expectations of paragraph 79 of the Framework as clarified by the 



Courts, the review must consider the broader relationship settlements have with their hinterland whereby development elsewhere 
can enhance or maintain services in neighbouring settlements.  
30. While it is accepted that a survey of access to local services and facilities is a starting point, the methodology should provide 
a robust and credible basis to understand the critical issues facing the area. The LPR must further understand the needs and 
function of the rural communities; which account for a very considerable component of the County’s area and overall population. 
Key to this will be understanding local housing needs and quantifying how much development is needed locally to face the 
particular issues of that community. Addressing this need can be a matter for the LPR by apportioning a broad minimum quantum 
of development to specific or groups of rural settlements. The needs can then be planned for with allocations identified by the 
LPR, or the LPR can provide the stimulus to encourage neighbourhood development plans / orders to be proactive tools to 
deliver needs. This latter point is particularly important as presently the Core Strategy does not provide any onus on 
neighbourhood planning being a mechanism to deliver growth, which is being addressed in the LPR, but not in the context of 
Small Villages (for the reasons explained at paragraph 82) which is inconsistent with paragraph 62 of the NPPF that makes clear 
all settlements can play a role when designated a neighbourhood area. There is no ‘robust evidence’ to restrict housing 
development in Small Villages.  
31. The proposal at paragraph 31 of the consultation document highlighting the role of neighbourhood planning to designate 
additional Small Villages is welcomed. Any ability to enable neighbourhood plans to remove a designation that is no longer 
appropriate must be treated with caution, because neighbourhood planning cannot be used as a tool to prevent development and 
propose lower levels of growth than the Local Plan. It will  
therefore be important to review any criteria defining minimum requirements of Small Villages.  
32. The current approach, particularly with regards to enabling infill development at Small Villages under the operation of Policy 
CP2 has provided particular development management issues and a lack of certainty for applicants. The three criteria are highly 
subjective and poorly defined leading to inconsistent decisions. The criteria-based approach under Policy CP2 must therefore be 
subject to the review in the LPR.  
33. Consequently, the LPR must actively show how it has reconsidered this issue through a review of Policies CP1, CP2 and the 
community area policies that define the hierarchy.  
34. When reviewing Policy CP1 the LPR must consider whether the current three tier hierarchy of Local Service Centres, Large 
and Small Villages remains appropriate. It must also assess whether the scale of development envisaged remains best defined 
by the ‘modest’, ‘limited’ and ‘very modest’ terminologies used in the CS having regard to the actual level of development needed 
to achieve the objectives of the NPPF and the PPG.  
Methodology for calculating the housing requirements for villages  



35. Paragraphs 86 to 96 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper summarises how the calculation for the 
housing requirement operates with a baseline of 5 dwellings per annum for a Local Service Centre and 1 dwelling per annum for 
a Large Village.  
36. The baseline for each settlement is then derived from the size of settlements, as stated at paragraph 80 because ‘The larger 
the settlement the higher the growth proposed; on the assumption that larger settlements tend to have more facilities as well as a 
greater capacity for growth.’  
37. There should be no assumptions. Plans should be justified based on proportionate evidence.  
38. The PPG reminds that people living in rural areas can face particular challenges in terms of housing supply and affordability, 
while the location of new housing can also be important for the broader sustainability of rural communities. Strategic policies will 
need to be informed by an understanding of these needs and opportunities.  
39. The methodology is therefore not justified as it must also be formed from an understanding of needs and opportunities as a 
starting point. The baseline figures per annum are therefore likely to be understated. The following factors must also influence the 
baseline:  
• Assessing evidence of local housing need, including households on the Homes4Wiltshire register and self-build register.  
• An understanding of the level of development required to support a thriving rural community by ensuring local services and 
facilities remain, or become viable. For instance, school admissions and pressures faced by existing services and facilities that 
may have led to them closing (with the exception of Covid-19).  
• Assessing the availability of land (within the SHELAA);  
  
• Assessing the dual role many settlements provide in delivering services to other nearby settlements, and the benefits 
of development in one village supporting services in a village nearby.  
• • Recognising the value of the LPR delivering a greater percentage of the overall housing requirement within the rural 
communities which represent a significant proportion of the County in both population and wide geography.  
• 40. Once this baseline is defined, then the methodology should identify the impact of the application of policies in the 
NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or 
distribution of development in the plan area. Having regard to the analysis at pages 17 and 18, the impact of a conservation area 
reduces the baseline to 0.5. Not all conservation areas extend to restrict rural settlements and allocated growth will naturally be 
directed to locations away from these designations, or directed within them where the NPPF does not preclude new development 
as a matter of principle. There are no reasons to discount the baseline annualised requirement by 0.5 for conservation areas 
being present.  
Table 2.1 distribution and the residual  



41. It is welcomed to see that, overall, housing requirements for the rural communities throughout Wiltshire are claimed to be an 
increase compared to the scales of growth in the current plan. Housing levels must increase; however, the overall level of growth 
remains suppressed and this will continue to drive worsening affordability where the property price to earnings ratio for Wiltshire 
has increased from 7.8 in 2003 to 9.6 in 2019.  
42. Table 2.1 states a maximum amount of development appraised by the alternative development strategy for the rural 
communities. The reference to ‘max’ is inconsistent with the NPPF and misleading, giving an impression on an overall cap on 
development, when this is not the case, as clarified within the CS and at paragraph 96 of the consultation paper.  
43. It is agreed that housing should be distributed in Local Service Centres and Large Villages. Any residual should be directed to 
both Small Villages and other communities with a designated neighbourhood area.  
44. There is concern with the statement at paragraph 89 of the consultation paper which counts ‘rural exception sites’ and 
‘community-led schemes’ as ‘windfall’ development in the context of an unplanned residual level of development. Rural exception 
sites and community led schemes (as defined by the Revised Core Policy 44) are true exemptions and their responsive role is in 
addition to the housing requirement defined by strategic policies. It is therefore wholly incorrect to count these typologies as part 
of a windfall allowance when preparing the LPR unless there is compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of 
supply. Conversely, if the Council considers these dwellings are known and will come forward then they must be planned for by 
the LPR with a housing requirement for the Small Villages, or the units apportioned to the Large Villages who serve those lower 
hierarchy communities.  
New Core Policy and the role of neighbourhood plans  
45. It is suggested by the LPR consultation that housing requirements should be accommodated in accordance with the new 
Core Policy. It is not entirely clear whether the LPR will itself allocate sites at Large Villages and the relationship with 
neighbourhood planning. The commentary on the role of neighbourhood plans at paragraphs 59 to 69 do not provide any 
timescale for new or modified neighbourhood plans to be prepared and made to ensure that housing needs are being met. The 
LPR must set a deadline for new neighbourhood areas to be designated at Large Villages, and the absence of designation would 
then ensure the LPR itself must take the lead to allocate land for development, otherwise the consequence is that needs will be 
unmet. Similarly, in terms of modifying existing neighbourhood plans to be in general conformity with the LPR needs a time limit. 
This is important to incentivise communities to update their neighbourhood plans so they are up-to-date and meet needs.  
46. A positive example of a policy to define the role of neighbourhood planning in meeting the housing requirements is at Policy 
SS5 of the Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Local Plan 2011 to 2029. In that case, the policy makes it clear the role of 
the annual monitoring by the Council and a fixed timescale for a neighbourhood plan / development order to be submitted, 
whereby the Council will then consider the need to allocate additional sites. In the case of Policy SS5, the period was to progress 
neighbourhood plans to submission (Regulation 16) within 12 months of the adoption of the Local Plan. A similar timescale is 
recommended for the LPR.  



Housing requirements at Tables 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7  
47. The consultation paper provides the methodology (Steps A to F) and the result, however the actual calculation and data used 
for each settlement does not form part of the supporting evidence.  
48. For clarity, the granular assessment under Steps A to F should be published to give clarity on whether the correct data and 
constraints have been included or excluded.  
Housing requirement for Ashton Keynes in the Malmesbury Community Area  
49. Table 2.6 defined a baseline indicative housing requirement 2016 to 2036 of 200 dwellings at the Large Villages in the 
Malmesbury Community Area. This total of 200 dwellings is a substantial reduction in overall housing to be identified compared to 
the CS, which identified a need for 510 in this geography. This is inconsistent with the message at paragraph 50 that ‘housing 
requirements are an increase compared to the scales of growth in the current plan’.  
50. The baseline indicative housing requirement for Ashton Keynes is 35 dwellings in the period 2016 to 2036, with a residual for 
4 dwellings taking into account completions and commitments. As per the previous representation, there is no clarity on how this 
requirement has been derived.  
51. The below table summarises the LPR housing requirement for each Large Village in the Malmesbury Community Area and 
key sustainability indicators for each settlement.  
[Please see Rural76b for table.] 
52. Ashton Keynes has a low proportion of housing growth of Large Villages in the area relative to its existing dwelling stock at 
5.8%. This disproportionately low growth will place Ashton Keynes at a disadvantage against other settlements and may threaten 
its ability to maintain local services and facilities to serve the community and surrounding settlements.  
53. Across the Malmesbury Community Area, there has been some growth since 2016 and this is reflected in the minor residual 
housing requirement. Reduced growth will not  
deliver housing to meet local needs, including affordable homes throughout the remainder of the plan period. Growth has been 
capable to date at these settlements, including Ashton Keynes, because of the availability of deliverable housing land. There 
remains a wide choice of supply of SHELAA sites at these Large Villages, including Ashton Keynes, highlighting the ability of 
these villages to accommodate a higher level of growth.  
54. In summary, the proposal for 35 dwellings (a residual of 4 dwellings) for the Large Village of Ashton Keynes is too low. The 
housing requirement for Ashton Keynes should be higher for the following reasons:  
• Growth is disproportionately low compared to similar Large Villages in the Malmesbury Community Area despite the absence of 
significant planning and environmental constraints.  
• There is a supply of available and deliverable land at Ashton Keynes to accommodate a higher level of growth.  



• A suppression of housing for the remaining 15 years of the plan period to 2036 will not deliver the affordable homes that will 
inevitably be needed. The best way to plan for these housing needs is to allocate land of a sufficient capacity to deliver affordable 
housing as part of a mixed development.  
• Increasing the housing requirement at Ashton Keynes to a more appropriate level of dwelling stock growth of between 10% and 
15% would require a housing requirement of between 60 and 90 dwellings. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
55. MJ wish to reiterate their commitment to working with Wiltshire Council to deliver the proposed development of ‘SHELAA Site 
702 - Dairy Farm Bungalow and Dairy Fields’. Our client and family have freehold ownership of the land and are seeking to bring 
this forward for development in the short term.  
SHELAA Site 702 – Dairy Farm Bungalow and Dairy Fields, Ashton Keynes  
Site Description  
56. The main body of the site extends 2.5ha site located at the western edge of the village of Ashton Keynes. The greenfield site 
is currently open fields with a roughly L-shaped layout with a narrower western edge and a larger eastern area of the site. The 
eastern area of the site is bordered by the River Thames and the Thames Path to the north, with the ancient scheduled 
monument of the Moated Site of Church Farm on the opposite side of the river. Further to the north are the Grade II Listed 
Buildings of Church Farmhouse and the Church Farm Farmstore, with the Grade I Listed Building of the Church of the Holy Cross 
beyond this.  
57. To the west of the site are further Grade II dwellings of Corners and Brook Cottage and Ashton Keynes Primary School and 
its associated playing fields. To the south of the site are a number of residential dwellings on Gosditch and Dairy Farm (extending 
to approximately 0.15 hectares), with Nos.6 & 7 Dairy Farm being Grade II Listed also. Dairy Farm contains a non-descript 20th 
century bungalow and a range of low-scale  
traditional agricultural buildings to the north and east boundaries. The narrower western area of the fields is boarded by the 
highway of B4696 with a Thames Water pumping station adjoining to the north / west of the site.  
58. The site is located within the Ashton Keynes Conservation Area (AKCA)4 and the northern area of the site is located within 
Flood Zone 2, with the same areas of the site also shown as being liable to surface water flooding.  
59. A number of public rights of way run through the site5. AKEY11 runs north to south through the eastern area of the site and 
connects between Pebble Lodge and Drummond House to the south. AKEY12 which runs diagonally through the site northwest 
to southeast and connects adjoining the pumping station boundary to the north and to AKEY11 in the south. AKEY13 which runs 



west to east along the southern boundary line of the site. AKEY 14 runs north to south through the western area of the site and 
connects into the pumping station to the north and a small agricultural field to the south.  
Planning History  
60. It is understood that the site has extensive recent planning history, with two Full Planning Applications made by Partridge 
Homes (Cotswolds) Ltd.  
61. Application 16/07440/FUL for ‘Erection of 39 dwellings, provision of staff car parking and drop off area for Ashton Keynes 
School, provision of open space, new access and associated works including retention of footpath routes through site’ was 
refused for 10 reasons by decision notice dated 31st October 2016.  
62. Application 17/06974/FUL for ‘Erection of 27 dwellings, provision of staff car parking for Ashton Keynes School, provision of 
open space, new access and associated works including retention of footpath routes through site. (Revision to 16/07440/FUL)’ 
was refused for seven reasons by decision notice dated 8th February 2018.  
63. Neither decision was subject to an appeal to the Secretary of State.  
The Way Forward  
64. Having reviewed the planning history it is apparent that the reduction in units and revised layout offered by the 2017 
application did address some issues. Reasons 1 and 3 of the 2017 permission would fall away should it be demonstrated by 
failure of housing supply or a change in emerging plan strategy as reduced weight would be afforded to any conflict. Reason 7 is 
a technical reason for refusal and can be overcome by legal agreement.  
65. The site can be made suitable for residential development and considered as a housing allocation on the basis of a revised 
proposal. The revisions are as follows:  
• MJ would consider a revised (reduced) quantum of residential development and layout that would focus development to the 
south west and southern parts of the site. The site is considered to have the capacity to accommodate circa 15 to 20 dwellings. 
An indicative developable area is identified at Figure 1.  
• • MJ would consider the creation of a sizeable green buffer to the central and northern parts of the site to ensure suitable 
separation is provided to the scheduled monument to the north. This green buffer will be Accessible Natural Greenspace, valued 
for its naturalness and biodiversity.  
• • MJ would consider accessing the site via Gosditch via Diary Bungalow which removes potential concerns regarding the 
suitability of a new access on to the B4696. There is sufficient space between the bungalow and the western boundary to 
facilitate an access to serve the development.  
• • MJ would consider assisting the school as part of the development, including how the extensive green infrastructure and 
ecological enhancements can deliver additional educational value. Also, whether the development of the site could facilitate the 
long-awaited school car parking proposal that will help to reduce on-street parking pressures.  
[See RURAL76b for site plan] 



Deliverability  
66. The site has been submitted to the SHELAA as the site is available, developable and deliverable in the short term. There is 
strong developer interest.  
Amount of development  
67. The SHELAA suggested 86 dwellings could be accommodated. MJ now agrees that this amount is too high and the site 
capacity should be refined downward to circa 15 to 20 dwellings. The dwellings are to be located within the developable area 
indicated on Figure 1 with access from Gosditch.  
68. MJ welcomes the opportunity to supply Wiltshire Council with additional technical and masterplanning evidence in order to 
demonstrate testing of the deliverable capacity of the development.  
Conclusions  
69. The development of SHELAA Site 702 can deliver appropriately scaled growth on part of a medium sized field to the west of 
Ashton Keynes, adjoining the existing settlement boundary, with a small section within the boundary. The proposed development 
will result in the construction of approximately 15 to 20 new homes and land for Accessible Natural Greenspace.  
70. MJ wishes to work collaboratively with Wiltshire Council and other key stakeholders to ensure the allocation the ‘SHELAA 
Site 702’ is proposed in the LPR, and is delivered with the maximum possible benefit to the local and wider area.  
71. MJ would welcome the opportunity to meet with Wiltshire Council to discuss the content of these representations.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural077 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
this proposed change in approach. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
edge of sustainable settlements which, in turn, would be contrary to the emerging Spatial Strategy and the 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
It would seem sensible that if new small homes are built in order to satisfy a local requirement then they should also be available 
for future generations to satisfy a similar need.  
Although from what I see, generally new housing density is such that the 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Common sense should be used! 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Commenting on Winterslow, which is where I live..... 
The figure of 85 was arrived at through a legitimate process and given the complexities of planning and procurement to actually 
build houses, it should not be changed during the 20 year period..... unless there is a real and pressing need to change things. 
Which I don't believe there is. 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Localism was coined a few years ago and gave us the belief that Neighbourhood Plans and Village Design Statements would 
give us locals a strong say and influence in local planning decisions.  
It now appears these have been superseded but we still want our views to be heard and acted upon.  
The papers both national and local have reports of developers trying to build houses when land is made available and not 
because there's a real need.  
Listen to the locals. You might not like what you hear but at least understand our concerns and take on board our views.  
Localism is still the watchword 
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Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
approach of maximising development on brownfield sites. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
It would be a severe restriction on personal freedoms to limit home extensions in this way - unless it can be linked to the 
availability of affordable housing in the community - e.g. if there is a good stock of affordable housing then there should be no l 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Obviously a Housing Needs Survey gives a clear guide to required development in a community.  But I still think that restricting 
freedom to extend ones own home is a step which might be difficult to enforce. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Most of the numbers seem high to me, but I have limited personal experience of most communities. 
I do have experience of Pitton though.  25 would be an increase of about 15% on today's homes, which put that way doesn't 
seem too much (what are the percentages for other villages?).  However, much of the village (the present HPB) is in a high-risk 
flood area, so any development would have to be outside the HPB.  The only sensible area for development is to the north-west 
of the village, with all 25 homes effectively on one site.  But Pitton does need some development, to ensure that the village, with 



its school and shop in particular, is sustainable.  Maybe Farley, part of the same parish and barely more than one mile distant 
could share some of the new homes (or any new homes there could count towards Pitton's 25)? 
Pitton is a rural village, and any development should attempt to retain that character rather than going overboard on modern 
building styles.  It is far too easy to lose 'character' in a small community.  The Parish Plan tried to achieve this but recent 
planning approvals have paid no heed. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Pitton suffers from severe groundwater flooding.  One of the consequences of this is that the foul water network is overwhelmed, 
causing much distress.  No new homes diverting water into the ground or into the sewer should be allowed in the village until the 
groundwater flood problem is resolved.   
I am dismayed that Wiltshire Council and the Environment Agency (& Southern Water) seem willing to pay thousands of £s in 
revenue costs to address the problem every time the village floods, but no capital investment to remove the problem is ever 
considered. 
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
It might be worth pursuing, but I don't know of any example villages where home extensions, or replacing homes with larger ones 
is a problem. It depends on how serious the problem is before withdrawing permitted development rights on new small homes. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
It would need to show evidence in a number of villages where this is a problem to justify applying such restrictions. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Don't know 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



All new housing should now be built sustainably,  placing equal emphasis on the environment, people, and commercial viability. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The village of Britford lies in a plain along with 3 water courses – Avon, Carrier and Navigation. In consequence has a high water 
table. 
In winter it is not uncommon to have manageable periods of localised flooding. 
The impact of the proposed development ; 
• Significant increases in ground and surface water levels 
• Loss of Identity of an old Anglo Saxon settlement  
• Increases  in traffic density not sustainable with  confluence at Harnham Roundabout  



Taking in to account the above , we therefore make our view known, that the Planning Proposal 6 as currently laid out, is not 
acceptable and is to be rejected. 
Please note, that a plan, for a Super Market to be built on the plain opposite the village of Britford, has been rejected on grounds 
of flooding. 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 82 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
KVPC answers Question 1 by accepting that 40% is a reasonable target for the amount of affordable housing in new 
development but adds that the precise percentage should be determined by reference to the need for such housing in each 
specific location.  Ex 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



8. KVPC supports the policy that affordable housing should remain affordable and available to meet the needs of local 
people in perpetuity. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
7. KVPC answers Question 2 by agreeing that deemed planning permission for extensions to small dwellings should be 
withdrawn. There is a shortage of small houses in the parish for first time buyers, single person households and people wishing 
to downsize 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about proposals in the Local Plan that will have a tremendous adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community; the following points are to be noted (and where applicable, actioned): - 
1.     The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2.     So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for 
any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments 
and the canal. 



3.     I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4.     I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 
of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5.     I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge area housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”.  I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA. 
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Canal & RiverTrust 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
It is noted that the Gypsy & Travelers assessment states that boater requirements will be considered in the local plan. It is not 
clear if there is an intention to suggest sites be allocated, either for moorings or any other type of canal related facilities. The 
Canal & River Trust do not comment on or provide evidence of the need or demand for any type of moorings. However if the 
council are of the opinion that such facilities are required then it is important to consider whether this policy should be amended 
to deal with this matter, or whether a bespoke policy is required.   



Any proposals for new facilities should be discussed with the Canal & River Trust who have an  agreed moorings Policy for this 
canal and would need to assess proposals in terms of navigational safety and water resources and should comply where 
possible with the Kennet & Avon Canal Conservation Management Plan.   
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



It is noted that the Gypsy & Travelers assessment states that boater requirements will be considered in the local plan. It is not 
clear if there is an intention to suggest sites be allocated, either for moorings or any other type of canal related facilities. The 
Canal & River Trust do not comment on or provide evidence of the need or demand for any type of moorings. However if the 
council are of the opinion that such facilities are required then it is important to consider where this matter should be covered in 
policy terms.  
Any proposals for new facilities should be discussed with the Canal & River Trust who have an  agreed moorings Policy for this 
canal and would need to assess proposals in terms of navigational safety and water resources and should comply where 
possible with the Kennet & Avon Canal Conservation Management Plan.   
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural085 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Turley 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 85 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Swindon HMA 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Purton 
2.24 The Emerging Spatial Strategy does not mention Purton at all, other than to say that it is a Large Village and we feel that 
this is a missed opportunity. Purton lies approximately 6km west of central Swindon and is functionally related to Swin 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
4.1 We support Wiltshire Council’s intention to plan for a higher level of growth than the minimum housing need of the Standard 
Methodology in the Emerging Spatial Strategy. We support the continued identification of Purton as a Large Village in the 
Settlement Hierarchy, but would urge the council to consider a higher level of growth for Purton. 



4.2 The allocation of only 140 homes over the entire plan period, up to 2036, does not take account of the opportunities for 
sustainable development at this Large Village, and a higher target should be allocated to Purton. Furthermore, the fact that 
completions and commitments in the period 2016-2019 already meet the 140 home requirement will restrict the ability of other 
sustainable sites to come forward during the remaining years of the plan period. 
4.3 Purton benefits from a wide range of services and facilities owing to its identification as a Large Village in the Local Plan. It is 
in proximity of Swindon and has public transport connections to the town. As such, Purton represents a sustainable location to 
accommodate additional development over the plan period. 
4.4 It is suggested that Wiltshire Council updates its evidence base to ensure that the plan is justified and based on proportionate 
evidence taking into account the reasonable alternatives. An updated SHELAA will ensure that sites within Large Villages are 
fully assessed to determine their suitability, availability and deliverability. At present, these locations are being discounted on the 
basis of a blanket application of perceived environmental constraints and this approach will not result in sustainable development. 
4.5 Land at Pavenhill provides the opportunity to deliver a high quality housing development in a sustainable location adjacent to 
the existing built up area of Purton. The site does not have any overriding constraints and a proposed scheme has been prepared 
and submitted to the council for consideration under the live planning application 20/11382/FUL. 
4.6 We therefore recommend that Wiltshire Council reconsider the housing target for Purton in the Emerging Spatial Strategy and 
consider the allocation of land at Pavenhill, Purton as a sustainable extension to this Large Village.  
4.7 We look forward to continuing to engage with the Local Plan Review process and would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
with officers the opportunities at Purton. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural086 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Affordable by 
definition is lower income households. Wrong location is an easy mistake. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, with towns and city centres now accelerated by 
ghost towns especially after covid 19. Affordable housing is too overused an expression. Look at true infrastructure, balanced 



with an ageing population and the rise of home working. Bright light syndrome is still as big today as it was 30 years ago .. .if not 
more so! Younger generations are drawn to big centres, technology and their friends. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and use existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... not 
ju 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described. Many home workers and that was before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as 
a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 



2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which puts a very different slant on the classification with remote narrow lanes and 
infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren't left with empty city centres. Joined 
up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural087 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Steeple Ashton Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Steeple Ashton PC supports the simplification of policy on affordable homes to a 40% allocation on schemes of more than 5 
dwellings. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The policy clearly aims to keep the land value of exception sites low by forcing a high proportion of Affordable Housing; which we 
support.  



However, rural sites often have higher development costs due to the need to provide infrastructure. Hence some flexibility above 
a 25% market housing limit would be welcomed in exceptional circumstances. An example is offered by 19/02719/OUT where 
mains drainage is not available to the scheme and the cost of this provision is significant, requiring more market value units. 
Housing density on rural sites also needs to be considered as urban densities will likely look out of place in a rural setting. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This is seen as potentially contentious as it withdraws some of the rights of the property owner. We suggest that this be applied 
to selected developments only, guided by Neighbourhood Plans. The limitation must be made clear to any buyer, perhaps 
through 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
A Housing Needs Survey and a Neighborhood Plan 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
We consider that the method of calculation of housing allocation is flawed because it does not take into account the following: 
• We have a number of community green spaces (sports fields, orchards & allotments) which are not taken into account as 
constra 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The approach to housing allocation in Large Villages is fundamentally flawed due to its over-reliance upon the existing GIS 
system layers. Local consultation is going to be required with individual parishes if this local plan is to be delivered successfully. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural088 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Geography needs to 
be considered as affordable by definition is lower income households. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, the trauma being experienced in towns and city 
centres no"'accelerated by covid 19. Affordable housing needs to be genuinely joined up and not by words. Look at true 



infrastructure, balanced with an ageing population and the rise of home working and micro businesses. Bright light syndrome is 
still as big today as it was 30 years ago ... if not more so! 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and tap into existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... n 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described and calculated. Many micro businesses working from home and that was 
before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads and is therefore an 



oxymoron. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which 
puts a very different slant on the classification in a real world setting and with remote narrow lanes and infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres1s that we aren't left with empty regional hubs with no 
beating commerce of culture. Joined up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural089 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for 
any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments 
and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, are 
to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 of 
the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area 
to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand 
north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone matters”. I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural090 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more i/1 executed schemes in wrong locations. Affordable by 
definition is lower income households. Wrong location is an easy mistake and brownfield sites an easy option. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, with towns and city centres now accelerated by 
ghost towns especially after covid 19. Affordable housing is too overused an expression. Look at true infrastructure, balanced 
with an ageing population and the rise of home working.  



Bright light syndrome is still as big today as it was 30 years ago .. .if n0t more so! younger generations are drawn to big  centres, 
technology and their friends. Technology is a major problem in our village - we have many dead spots. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and use existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... not 
ju 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described. Many home workers and that was before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as 
a large village. But it has small village infrastructure and roads. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 



2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which puts a very different slant on the classification with remote narrow lanes and 
infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren't left with empty city centres. Joined 
up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural091 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon Semington 
as a rural parish and as a village community: 
1.     The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2.     So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for 
any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments 
and the canal. 



3.     I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4.     I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 
of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5.     I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge area housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”.  I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA. 
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural092 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural093 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural094 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural095 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Melksham TC and JMNP 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
In principle, raising the affordable housing requirement to 40% on schemes of more than five houses across Wiltshire is 
supported as a mechanism to help site allocations and developments within rural settlements deliver affordable housing to meet 
local ne 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The revision of Policy 44 to provide single and clear policy support with criteria for the delivery of rural exception site proposals 
and Community Land Trust led housing schemes is welcomed.  The inclusion of local needs criteria for supporting open market 



housing is also supported to optimise the ability of such sites to deliver both affordable homes to rent and meet market demands 
for smaller homes.   Policy 44 should also consider addition of criteria to restrict such homes to owner occupiers and enable local 
people the first opportunity to purchase. 
Delivery of market homes that are indistinguishable from affordable homes may restrict CLT providing affordable housing for 
specialist local needs or market homes to widen the scope of availability to respond to a more diverse evidenced housing needs 
assessment.  Where there is no local needs assessment in place, affordable housing providers should be expected to undertake 
such assessment to an approved methodology and quality. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This approach is aimed at preventing the application of permitted development rights to extend and alter houses. It will only apply 
to single dwelling houses and the criteria permitted development rights allow.  However, this has been extended by the Gove 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Applying conditions to new market housing would not require policy or evidence.  It is a commonly used tool to enable optimised 
designed efficient use of land and “fix” resident amenity. It may also enable residential form that creates places that reflect 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Whilst the methodology of distribution between large villages and service centre’s using constraints sieve testing appears logical, 
the baseline figure appears somewhat an arbitrary proportion of the total need calculation for Wiltshire (which is itself q 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural096 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): North Bradley Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The Parish Council strongly supports the provision of 40% affordable housing in North Bradley Parish.  Wiltshire Council might 
also consider a requirement for all housing to be affordable on some small sites and charities be encouraged to develop them. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Document - Empowering Rural Communities 
Empowering rural communities 



3. The Parish Council strongly supports this statement.  The Landscape Gap policy 1 in the North Bradley Neighbourhood Plan 
states :- “The area shown on the Comprehensive Policy Map is designated as the North Bradley Landscape Setting Gap. The 
purpose of the designation is to protect the landscape setting of North Bradley village (the open spaces between the village and 
Trowbridge). This area will be maintained and where possible also enhanced for biodiversity and recreation. No development will 
be permitted in the North Bradley Landscape Setting Gap unless it is in accordance with policies in the development plan. Where 
development is permitted, it must ensure that the functions, openness and landscape value of the Landscape Setting Gap is not 
harmed. Existing facilities for informal recreation and sustainable transport must be preserved or enhanced. Any development 
must result in a net gain for biodiversity.” 
8. The Parish Council strongly supports this statement.  This is why it embarked on the Neighbourhood Plan, to ensure that the 
parish is not further overwhelmed by inappropriate development. 
Assessing local housing need 
11 and 12 The Parish Council strongly supports these statements.  A Housing Needs survey was carried out in the preparation of 
the North Bradley Neighbourhood Plan. 
13. The use of the internet for future surveys may be more efficient. However, this means that a significant percentage of the 
population, who are not confident about using computers, will be excluded from commenting. Although elderly, they have as 
much right as anyone to hold a view of what the future of Wiltshire will look like. 
Market housing 
17 and 18 The Parish Council strongly supports the provision of 40% affordable housing in North Bradley Parish.  Wiltshire 
Council might also consider a requirement for all housing to be affordable on some small sites and charities be encouraged to 
develop them. 
24. & 25   The Parish Council understands the statement in paragraph 24 but is not sure about the idea of restricting small 
extensions as a general policy.  Being able to extend enables people to remain in a location while their family grows.  This is 
important in developing a community with identity.  Perhaps it is more important to ensure that enough small starter homes are 
provided to satisfy demand? 
Revised Core Policy 44  
Rural Exceptions Sites and Community Led Housing  
Rural exceptions sites  
The Parish Council would not object to such a change in policy. 
Supporting Rural Business, Services and Facilities 
The role of local service centres, large and small villages  
29 The Parish Council strongly supports the concept of assessing housing allocation  on the basis of the housing needs of the 
community under study. 



Proposals for new housing 
39, & 40 The Parish Council supports the statement in paragraph 39.  Thus far, the Parish Neighbourhood Plan has been drawn 
up to fit in with the Core Strategy.  When the review of the Neighbourhood is appropriate it will be drawn up to satisfy the 
requirements of the Wiltshire Local Plan, as finalised. 
Calculating the requirement 
43 The Parish Council is seriously concerned at the figure assessed for North Bradley village.  This concern is expressed in detail 
in dealing with Appendix 1 as a whole. 
New Core Policy Housing Requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area  
48 The Parish Council is concerned that no reference is being made to the particular circumstances of any village.  The emphasis 
is strongly focussed on numbers.  Surely an holistic planning approach looks at the full range of characteristics of an area?  
Some scope for proper negotiation should be built in.  Decisions are being made that affect an area for the future.  The 
authorities need to work closely together to get it right. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The Parish Council understands the statement in paragraph 24 but is not sure about the idea of restricting small extensions as a 
general policy.  Being able to extend enables people to remain in a location while their family grows.  This is important in d 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The Parish Council supports the statement in paragraph 39.  Thus far, the Parish Neighbourhood Plan has been drawn up to fit in 
with the Core Strategy.  When the review of the Neighbourhood is appropriate it will be drawn up to satisfy the requirements of 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 



within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The Parish Council is seriously concerned at the figure assessed for North Bradley village.  This concern is expressed in detail in 
dealing with Appendix 1 as a whole. The Parish Council is concerned that no reference is being made to the particular circu 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
64 & 65 PC Comment – The Parish Council, in drawing up its Neighbourhood Plan, was careful ensure that the Plan conformed 
with the Core Strategy.  If the Plan is approved by our Community in the forthcoming referendum the same care will be adopted 
in carrying out reviews. 
79, 80, 81, 83 The Parish Council was deeply involved in its own Neighbourhood Plan process in autumn 2019 and, as the matter 
of housing numbers had been satisfactorily determined the Council was not represented at any meeting.  In hindsight this was 
unfortunate.  However, it is also unfortunate that draft numbers were not circulated to and discussed with Parish Councils before 
this draft document was published. 
85. The Parish Council requests that an exception be made for North Bradley on the grounds as set out later.  A meeting to 
discuss it would be welcome, hopefully when it can be a face to face situation. 
87 The Parish Council would wish to be assured that this 100m buffer will not encourage potential developers to make 
applications outside the village boundary but within the 100m zone.   
Trowbridge HMA Large Village indicative housing requirements 
The Parish Council would like the opportunity to discuss this draft requirement as it appears to conflict with paragraph 12 where it 
states “12. An assessment of local housing needs is central to determining what scale of housing should be planned for over the 
plan period and the types of new homes that may be needed.”  



It is very difficult to understand how the figure of 65 has been arrived at.  The Parish Council has gone through a very rigorous 
procedure in producing the Neighbourhood Plan and this has been approved by Wiltshire Council Planning Department.  The 
Plan proposes 25 units in the period 2018 to 2026.  This figure was very generous considering that the Housing Needs Study 
suggested that just 1 would have been sufficient.  To now find that 40 more houses are suggested between 2026 and 2036, 
without any prior consultation, is unsatisfactory.  
The top down approach of allocating numbers to each village is not satisfactory, if Wiltshire Council is serious about wishing to 
work in partnership with Local councils.  Each village has its own character.  Some may have obvious sites for development, 
others not.  These sort of considerations come out in the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan.  If allocations are unfairly made 
on villages, there would be little possibility of a Neighbourhood Plan being agreed in a referendum.  There might be 
consequences for future local Plan reviews as the Government appears to be stressing the use of Neighbourhood Plans. 
The 26 figure is also puzzling.  It is not clear what it includes.  On 1 April 2019, the WHSAP proposals for Elm Grove Farm and 
Land off A363 Adjacent to White Horse Business Park were in North Bradley, as also was a major part of the Ashton Park 
development.  Altogether around 2000 houses were involved, all in the Parish of North Bradley.  It is accepted that these sites 
are outside the village of North Bradley, but surely some recognition of the major contribution of North Bradley to solving the 
housing problem around Trowbridge should be recognised?   
The Parish Council recognises the difficulty that the Wiltshire Council has in carrying out adequate consultation on such an 
important matter as the Local Plan Review.  However, there has not been much publicity and the internet meetings, though 
helpful, were not very satisfactory.  It is likely that very few people know that the Local Plan Review is under way.  Wiltshire 
Council is seriously requested to carry out extra public publicity and consultation in the summer when well advertised public 
meetings can be held before the “draft plan” is finalised and published.  This would support the strong partnership approach with 
town and parish councils which is proposed throughout the consultation documents. 
A response to the consultation has been extraordinarily difficult to complete!!! 
  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural098 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural099 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural100 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
These figures do not seem to be based on any tangible evidence - at the very least there is little to no understanding of local 
need or geography shown. Seend already has an affordable housing project which identified a requirement for a small number of 
a 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



WCs failure to maintain its own 5 year stock of housing sites makes a mockery of neighbourhood planning. The developments 
proposed in Melksham are clearly unsuitable and don’t even take in to account the route of a proposed bypass.  
Both of these will effect the local villages where lore housing is being proposed with figures seemingly drawn from thin air.  
WC need to show how they arrived at these figures in a transparent manner and properly engage with the residents they 
represent.  
I certainly suspect that many residents in the villages these proposals cover are not aware of this consultation as there has been 
no proactive advertising of them. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural101 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
We are writing to you to express our concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. Our concerns are set out below. 
1.      The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2.      So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, we want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3.    We are very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. We are strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops 
it coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4.     We  oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton 
(site 6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, 
destroying any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our 
boundary at Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our 
parish without having to cross the busy A350. 
5.    We strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. We can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. We want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
We would be glad to have your response to our concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural102 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Chapman Lily Planning Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 102 A; RURAL 102 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Empowering Rural Communities  
Primetower Properties agree with the sentiments of paragraph 3 in that planning controls prevent sporadic development and 
manage widespread speculative pressures for new buildings. Winterslow is a ‘Large Village’ within the Salisbury HMA and has 
been identified as having an indicative housing requirement (for 2016-2036) of 85 units. This figure, taking into account 
completions, should be viewed as a minimum requirement. Providing the development in a single allocation allows for the 
community benefits to be delivered that would not otherwise be realised through smaller, piecemeal, schemes.  
The site is situated in the centre of Winterslow, either side of established built form. The site represents an opportunity to deliver 
the identified quantum of housing need in a location that minimises encroachment into the open countryside. 
[Diagram 1 – please see RURAL102a for details] 
The site reads as the next stage in the planned incremental evolution of Winterslow. There are limited sites within the settlement 
of Winterslow to deliver the identified housing need and as such a single allocation at Middletown Road provides the opportunity 
to minimise the impacts of an outward expansion.  



Smaller scale, piecemeal development, as well as not delivering the community benefits associated with a comprehensive 
development at Middleton Road (as detailed below) will eroded the edged of settlement and jar the boundary between built form 
and open countryside. 
Providing a comprehensive development such as that proposed in the indicative layout for land at Middleton Road allows the 
Council to realise and seek to secure the social and community benefits that comprehensive schemes provide, as opposed to 
piecemeal, infill schemes. Most notably, comprehensive developments provide the opportunity, by way of being a qualifying site, 
to deliver affordable housing and the infrastructure (whether it be onsite or through contributions) that are needed to support 
additional housing growth. These include areas of open space, play areas and contributions towards community facilities, such 
as the extension of the village hall to facilitate the extension of the Nursery School. Clearly therefore, a site that is capable of 
delivering a policy-compliant level of affordable housing would make a welcome contribution to delivering and maintaining mixed-
tenure communities.  
The proposal also provides the opportunity to secure a woodland management plan to safeguard the future biodiversity value of 
Browns Copse. Browns Copse has no statutory protection and was designated as a Village Green in March 2015 permitting its 
unfettered use by the residents of the Parish. The proposal provides the opportunity to include additional woodland/wildlife 
connectivity and secure a woodland management plan to safeguard and improve the future biodiversity value of the Browns 
Copse and surrounding ecological features.  
Primetower Properties support the Council’s aim that, subject to viability testing, new development should seek to deliver 40% 
affordable provision. Primetower Properties are not promoting the site at Middletown Road as a Rural Exception site – the 
proposal is advanced on the basis that the site can be allocated to meet the identified housing need of Winterslow. The site is 
deliverable and free from overarching constraints.  
There are no heritage assets onsite or nearby that would be affected by the proposed development. The site is within flood zone 
1 and therefore at the lowest risk of fluvial flooding. It is also not susceptible to surface water flood risk. Anecdotally, overland 
flows emanating from off site to the North are believed to have caused surface water flooding in the area of the Village Hall and 
Doctors Surgery in the past. The proposal includes measures to prevent any such occurrences in the future.  
The site enjoys direct access to the highway network and the principle of delivering a vehicular access has been established 
through the site planning history. The proposed access arrangement provides the opportunity to take pedestrian traffic away from 
Middleton Road by providing a dedicated footpath within the site – representing a significant highway safety gain.  
As demonstrated in the indicative layout there is also the opportunity to provide connections to the established footpaths which 
surround the site, providing existing and future residents with the opportunity to access local services and facilities by means 
other than the private car. This is particularly relevant with regard to vehicular trips associated with schooling. 
The land is not contaminated and there are no ransoms strips nor restrictive covenants which would be an impediment to 
development of the site. The layout has followed an iterative process (responding to the site’s planning history) so that it is 



deliverable in its entirety. The site is in a single ownership and there are no aspects that would make any part of the site 
undeliverable.  
Primetower Properties would wish to impress upon the Council the importance of allocating sufficient sites to ensure a rolling five-
year supply on adoption of the plan, something that can be bolstered by small to medium-sized sites that can be built out quickly. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
On behalf of Primetower Properties Ltd, I herein provide a response to the Wiltshire Local Plan review consultation and enclose:  
• Site Layout Plan  
• Browns Copse, Middle Winterslow, Woodland Management Plan  
My client acknowledges that the current stage of plan preparation is an options consultation and that it will be shaped further as 
the plan progresses with the intention to complete a draft plan towards the end of 2021. However, the plan will ultimately need to 
meet the tests of soundness, as set out in paragraph 35 of the revised NPPF:  
‘a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs; and is 
informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is 
practical to do so and is consistent with achieving sustainable development;  
b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence;  
c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross boundary strategic matters that have 
been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground; and  
d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in this 
Framework’.   The site to which this representation relates is located on the southern edge of the village of Winterslow. The site is 
bounded by the built-up edge of the village on its north-eastern and north-western sides and an area of woodland to the 
southwest knowns as Browns Copse. The Winterslow village hall is situated to the south.  
Winterslow is a large village, comprising a mix of uses and local services and facilities. These existing facilities require the 
economic support that would result from additional growth (i.e. residual spend from future occupants). By way of an overview and 
as demonstrated in the indicative layout, the site has the ability to deliver family housing which will provide future pupils for the 
local school intake which is currently undersubscribed. The site abuts the defined settlement boundary of the village and falls 
beyond any statutory landscape designations such as the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, but is washed over by a local 
Special Landscape Area designation. The immediate locality of the site is, however, predominantly residential in character. The 
development of the site would read as a continuation and rounding off of the existing settlement without appearing as 



encroachment into the open countryside.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
Conclusions  
Through this representation, my client has put forward a credible argument in favour of allocating land at Middletown Road, 
Winterslow as an omission site. The site, as identified in diagram 1, is well contained and its development for circa 86 homes plus 
community benefits would further enhance Winterslow’s sustainability.  
I trust that the above points will be aptly considered in the lead up to the pre-submission version of the emerging plan and will 
ultimately help to deliver a sound plan that meets future needs in a sustainable manner. My client is committed to constructive, 
on-going discussions with the Council to bring the site in a timely manner and looks forward to a positive dialogue. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural103 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express our concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1.      The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2.      So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, we want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3.    I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, are 
to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4.     I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 
of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5.   We strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to our concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural104 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): WebbPaton 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
40% is too high and the threshold is too low at 5 dwellings. 20 dwellings too low.   Considering viability, an affordable rate of 30 to 
35% should be considered with affordable units applying to sites of over 10 dwellings.  Policies to include new farms & 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
On some sites only building 20 dwellings minimum will be unviable, our recommendation is that this is increased to a maximum of 
30 dwellings being no large than 5% of the existing village size. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No this will not work. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
None 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Swindon Housing Market Area 
Lydiard Millicent, Lydiard Tregoze and Broadtown should be on this list.  Lyneham should have a higher number. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



There should be policy for diversification out of agriculture and rural / agricultural workers dwellings.  Plus a policy on new farm 
buildings. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural105 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Affordable by 
definition is lower income households. Wrong location is an easy mistake . 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, with towns and city centres now accelerated by 
ghost towns especially after covid 19. Affordable housing is too overused an expression. Look at true infrastructure, balanced 



with an ageing population and the rise of home working. Bright light syndrome is still as big today as it was 30 years ago ... if not 
more so! Younger generations are drawn to big centres, technology and their friends. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and use existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... not 
ju 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described. Many home workers and that was before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as 
a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads. The area  



covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which puts a very different 
slant on the classification with remote narrow lanes and infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren't left with empty city centres. Joined 
up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural106 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Affordable by 
definition is lower income households. Wrong location is an easy mistake . 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, with towns and city centres now accelerated by 
ghost towns especially after covid 19. Affordable housing is too overused an expression. Look at true infrastructure, balanced 



with an ageing population and the rise of home working. Bright light syndrome is still as big today as it was 30 years ago .. .if not 
more so! Younger generations are drawn to big centres, technology and their friends. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and use existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... not 
ju 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described. Many home workers and that was before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as 
a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 



2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which puts a very different slant on the classification with remote narrow lanes and 
infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren't left with empty city centres. Joined 
up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural107 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
We are writing to you to express our SERIOUS concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse 
impact upon Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. Our concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is VITALLY important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, we want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. We are EXTREMELY surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern 
boundaries, are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The 
subsequent loss of open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of 
“Greater Trowbridge” into Semington Parish. We are STRONGLY opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and 
east of Trowbridge that stops it coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. We oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton 
(site 6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, 
destroying any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our 
boundary at Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our 
parish without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. We strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing 
Market Area to another without being explicitly consulted. We can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge 
can expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. We want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
We would be glad to have your response to our concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
We trust you and your planning consultation team will act with common sense, and that wisdom will prevail in achieving housing 
development in the APPROPRIATE situation taking into account the rural environment that makes Wiltshire what it is renowned 
for – peace, beauty, serenity, and understanding of its peoples needs. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural108 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036).  I am writing to you to express my concerns 
about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon Semington as a rural parish and as a village 
community. My concerns are set out below.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for 
any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments 
and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, are 
to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I absolutely oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great 
Hinton (site 6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, 
destroying any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our 
boundary at Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our 
parish without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area 
to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand 
north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone matters”. I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, 
and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an actively rural community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural109 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): 26 Pound Lane   Semington   
BA14 6LP 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036).  
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below.  
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  I would be glad to have your response to 
my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an actively rural community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural110 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural111 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I have always seen Shaw and Whitley as two separate villages and under no circumstances should they be lumped together as a 
'Large Village' for the purposes of the local plan.   
The residents of the two villages share limited services but are currently separated by various areas of countryside, areas of 
outstanding natural beauty, flood plain, etc etc, all of which have been extensively commented on elsewhere, and all of which 
should be protected.  I don't believe a 100m buffer zone will necessarily help in this regard but, of course, it does 'sound' good.   
I fail to see the logic in building 95 homes in a village where there is only one school which is already over-subscribed.  There is 
no doctors surgery, dentist, not even a shop to buy basic commodities.  Where are these people going to work?  At a time when 
all we hear is 'don't use cars, cycle or walk everywhere', how is this going to be possible?  It might be better to make sure the 
amenities are in place before building the houses! 



Your document 'Empowering Local Communities' is an absolute shambles, impossible to read, unless you are an expert in 
planning and have an inordinate amount of time on your hands to decipher it.  For the Lay person it is not fit for purpose and it 
feels like part of a ploy to pull the wool over the eyes of the local community.  I personally don't have the time to read all the 
documents, but I don't need to, it just takes a bit of common sense to see what is and isn't sustainable and appropriate.  
Your consultation period of 4 weeks is also disgraceful, especially at a time when we are in lockdown and not all residents have 
the IT equipment/skills needed to navigate the council website, let alone make sense of the document.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural112 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
We oppose the Planning Proposals for the above area.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Concerns. 
The access roads to the area are not good enough and the congestion will be severe. For example Marsh Road from the Kings 
Arms to the entrance of Princess Gardens in single lane because of parked vehicles and has been a problem for the last 40 
years that we have lived here. Princess Gardens is already a rat run to avoid the problem. 
 Hilperton Marsh is as described , a marsh, so the open land will not cope with the extra concrete development  despite the 
drainage work required. 
Doctors Surgeries are at present overstretched ,taking 3 weeks for appointments, because of new housing to the east of 
Trowbridge and the increase of population. How they will be able to cope with the situation 



 with extra people?  
 The congestion at Staverton bridge is already a problem and often traffic are queueing back to the Kings Arms, the situation will 
become impossible.   
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural113 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for 
any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments 
and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, are 
to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 of 
the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area 
to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand 
north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone matters”. I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural114 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural115 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. 
There is a continuing need for smaller homes to cater for the prevalence of smaller households , see the Wilts Housing Needs 
survey. Withdrawing permitted development rights  on new small homes would be justified if it was the best way available of m 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Local housing survey into house size available  and  local household size and demand 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural116 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am writing to express my views on the recommendation that the villages of Shaw and Whitley are allocated a further 95 houses.  
Firstly I would like to challenge the labelling of Shaw and Whitley as a large village. They are in fact two small and distinct 
villages. Although very closely linked each village has its own community and identity and it is vital that this distinction is 
recognised and maintained. To add such a large number of houses to such small villages would dramatically and catastrophically 
alter the villages both functionally and aesthetically. Both villages have very limited infrastructure, Whitley doesn’t even have a 
local shop for essentials, and there are number of very small roads throughout the villages that already struggle to cope with 
traffic. The local school is regularly oversubscribed so there would be no capacity to support large numbers of new families here. 
Add to this the fact that many parts of both villages are vulnerable and prone to flooding it would be irresponsible and dangerous 



to add to this burden with large numbers of new houses. As far as I am aware there was considerable hard work undertaken by 
local volunteers to contribute to the local neighbourhood plan and I do not believe that is includes the allocation of this many new 
houses. With this in mind I believe it to be unreasonable to allocate 95 new houses to these small villages. 
Thank you for taking my views into account, I would be more than happy to discuss them further if you would like to contact me. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural117 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): individual 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
we have a desperate need for affordable housing in Box and not much building land available. I think schemes of more than 1 
house should have to have some affordable housing factored in! Definitely more than 5 houses 40% yes and it should be 
mandatory not 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes the above ideas seem reasonable as log as the emphasis is on affordable housing to fill a local need. The council should 
ensure developments are built to zero carbon standards in settlement designs that are genuinely sustainable, eg building in 



greywater harvesting, thermal heat pumps, high levels of insulation and use of attic and cellar space. Building on greenfield sites 
should be avoided wherever possible 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
under this logic it should be OK to approve house extensions on smaller dwellings as long as they provide these smaller 
dwellings eg separate accommodation; a granny annexe, could also be used for grown up children who can't afford to leave 
home. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Finding out how many older people are looking to downsize but cant find the right properties, how many families have grown up 
children living at home. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I dont know 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
With rural housing needs it is also important to look at making areas as self sufficient as possible and looking at the 
environmental impact of building. Ensuring that infrastructure like public transport  doctors and schools are adequate. 
Encouraging a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport, investing in cycling and walking 
infrastructure and improving infrastructure for electric vehicles 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural118 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
At present, housing is not always built in existing settlements which are close to A or B roads which would make sense but 
planning permission has been allowed in villages with poor access to bus routes and further from major roads.  Developers seem 
to be able to ignore local village plans with Council's consent 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Permitting bungalows to be changed to houses or demolishing small houses to build larger ones should be discouraged.  Many of 
the new developments are 4 and 5 bedroom and the balance of small and large houses should be maintained 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Parish Councils could provide information about the breakdown in their communities of small, medium and large houses 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The requirement seems high in some areas, e.g. Rudloe but assume this is a suburb of Corsham.  Great Somerford  figure 1 is 
35 figure 3 is 36 and yet planning permission has already been given for more than that and another application is about to go in f 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
The intentions of the Council are good but companies such as Gleeson seem to be able to ride roughshod over village plans 
which have taken a lot of time by volunteers to prepare.  I hope you will be much tougher in implementing your decisions 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural119 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
I oppose mass development 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
We have gone housing crazy. We should be building on brownfield sites and only use greenfield sites as a last resort. We should 
respect our environment and beautiful villages, not concreting over fields. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Could be - I would need to give this further consideration. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Unsure 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
They should be much lower. We shouldn’t be expanding our villages into adjacent green fields. I particularly object to Shaw and 
Whitley being treated as one village when they are 2. 95 new houses are way too many. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural120 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No, each development is different and local opinions and needs are important. One size should not fit all. Other approaches for 
making more affordable accommodation could be to make small apartments or rooms available in larger properties coming onto 
the 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The difficulty lies in the way the policy is applied. It could work in some instances, not in others. I would be worried about a 
development going up without proper regard to local feelings. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No, development rights should not be enshrined in law because it could mean that, despite environmental criteria, etc, with the 
wrong person making decisions at council level fairly large developments could be given the go ahead with less regard to local 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
I don't think it's a good idea to over legislate. It's better to have flexibility in a system to cater for local needs and should the 
council or government stand in the way of innovation. LOCAL OPINION SHOULD BE SOUGHT. It could make selling houses 
with p 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Lower. The countryside around Salisbury District has already had a huge swathe of new houses. My village, Winterslow, has 
already had several new developments and the 85 new homes allotted to it would see the village increase be 10 %. This is too 



much. Flats for young people in towns would be preferable, they might even prefer it. The bus services from villages are slow, 
infrequent and expensive. It will make work and social life difficult. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
We moved to a village because we love the countryside but it is constantly under threat. A developer colluding with a farmer 
keeps trying to put a huge development in the same place though it's been rejected time and again. It's stressful and wearing. 
Should there be some mechanism put in place to stop developers bombarding us with plans for the same unsuitable place so 
frequently. Couldn't there be restrictions as to how often they can submit a planning application within a time frame. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural121 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Agree 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
Yes 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Housing needs surveys 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I wish to challenge the housing allocation of 80 houses for Derry Hill and Studley. The allocation is amongst the highest in all 
Wiltshire  and ignores some major constraints such as the villages location centred on a heavily trafficked crossroads and the 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I have found the consultation on the local plan and Future Chippenham proposals particularly poor with inadequate information 
and inability to get questions answered promptly. The lack of interaction in virtual webinars is hugely frustrating. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural122 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Supporting rural business, services and facilities - there is nothing mentioned at all to support rural business, services and 
facilities - the whole document is geared towards housing  
Shouldn’t Rural Housing Needs surveys be carried out as part of this 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
1. No I do not fully agree with the revised Core Policy 44 
2. There is no mention of employment or services, both are needed to support increased housing 



iii. The proposal is within, adjoining or well related to the existing settlement without reliance on travel by private car I don’t 
understand this - reliance on travel by private car to and from where? 
v. The proposal consists of 20 dwellings or fewer and will be no greater than 5% of the size of the settlement.  Why the increase 
from 10 dwellings (current CP) to 20, what evidence is there to support this? 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
1. I do not think a restriction on people extending their homes is a sensible way to go, many people extend their homes because 
it is cheaper than moving as price points in the village are high which means that growing families would need to move away fro 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
A full Housing Needs Survey would have to be done in addition to analysis of existing housing stock and the impact on what this 
would mean for existing home owners and if they could afford to stay in the village without extending their current home 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
Requirements should be lower as I understand the housing figures for Wiltshire are far higher than they need to be based on the 
government's figures. 
A new core policy is introduced but this is not detailed enough to be a policy; it is not clear what the 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. I am concerned that the empowering Rural Communities document focus is all about housing numbers and planning - there is 
nothing about protecting services and employment or the environmental impact of such a massive development 
2. Wiltshire has voluntarily added 5000 extra houses over and above the government's requirements - why? This is appalling and 
the figures must be realigned to what Wiltshire actually needs. 
3. This is a Rural Consultation document, yet there is no mention of the environment and how the increase in housing is going to 
impact our rural green spaces and add to the climate emergency 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural123 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
NO!  Those is rural area are already at disadvantage, poorer transport, more expensive internet, lower speeds, etc.  Now you 
propose to remove legal rights compared to those in urban areas!  Seems to me that this would be a breach of HRA and 
discriminatio 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
There can be no justification for discrimination against people on the basis of where they live! 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural124 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): nil 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
yes 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
nil 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Winterslows - There is far too much traffic (driving far too quickly) through the Winterslows 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



I would like to object to the planning proposal for the development in Winterslow. The reason is that the stretch of road next to the 
area is already congested at peak times. The road would need widening to cope with an increase in traffic. It is already 
dangerous to walk down with small children as there is no pavement and no street lamps. I am also concerned about the number 
of spaces in winterslow C of E Primary school - although I believe from previous councillor replies on the issue that if there was a 
new development there would be space for all there new children turning up (and other winterslow children), as they will have 
priority over out of area families. My main concern is volume of traffic and road safety. This is already an issue in Winterslow - 
something I'm already have discussions about with [NAME REDACTED] who will hopefully soon be local councillor. Best regards 
and thanks for your time. [NAME REDACTED] 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural125 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, we agree. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
In the main, yes, but paragraph iii. should say "within the current settlement boundary" rather than "adjoining or well related to the 
existing settlement". Paragraph v. should be amended to "10 dwellings or fewer". 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Cannot speculate on what evidence would be needed until it came to pass. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Figure 1 for Lyneham should be much lower because the requirement for housing in Lyneham, according to the Housing Needs 
Survey, is minute. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



P7, 30, states "generally limited to infill". The word "generally" implies that it might not always and is open to interpretation. 
P7, 35 & 39, state Lyneham's Neighbourhood Plan (NP) must accommodate additional homes and if sites are not allocated then 
the Council will allocate. The NP is supposed to reflect the local community's wishes, if this is for no development then that must 
be accepted and honoured. 
P9, 48, Considering the archaeological significance (and potential greater significance) of Durrington and Larkhill, due to their 
proximity to the Stonehenge World Heritage Site, there should be a blanket ban on all development there. 
P10, 56, there should be no development on greenfield land or Green Belt, wherever it is in relation to a settlement. We cannot 
afford to lose anymore. We are in the midst of an ecological crisis.  
It is recorded that, during the period 2017 - 2020, Wiltshire built 40% more houses than was required of it, the majority of them 
built on greenfield sites. We have seen no evidence that this speculative number of homes is needed.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural126 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, we agree. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
In the main, yes, but paragraph iii. should say "within the current settlement boundary" rather than "adjoining or well related to the 
existing settlement". Paragraph v. should be amended to "10 dwellings or fewer". 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Cannot speculate on what evidence would be needed until it came to pass. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Figure 1 for Lyneham should be much lower because the requirement for housing in Lyneham, according to the Housing Needs 
Survey, is minute. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



P7, 30, states "generally limited to infill". The word "generally" implies that it might not always and is open to interpretation. 
P7, 35 & 39, state Lyneham's Neighbourhood Plan (NP) must accommodate additional homes and if sites are not allocated then 
the Council will allocate. The NP is supposed to reflect the local community's wishes, if this is for no development then that must 
be accepted and honoured. 
P9, 48, Considering the archaeological significance (and potential greater significance) of Durrington and Larkhill, due to their 
proximity to the Stonehenge World Heritage Site, there should be a blanket ban on all development there. 
P10, 56, there should be no development on greenfield land or Green Belt, wherever it is in relation to a settlement. We cannot 
afford to lose anymore. We are in the midst of an ecological crisis.  
It is recorded that, during the period 2017 - 2020, Wiltshire built 40% more houses than was required of it, the majority of them 
built on greenfield sites. We have seen no evidence that this speculative number of homes is needed.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural127 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes. It is important that rural communities as a place to live are accessible to all 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
This approach is laudable. However, evidencing each 7 bullet points for each and every planning application will be critical to 
ensuring local communities remain confident that Amended Core Policy is acting in their best interests. Where one or more items 
is not evidenced and planning applications are approved their will be increased appeals and general lack of trust in the rural 
planning system will creep back. 



Point 5, additional caveat around a development site as a while rather than phased planning applications looking to avoid the 
higher affordable market %. 
No mention of NPPF and sustainable development being at the core of decision making 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No strong view on this 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Assessing 'large village' purely on population is misleading. Decisions on potential development scale must be benchmarked 
against rural infrastructure and services, for example transport links and capacity, and existing or proposed school places. 
Of specific interest is the number for the proposed new properties in the Winterslows where disparate population centres of East, 
West and Middle Winterslow are brought together as cohort upon which the 'large village' status is bestowed. The village suffers 



from small roads with multiple stretches of single carriageways with drivers waiting for others to pass before proceeding. Siting 
either development sites adjacent to these roads or putting additional traffic flow onto these roads does not seem sensible nor 
reflective sustainable development, as directed by NPPF. 
Additional consideration must be made of existing infrastructure prior to specifying numbers of new properties required. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
This is an excellent opportunity to contribute to the local community where i live and for the wider county. However, this has not 
been well publicised and i expect as a consequence of the lack of visibility of this consultation will have severely limited the 
responses received. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural128 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Only sustainable, zero-carbon new housing should be allowed. There should be a moratorium on all house building until the 
sustainability regulations are in place 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The Council voted in 2019 to seek to reduce Wiltshire’s carbon emissions to net zero by 2030.   
Despite this democratic mandate and the legislative and planning framework, the proposed Local Plan fails to include any 
meaningful measures to achieve material reductions in carbon emissions, and indeed the proposed approach to development, 



particularly housing and roads, will significantly increase the county’s emissions.  The Plan fails even to include a baseline 
calculation of the county’s carbon footprint or any assessment of how the proposed developments will affect this. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The Council voted in 2019 to seek to reduce Wiltshire’s carbon emissions to net zero by 2030.   
Despite this democratic mandate and the legislative and planning framework, the proposed Local Plan fails to include any 
meaningful measures to achieve materi 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The Council voted in 2019 to seek to reduce Wiltshire’s carbon emissions to net zero by 2030.   
Despite this democratic mandate and the legislative and planning framework, the proposed Local Plan fails to include any 
meaningful measures to achieve materi 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
The Council voted in 2019 to seek to reduce Wiltshire’s carbon emissions to net zero by 2030.   
Despite this democratic mandate and the legislative and planning framework, the proposed Local Plan fails to include any 
meaningful measures to achieve materi 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The Council voted in 2019 to seek to reduce Wiltshire’s carbon emissions to net zero by 2030.   
Despite this democratic mandate and the legislative and planning framework, the proposed Local Plan fails to include any 
meaningful measures to achieve material reductions in carbon emissions, and indeed the proposed approach to development, 
particularly housing and roads, will significantly increase the county’s emissions.  The Plan fails even to include a baseline 
calculation of the county’s carbon footprint or any assessment of how the proposed developments will affect this. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural129 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
So called affordable homes can only be defined as any new house, which as sold, is affordable as it was purchased by someone! 
In Wiltshire, even the least expensive new house are beyond the reach of people on low incomes. The house building companies 
ofte 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I think this policy is worthy but my comments on the previous question apply. Social housing has been successful in the past and 
Wiltshire Council has the resources to work with the local communities to provide housing under this amended core policy. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. I think this approach is worth pursuing but help must be provided such that the cost of purchasing a larger property is similar 
or less than the cost of extending existing homes. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The demographic mix of a local community and the assessment of previous planning consent within that community, combined 
with an online survey of resident future housing needs. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I think the housing requirements for both LSC's and LV's should be lower. All LSC's and LV's expansion adds to the need to 
commute (for at least one member of a family and justifies the need for two or more cars). This adds to the already crowded 
roads in South Wiltshire and consequential detrimental effects such as air pollution and climate change. 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Increased occupancy in rural communities no longer adds to the cohesive social interactions that once bound village life. 
Commuting and loss of amenities, such as post offices and pubs are turning villages into commuter suburbs. This process is 
hastened by the sudden influx of new people. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural130 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
I do not believe that artificial quotas like this ever work. I understand the desire to create simple sound-bites for politicians to 
pretend to be doing something useful but, at best, they achieve nothing and, at worst, they turn out to be counter-product 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No I do not. Please see my answer to the previous question. Do not try to manipulate the market through taxation. Encourage it 
to do what you want, tax the profits and use that taxation to achieve your stated aims of providing cheap housing for poorer 
people. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No it is not. Please stop trying to manipulate the market by doing anything other than building new homes. People are extending 
their homes because there is a restricted supply of larger houses. There is a restricted supply of bigger houses because develo 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
There is no local evidence, as what you are proposing is a pointless and self-defeating exercise. Do not do it. The consequences 
of trying such a tactic are unforeseeable and probably bad. 
Build more houses in sensible places, possibly by recruiting the 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
You must justify your numbers with specific calculations. Your document only gives vague and imprecise descriptions that cannot 
be tested by the reader. A case may be made at a later date that your allocations are arbitrary if you do not justify them withI 
think the housing requirements for both LSC's and LV's should be lower. All LSC's and LV's expansion adds to the need to 



commute (for at least one member of a family and justifies the need for two or more cars). This adds to the already crowded 
roads in South Wiltshire and consequential detrimental effects such as air pollution and climate change. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Your document is incomplete. You have presented the final HMA numbers with only a rather vague and incomplete description of 
how you have arrived at them. You need to give more details of the underlying calculations as, to me, they appear to be quite 
arbitrary and ill-formed. You may find yourself to be justifiably challenged because of your failure to explain clearly and 
completely how you came by them. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural131 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No. There are real benefits to multi-generational homes, not only in respect of social cohesion but also in terms of meeting long 
term child and elderly care needs. As a society we need to move away from the existing model of elderly care (the elderly liv 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
If such restrictions were to be imposed there would need to be clear evidence of sustained demand for smaller starter properties 
in a particular area, and evidence that the infrastructure needs for these new residents have already been met. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The requirement for Shaw/Whitley should be lower (or nil) for the following reasons: 
1) The basis for the assessment has not been stipulated. It is impossible to adequately consult on proposals if the methodology 
for those proposals is not published.  



2)I think the housing requirements for both LSC's and LV's should be lower. All LSC's and LV's expansion adds to the need to 
commute (for at least one member of a family and justifies the need for two or more cars). This adds to the already crowded 
roads in South Wiltshire and consequential detrimental effects such as air pollution and climate change. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural132 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire Councillor 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
My view is no. whilst it seems laudable it will lead to developers opting for fewer larger houses from the remaining 60% of 
housing to compensate for the loss of profits. This in turn will lead to a reduction in smaller and medium sized open market 
homes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



Whilst the policy is generally welcome and restricts development except in unique circumstances to have open market homes 
made indistinguishable and distributed throughout  the development will potentially make the overall value of the cross-subsidy 
offered less and reduce the viability of any housing scheme. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No, the ability to enhance a property through permitted development is vital for many people wishing to stay in their home within 
a village. For some it is the only way they can afford to stay in the village and meet the needs of their changing family. It 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
they should not be considered 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I do not agree with the housing requirement for Shaw and Whitley. A near maximum annualised growth rate has been applied 
with 4.8 dwellings over the 20 year plan period. This reflects an increase in the size of the villages by 95 dwellings and 



approximateI think the housing requirements for both LSC's and LV's should be lower. All LSC's and LV's expansion adds to the 
need to commute (for at least one member of a family and justifies the need for two or more cars). This adds to the already 
crowded roads in South Wiltshire and consequential detrimental effects such as air pollution and climate change. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural133 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I think the housing requirements for both LSC's and LV's should be lower. All LSC's and LV's expansion adds to the need to 
commute (for at least one member of a family and justifies the need for two or more cars). This adds to the already crowded 
roads in South Wiltshire and consequential detrimental effects such as air pollution and climate change. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 



2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 
3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural134 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I think the housing requirements for both LSC's and LV's should be lower. All LSC's and LV's expansion adds to the need to 
commute (for at least one member of a family and justifies the need for two or more cars). This adds to the already crowded 
roads in South Wiltshire and consequential detrimental effects such as air pollution and climate change. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Local Plan: Comments from a Semington Resident 
Dear Councillor Sturgis, 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 



1.      The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2.      So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 
3.      I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4.      I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 
of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5.      I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA. 
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environment as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural135 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am writing to you concerning the proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon Semington as a rural parish 
and as a village community.  
My concerns are: 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
needs to retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. If sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans are selected for any sort of development, 
there needs to be a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments and the 
canal. 



3. I am surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, are to 
be swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. Building here would make Semington much 
less rural than it currently is - “Greater Trowbridge” getting much closer to Semington Parish. A fixed boundary to the north and 
east of Trowbridge, that stops at Whaddon Lane, would alleviate this. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a big blot on the landscape, destroying any sense 
or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Littlemarsh. 
5. I agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area to 
another without being explicitly consulted.  Please move Semington back into the Chippenham HMA. 
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in keeping Semington and the surrounding area an actively 
rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural136 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Bremhill PC 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 136 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. Local evidence to be taken into account would be: 
• Insufficient small properties 
• People wanting to move to the parish to work locally to support the local community eg care workers looking for smaller 
properties eg 2-3 bedroom 
• Older residents wa 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Although we are a small village we agree that a greater allocation of housing to Local Service Centres and Large Villages would 
allow them to be more sustainable in terms of schooling, medical and care services and bus transport. This is even more so post 
Covid where more people will work from home and essential services need to be provided locally to avoid unnecessary travel. 
Such development would support the net zero targets and Wiltshire Council’s declared 



Climate Emergency. The sustaining of services in the Local Service Centres and Large Villages would give access to such 
services to the residents of small villages located close by. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural137 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Geography needs to 
be considered as affordable by definition is lower income households. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, the trauma being experienced in towns and city 
centres no accelerated by covid 19. Affordable housing needs to be genuinely joined up and not by words. Look at true 



infrastructure, balanced with an ageing population and the rise of home working and micro businesses. Bright light syndrome is 
still as big today as it was 30 years ago ... if not more so! 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Local ism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and tap into existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... n 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described and calculated. Many micro businesses working from home and that was 
before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads and is therefore an 



oxymoron. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which 
puts a very different slant on the classification in a real world setting and with remote narrow lanes and infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres that we aren't left with empty regional hubs with no 
beating commerce of culture. Joined up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural138 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No do not agree, what do you class as affordable? By definition. this word 'affordable' is usually associated with lower income 
households and as frequently reported, still out of reach for many. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Proper use of brownfield locations needs to be given much consideration, prime agricultural land should not be built o, WC 
should ensure that proper research and debate with communities on locations of large development should be a number one 



priority. So often  your decision making can have a real detrimental impact on precious rural communities, true infrastructure is of 
key importance when assessing rural development especially. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Perhaps a better understanding of the Localism Act is necessary. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Rather than the 'build build' policy that seems to exist, is research ever carried out to ascertain the number of empty premises 
that could be put to good use? There must be many brownfield sites that could be utilised ensuring valued greenfield sites rem 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Winterslow is classed as a large village (circa 2000) but has small village infrastructure and very narrow roads, traffic is at 
saturation point with speeding a real problem. No pavements here so extremely dangerous for pedestrians, cyclists, horses etc. 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Winterslow is not a town, there is only one shop remaining and one public house. Doctors surgery is overwhelmed, school 
usually at capacity, sewerage issues ongoing for years plus dangerous roads as mentioned above. Many concerns re rural 
community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural139 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Generally I agree with the proposal, however it does appear that the council is fixated on affordable homes and I think significant 
attention should also be paid to retirement bungalows that will free up some of the existing housing that is under utilisie 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Again the council is fixated on affordable homes, shouldn't a similar approach be taken for for retirement bungalows where, in 
many cases, the sale of an existing property could more than cover the cost of new build. Currently elderly rural residents have 



no option but to move away from the rural communities they have lived in in order to find suitable accommodation. The advance 
in online shopping and more tech savvy elderly means that they could be accommodated in the rural community. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No. Many older rural properties are in need of update (insulation for instance) and in many cases I don't think that people will buy 
and spend money on these properties if they are restricted in what they can do. To change the current law would be a monum 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
I cannot see any reasoned argument being brought forward 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
When compared to the housing needs survey, for instance Bratton indicated 5 homes in the 2018 survey, the numbers appear 
extremely high. However quite clearly this is a top down approach and I don't think the council has any concerns about 
maintaining rur 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The proposal to add a 100m buffer to settlement boundaries is outrageous. Paragraph 87 conflicts with Step B of the flow chart 
on page 15 where it states "Accepting that not all development will take place within the settlement boundaries a 100m buffer is 
added to capture constraints within the immediate vicinity". This is an open invitation to land owners and developers that all 
settlement boundaries are extendable by 100m from the council perspective. All references to this buffer should be deleted. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural140 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): individual 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I think this is a good approach 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes.  In many small villages, new 2 or 3 bedroomed houses are very quickly are extended to 3, 4 or more bedrooms thus 
negating the original reason for their approval.  This leaves younger families and older residents who wish to downsize still 
unable to m 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
I think a blanket rule that no extensions on new houses in small villages should be allowed for a minimum 10 year period. 
Thereafter the rule should only be relaxed if the applicant who wishes to extend  has lived in that house for a minimum of 5 years. 
I 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural141 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Affordable by 
definition is lower income households. Wrong location is an easy mistake . 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, with towns and city centres now accelerated by 
ghost towns especially after covid 19. Affordable housing is too overused an expression. Look at true infrastructure, balanced 



with an ageing population and the rise of home working. Bright light syndrome is still as big today as it was 30 years ago .. .if not 
more so! Younger generations are drawn to big centres, technology and their friends. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and use existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... not 
ju 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described. Many home workers and that was before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as 
a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 



2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which puts a very different slant on the classification with remote narrow lanes and 
infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren't left with empty city centres. Joined 
up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural142 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural143 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural144 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
As a resident of Wingfield, I feel very strongly that the green belt around our village should be maintained and no further building 
allowed. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural145 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
In principle, raising the affordable housing requirement to 40% on schemes of more than five houses across Wiltshire is 
supported as a mechanism to help site allocations and developments within rural settlements deliver affordable housing to meet 
local ne 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The revision of Policy 44 to provide single and clear policy support with criteria for the delivery of rural exception site proposals 
and Community Land Trust led housing schemes is welcomed. The inclusion of local needs criteria for supporting open market 



housing is also supported to optimise the ability of such sites to deliver both affordable homes to rent and meet market demands 
for smaller homes. Policy 44 should also consider addition of criteria to restrict such homes to owner occupiers and enable local 
people the first opportunity to purchase. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
I do not believe Whitley and Shaw should be combined into a single large village for planning purposes. To do so is more a 
technical exercise to enable additional growth and is prejudicial to the uniqueness of both separate communities. The villages are 
separate with different characters and identity. There is a clear buffer between the two and any attempt to merge them has been 
fiercely opposed over the years. To expand the villages by 95 houses will erode this boundary and blur the geographical 
boundary between the two.  
Overall, I think the housing allocation to the villages is too high since these communities lack the facilities and levels of 
employment to support this level of growth. It will lead to an increase in private car usage, rural poverty and los of biodiversity and 
high quality agricultural land across the county. The level of development will also have an insignificant impact on the overall 
housing figures for the county or Housing Market area so are unnecessary and detract from a more sustainable and constructive 
plan for delivery around the principle settlements and market towns. 
To preserve the unique character of the villages and respecting the need for new development as well as recognising the 
necessity to protect open space, biodiversity and taking into account the flooding constraints and sustainability of Shaw and 
Whitley I think a far more appropriate figure for growth over the plan period would be 30 dwellings.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural146 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private citizen 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
As a general principle I have no objection but believe you should maintain some flexibility to base the percentage of affordable 
housing on the actual calculated need in any particular area rather than just dictating a flat 40%. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes as long as it is followed. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
There is a real danger in denying people their rights to extend a small house, this has "big brother implications" Some young 
families will wish to remain in the same community where they have established friend ships and support and will look to extend t 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
There are none. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
As a resident of Studley I can see no justification or value in building a further 80 homes in our village. In the last fifteen years we 
have suffered a rampant expansion of housing in Derry Hill and Studley way in excess of the county wide average. The v 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural147 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): LPC (Trull) Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No the affordable housing requirement should be less than 40% 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No. The amended policy puts local land owners and developers at a disadvantage and restricts  the amount of growth that can 
take place in rural areas. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
A significantly greater amount of housing provision should be directed to rural areas. Otherwise these settlements will simply 
become cut off and dormitory communities. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Not applicable. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The above housing targets are a far greater under estimation of the housing needs in this housing market area. The Council 
already cannot demonstrate a five year housing supply and a greater commitment to growth in rural areas is needed. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
no 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural148 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Tisbury Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We strongly agree that in the rural areas, there must be a minimum of 40% affordable homes in all new development schemes of 
5 or more dwellings.  Paragraph 18, however, suggests that it should be a target of 40%, “wherever possible”.   
We disagree with t 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Revised Core Policy 44 
We broadly welcome the provisions of the proposed revisions to Core Policy 44, but with the following additional comments: 



Condition i)  This needs to be strengthened. What sort of evidence would be considered sufficient to be defined as “clear 
community support evidenced through consultation”?  There is potential here for unscrupulous developers to manipulate such 
evidence.  How “local” is the local community?  It needs to be made clear that evidence will only be acceptable if it has been 
collated impartially by the local parish council and/or the neighbourhood planning team and is free from developer involvement. 
Condition iii)  In the most rural of small settlements, this condition could preclude the development of an otherwise entirely 
appropriate exception site  (eg a small brownfield site of derelict barns).  The word “preferably” should be inserted viz:   . . . . 
preferably without reliance on travel by private car”  The provision of public transport in Wiltshire’s rural areas is so spartan that it 
would otherwise be almost impossible ever to permit the development of a small affordable housing exception site. 
Condition v)  The phrasing of this condition is somewhat bizarre and is  confusing at first reading.  It should be amended to read:   
The proposal consists of a minimum of 5, but not more than 20 dwellings, and in any event will be no greater than 5% of the size 
of the settlement.  
In addition, the Policy needs to make a definitive statement with reference to the Council’s proposals to preclude permitted 
development in properties on rural exception sites and community led housing. 
We strongly support the commitment to Community Led Housing and the involvement of Community Land Trusts. 
For Community Led Housing, the Council must be flexible, within the law, in its housing allocations policy, to ensure that it is the 
Local Community that benefits.  We should like to see amendments to the Housing Allocations Policy to ensure that these 
aspirations are met appropriately.  We are increasingly aware of local residents who are being excluded from the 
Homes4Wiltshire register. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
We have some support in principle for trying to find a mechanism to prevent creeping extension or replacement of small starter 
homes so that they are no longer the entry-level homes that were intended when they were first built.   
 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 



 
The evidence is already there for all to see.  In Tisbury, it has most definitely been an issue during the last 30 years.  Many of the 
small 2 bedroom houses built as starter homes in the 1980’s have been extended, (despite protestations from the local pa 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Housing requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area 
We are broadly in favour of the rationale which defines the allocation of housing requirements for the Local Service Centres and 
Large Villages.  The allocation for Tisbury LSC seems sufficient and reasonable. 
However – we are very concerned that Paragraph 56 offers a major loophole to developers looking to build on Greenfield Sites 
outside the Housing Policy Boundary.  The criteria need to be strengthened.  What does “an understanding of local housing 
needs” actually mean?  Paragraph 56 suggests that there may be exceptions to planning controls on greenfield land adjoining 
settlements usually as a Community Led project which might include an element of affordable housing.  This is not good enough. 
The Council needs to make the situation absolutely clear:  Development will NOT be permitted on Greenfield sites outside the 
housing policy boundaries, unless the proposals are to meet affordable housing needs, evidenced by support from the local 
community via their parish council or the neighbourhood plan. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Paragraph 53: 



Ongoing monitoring of allocated sites:  The Council needs to take more responsibility for working with landowners and 
developers in order to ensure that sites allocated by communities are developed appropriately to meet the needs of that 
community.  This is an essential task for the principal authority and it is not beholden on the voluntary sector to progress these 
sites. 
Paragraphs 55 & 60: 
The template housing needs survey provided by Wiltshire Council is not fit for purpose.   It needs to be re-written, in plain 
English, by professional designers of questionnaires.  The current questionnaire is confusing and contradictory and does not 
generate reliable quality information. 
Paragraph 87: 
What PRECISELY is the meaning of this paragraph?   
A 100m buffer has now been added to each settlement boundary to ensure that their relationship with constraints in the 
immediate surrounds are also captured in case it is appropriate to consider greenfield sites adjacent to settlements for 
development when planning for growth.  This does not, however, mean that development in these areas outside of the defined 
limits of development are automatically considered acceptable. 
This paragraph is so badly written that it actually means nothing, other than it offers the green light developers will be looking for, 
to ride a coach and horses through the Local Plan. 
The paragraph needs to be re-written in plain English to explain what precisely it does mean, even if it results in the use of more 
full stops and clearer punctuation. 
Strategic Retail Review: 
Tisbury Parish Council broadly welcomes the aims and objectives of this retail review, although we note that it was carried out in 
2017 and is already out of date.   Since 2017, Tisbury High St has already lost some commercial space to conversion to 
dwellings, with very little evidence of resistance from Wiltshire Council, despite protestations from the Parish Council.  
Strengthened policies via the Local Plan are necessary to support the retail and commercial offer in the local High Streets. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural149 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): individual 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Absolutely - and wish that developers do not get out of their obligations by doing pay off's. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I am interested in the comment that landscape considerations will not be compromised. I do not believe this is the case at the 
moment. New houses are strung along polluting roads. New estates do not have any planting on public areas. Also there are 
often inappropriate amenities for children - the needs of children over 5 need to be taken into account areas for dog walking etc. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Planning controls are vital and it concerns me that aesthetic concerns seem to loose out to economic 'need'. 
It seems that villagers concerns are not heard when developers wish to impose large inappropriate houses on a village. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Listen to Parish councils and Civic/Community societies concerns. Have planning officers who have an overall understanding of 
the visual impact a new development may make. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I am not qualified to respond to this but think that the overall picture should be considered for all development - climate change - 
carbon emissions - quality etc 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
When one looks about there seems to be endless building land on sites which would obviously cost more to develop than green 
sites - but developers and farmers seem to have come to cosy relationships to the detriment of the environment. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural150 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy.  It has 
been an essential asset over the last 12 months and the mental health benefits of exercise are clear, especially during the stress 
of COVID-19. 



2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 
3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural151 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural152 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for 
any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments 
and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, are 
to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 of 
the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area 
to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand 
north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone matters”. I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural153 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Great Bedwyn Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Great Bedwyn Parish Council generally supports this suggested approach. But we would wish to see a target for affordable 
homes applied to any development of 3 or more dwellings (rather than the proposal of more than 5 dwellings). 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Great Bedwyn Parish Council supports this approach.  The GBPC wish to start a consultation with our community and explore 
how to deliver new dwellings in the village in sufficient numbers to also achieve some new affordable homes. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Great Bedwyn Parish Council does not consider that this approach is worth pursuing, or that it is equitable.  GBPC considers 
there is merit in retaining smaller homes within our community.  However, this proposal, as set out in the document, would be 
appl 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
No response as the Great Bedwyn Parish Council does not agree with the proposal to restrict permitted development rights. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Great Bedwyn Parish Council’s view is that absorbing 22 new dwellings over the next 15 years is sustainable for our community.  
GBPC would wish to see some of these new dwellings as affordable homes.  We are conscious that continued ad hoc 
development of 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural154 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



Yes. As it stands, permitted development is a loophole that leads to loss of small affordable properties in rural villages, which 
drives young people and families out, leading to a sad loss of balance and true community. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. I oppose the placing of Keevil within the Trowbridge Housing Market Area for housing development.  
1.1. This is simply undemocratic. We remain in the Melksham Community Area and members of the Melksham Area Board 
when it comes to representation on Wiltshire Council, and have no representation in Trowbridge. Along with Great Hinton, 
Bulkington, Semington and Steeple Ashton, we are the only villages in Wiltshire to be split in this way. 
1.2. It seems a deliberate and underhand tactic to score additional land for development around Trowbridge by increasing it’s 
boundaries to the north and north east into the countryside, creating irretrievable environmental destruction of green space. 



2. I would like Keevil to remain in the Chippenham HMA where we are properly represented. 
2.1. As a designated Small Village, any difference in housing allocation numbers between the Chippenham HMA (where we sit 
as part of the Melksham Community Area), and the Trowbridge HMA is immaterial. The Local Plan Review proposals make no 
change in the strategic requirements for Small Villages, where current Core Policy limits development to infill within the existing 
built area, where it: 
• Respects the existing character and form of the settlement; 
• Does not elongate the village or impose development in sensitive landscape areas; 
• Does not consolidate any existing sporadic loose knit areas of development. 
3. I oppose any proposal to build on Hag Hill or extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton and Cold 
Harbour. 
3.1. Site 6, although not yet a Preferred Development Site, has been marked to go forward to the next stage of assessment. It 
would bring development around Hag Hill and across the A350 towards Great Hinton and Cold Harbour. This would allow 
Trowbridge to extend its eastern housing boundary beyond the A350.and set a course for unprecedented future development and 
destruction of vital green space, wildlife environment, leisure asset, and heritage landscape. 
3.2. I would support any move to set a definitive urban border along the A350 running north to south to prevent any Trowbridge 
development to the east of that road. Similarly I support another definitive urban border following the Kennet and Avon Canal 
running west to east to prevent any Melksham development creep to the south of that barrier. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural155 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural156 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural157 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036).  
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below.  
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide "no further development" buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of "Greater Trowbridge" 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council's dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area to 
another without being explicitly consulted. I can't avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand north 
and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted "where everyone matters". I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA. 
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural158 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Claremont Planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): European Property Ventures 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 158 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
It is considered that a policy for providing a target of 40% of affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings is 
particularly onerous. It is necessary for a careful balance to be struck between the delivery of affordable housing and viab 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
We do not support the approach set out in the draft Revised Core Strategy Policy 44. It is considered that as currently drafted, 
the wording is far too restrictive. Whilst the need for affordable housing is recognised and is a requirement in rural areas, so is the 



need for market housing and as currently drafted the policy restricts growth for market housing provision. Market housing is only 
envisaged to be brought forward, in this policy, through cross-subsidy as part of a rural exception site or through a community-led 
housing proposal. Such an outcome would run counter to the national policy objective of supporting and promoting the provision 
of mixed and balanced communities. This could lead to a trend of rural communities being threatened. 
In addition to the restrictions placed on the provision of market housing in this policy, objection is raised to part (v) of the policy. 
As currently drafted, this limits proposals to 20 dwellings or 5% of the size of the settlement. This is considered an arbitrary 
threshold that will constrain development in sustainable settlement’s and it does not provide any flexibility in meeting the needs of 
individual settlements. 
It is considered that this policy could be improved through recognising the importance of developer led market housing provision 
in the rural area, it should remove the thresholds identified in part (v) and it should provide a more flexible approach to meeting 
housing needs in the rural area. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
It is not considered that it would be appropriate to withdraw permitted development rights that enable residents to extend their 
homes. This is a retrograde step and does not allow for housing to adapt to the changing needs of a family as they grow or the 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
It is not considered that applying restrictions such as the removal of permitted development rights is an acceptable approach. 
Local evidence such as a Local Housing Needs Assessment should identify a range and mix of housing requirements in an area. 
This 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 



 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Whilst it is recognised that Principal Settlements and Market Towns should accommodate the majority of growth due to their 
sustainability credentials, it is considered that the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large Villages should be 
hi 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
EPV are promoting a site off Leigh Road, Holt as a suitable site for residential development. [See RURAL158b for site plan].  This 
site has been promoted through the Call for Sites process and Local Plan Review Consultation Paper. The site is suitable, viable 
and immediately available for development. The site is immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary of Holt has few 
constraints and is located outside any flood zone. It is considered that the site should be identified in the Development Plan 
process as a suitable location to accommodate future housing requirements within the settlement. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural159 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural160 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
I think that a tailored approach is always ideal. My only concern with having a default higher affordable housing target would be 
encouraging developers to make a larger amount of more economic housing to make up the shortfall. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
This seems well considered. Prioritising local feedback is great. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
I would assume this would more often be the case for older properties with larger plots. New builds do not often have the 
opportunity for any sizeable extension, especially the smaller, more affordable properties. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Gather evidence on whether the assumption outlined above is true in the relevant village and whether it needs addressing with 
new properties. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I think the requirement for the Winterslows is very high compared to other villages. 
It would be interesting to see the figures that were fed into your calculation which arrived at this requirment. 
I am unsure whether the Winterslows fit your definition of a Large Village. It certainly has some local services but employment 
opportunities are basically zero. 
Infrastructure such as roads really need to be invested in to allow sustainable development at the levels described. 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural161 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for any 
sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments and 
the canal. 



I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, are to 
be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of open 
green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” into 
Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 of 
the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area to 
another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand north 
and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone matters”. I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural162 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural163 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for any 
sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments and 
the canal. 



I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, are to 
be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of open 
green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” into 
Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 of 
the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area to 
another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand north 
and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone matters”. I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural164 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural165 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for any 
sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments and 
the canal. 



I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, are to 
be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of open 
green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” into 
Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 of 
the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area to 
another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand north 
and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone matters”. I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural166 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Richard Brown Planning Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Formula Land (Downton) Limited 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 166 A; RURAL 166 B; RURAL 166 C 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The proposed change in the percentage in affordable housing should be viability tested. Paragraph 34 of the Framework confirms 
development should not be subject to such a scale of obligations that the delivery of the Local plan is threatened, the viabilit 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The Framework sets out that strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from the date of adoption of the 
local plan, potentially 2023. The Council are proposing a plan period of 2016-2036, so there would only be 13 years remaining. It 
is considered that the appropriate plan period is 2020-2040 with which the [increased] housing requirement should be aligned 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
8 Conclusions 



8.1 The site is considered suitable for a sustainable urban extension to Downton as is evidenced by the technical 
assessments previously advised. 
8.2 Landscape and visual opportunities can be summarised as follows: 
• Despite its proximity to them, the site itself is not subject to any statutory landscape planning designations; 
• The physical and visual relationship of the site to the existing settlement edge, including the backdrop of residential and 
community land uses in local views towards the site; 
• The presence of mature vegetation across the local landscape and within the valley, including hedgerows, hedgerow 
trees, woodland blocks and tree belts, in combination with the undulating landform, helps to limit the visual envelope of the site 
and contributes to the capacity of the site to accommodate development; and 
• Existing vegetation throughout the site itself, including hedgerows providing opportunities to enhance this through a 
comprehensive landscape strategy. 
8.3 A number of key services and amenities are located within an appropriate walking distance of the site, including The 
Trafalgar secondary school, Downton C of E primary school, a Co-Op grocery store, public houses, and both food and non-food 
retail stores 
8.4 The site is therefore considered to benefit from a good level of accessibility, with opportunities for non-car based travel to 
and from the site. The site is also considered to be well connected to local bus services, providing connections to additional 
destinations and services. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural167 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon Semington 
as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
6. On a personal note, we chose to specifically move to a rural location because of the benefits that it offers. The plans 
outlined ruin the rural elements and will effectively just make us part of the trowbridge or melksham town. Not to mention the 
huge destruction of wildlife that comes because of this unnecessary development. With the government’s incentive to help 
reverse climate change it should be of top importance to return land that contributes to a healthy climate 
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural168 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
6. On a personal note, we chose to specifically move to a rural location because of the benefits that it offers. The plans 
outlined ruin the rural elements and will effectively just make us part of the trowbridge or melksham town. Not to mention the 
huge destruction of wildlife that comes because of this unnecessary development. With the government’s incentive to help 
reverse climate change it should be of top importance to return land that contributes to a healthy climate 
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural169 
 

 
Consultee code: Neighbourhing Authority 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): New Forest NPA 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Downton; Morgan’s Vale/Woodfalls; Whiteparish. 
It is noted that Downton is listed as a ‘Local Service Centre’ to provide for modest levels of development in order to safeguard its 
role and to deliver affordable housing. ‘Local Service Centres’ are to provide over  1,000 new dwellings in the Salisbury HMA 
between 2016 and 2036; with ‘large villages’ to provide 880  new dwellings; and ‘elsewhere’ to provide 590 dwellings in the 
Salisbury HMA.   
 Page 18 of the ‘Empowering Local Communities’ document states that there are, “…no Local Service  Centres in proximity to the 
National Park”. This statement is questioned, as Downton is located in close  proximity to the northern boundary of the National 
Park and development in the settlement will impact on the New Forest in terms of increased recreational pressures and cross-
Park traffic. Downton has an indicative housing requirement of 235 dwellings in the 2016 – 2036 period (circa 12 dwellings per 
annum).  In addition, Table 5 in the ‘Empowering Local Communities’ consultation document indicates that over the  remaining 
part of the Plan-period to 2036, the Morgan’s Vale/Woodfalls area has an indicative housing  requirement of 56 additional 
dwellings; and Whiteparish a further 31 dwellings. The scale of the indicative  future housing requirement is modest (circa 4 



dwellings per annum in Morgan’s Vale/Woodfalls; and 2  dwellings per annum in Whiteparish), but development in these 
settlements is located adjacent to the National Park and there are potential impacts (including increased recreational pressures).  
Page 18 of consultation document goes onto state, “Some housing generally of small scale is acceptable,  in principle, at Large 
Villages within National Parks. Baseline annualised housing requirement = 1.” This  statement is queried, as the Wiltshire Local 
Plan only covers the planning administrative boundary of  Wiltshire – as distinct from the full boundary of the Wiltshire unitary 
authority. The part of the county in the  New Forest National Park is separately covered by the National Park Authority’s own 
Local Plan.  Therefore the settlements and parishes within the National Park are not covered by the Wiltshire Local Plan and it 
would be helpful if this was clarified moving forward to avoid any ambiguity or confusion.    
 Overall the National Park Authority does not object to the scale of future development proposed for  Downton, Morgan’s 
Vale/Woodfalls and Whiteparish. We would emp hasise that the potential impacts of  additional development close to the 
internationally protected habitats of the New Forest must be fully  assessed through the Habitats Regulations Assessment / 
Appropriate Assessment process and - where  necessary - appropriate mitigation measures put in place 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural170 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Governor, Great Bedwyn 
School 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, as long as they are built to zero carbon standard, or even better generate green energy. They also need to be built to 
reduce carbon footprints and reduce commuting by car. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes, provided account of the need for other facilities have been taken properly into account and other agencies fully consulted eg 
GP surgery, school access, broadband access, access to public transport and shops without using cars. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, the number of new large houses in an area should be limited to a maximum %. It is more important to have a balanced 
housing stock with a good % of smaller affordable dwellings. It is also important to be able to upgrade the fabric of a house ( eg 
put 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
A survey of all buildings in a village. This would assess the actual profile of housing stock against desired  profiles to created  
'balanced communities'. The desired profile could be subject to local public debate and confirmation to get public buy in. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I cant answer with understanding how these numbers have been arrived at. It depends on the local availability of suitable land to 
build on (not good agricultural land), the ability infrastructure in the locations to sustain growth (eg local transport syst 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Consideration needs to be  given to 'homes for life' or extra care houses for people who can been supported throughout their 
lives in the centre of their communities 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural171 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The proposal appears to consist of a number of contradicting, if individually-laudable, aspirations and therefore lacks clarity 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
This approach seems to be ethically questionable: if planning controls are to be imposed on new small homes, then why not on 
ALL homes??  It might be acceptable if a financial incentive were available to recompense small, home owners for loss in 
potential 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The selection of a higher or lower figure is pointless as it would be predicated in the 'indicative baseline requirement' - a figure, 
the calculation of which is entirely opaque.  Without a clear and understandable calculation method, applied with due det 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural172 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pewsey Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes.  If 10 dwellings used, small rural sites are exempt so no affordable homes. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
See answer to previous question.  If 10 dwellings are used, small rural sites are exempt so no affordable homes.  The practice of 
turning two small rural cottages into one large dwelling should be stopped. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Rural exception sites should remain at 10 affordable houses with maximum of 2 market houses to assist viability.  Any higher 
figures subject to exploitation by developers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
There have been examples where developers include a high number of affordable houses to try and get permission for high 
numbers of dwellings far in excess of need. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The requirements should be in line with need, sustainable and not to be detrimental to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
The requirements for Pewsey given in table 2.3 are 34, less those houses built between 2019 and now which is considered about 
right.  The requirement to review the Pewsey Neighbourhood Development Plan after two years is ludicrous and unsustainable 
over time. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural173 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Don’t ruin our villages by insisting we have 30 more houses. Why do villages have to grow in such a way when they don’t have 
the infrastructure to make this growth viable? Future generations will look on Wiltshire Council as the organisation that ruined our 
villages, just as we look at Beeching and see his ruination of our rail network potential. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural174 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
6. As a young resident, we where attracted to Semington for its rural setting and safe environment to start a family. By 
expanding the surrounding towns, that will be taken away from us, as well as resulting in losing money in a property we worked 
so hard to invest in. Our Environment is key, especially for those in generations to come.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural175 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural176 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Benchmark Planning Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 176; RURAL 176 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No – the government is considering replacing its threshold to 30 to 50 houses to encourage more small to medium sized 
housebuilders to build out schemes sooner to meet pressing housing needs. We support this Central Government proposal. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No see above. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No see above. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
It should be a national level threshold, not local. Trying to introduce a special local low threshold is too  arbitrary and it would slow 
down the delivery of housing, making new housing less affordable by restricting  the supply of new homes. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Upper Woodford – we are suggesting land off Chine Road is allocated for development for up to 10 houses to allow the village to 
grow by way of a rural exception site (see Plans BEN 0001, 0002 and 0003).  
Proposed rural exception housing site at Chine Road, Upper Woodford (03/03/21)  
The [NAME REDACTED] are starting today an idea that will need to be discussed with neighbours and the Parish and Wiltshire 
Councils over the next months.  
Our objectives include:  



- Working closely with the local authority and parish council to ensure the provision of much needed rural accommodation; 
- To ensure the properties in due course, are ‘taken on’ and managed and maintained to a high standard with the support of 
families who are searching for an affordable home in the Woodford Valley and wider locality; 
- To promote a viable scheme that may, or may not, require an element of market housing to cross subsidise the delivery of 
housing to meet those struggling to find a home; 
- Seeking to build high quality, sustainable homes which the local community and parish council genuinely consider provide 
affordable housing for local people; 
- to provide a range of housing in terms of size so that there are several low-cost home ownership solutions to meet the local 
need; 
- We want to play an active part in the community to help sustain this part of the Woodford Valley for the future, and 
- We are keen to explore with suitable housing associations how to deliver sustainable homes that are secure by design whilst 
also providing accommodation that is adaptable to the changing needs of individuals and families at different stages of life. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Upper Woodford – we are suggesting land off Chine Road is allocated for development for up to 10 houses to allow the village to 
grow by way of a rural exception site (see Plans BEN 0001, 0002 and 0003 - Please see attachment RURAL176b). 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural177 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Chippenham Without PC 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on this Consultation. My Council has asked me to forward the following comments 
to you.  
The Council understand that your Council has proposed that Chippenham is to be one of three Market Towns in Wiltshire that 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The Parish Council agrees that this is the most sensible solution to accommodate the required levels of growth. However, the 
Parish Council thinks that the long term policies must include a relief link road to be taken from the A350 around to the east of 
Chippenham to the A4 and onwards to the south re-connecting with the A350. This principle would provide the long-term solution 
to traffic congestion and navigation around the town.  



With this in mind the Parish Council considers that your Council's proposals contained in a "Planning for Chippenham" Report 
should be supported and that areas noted as Sites 1, 2 and 3 should become the allocated zones for expansion in the Local Plan 
Review.  
However, the Council wishes to stress that any suggestion that any Chippenham expansion into those areas should be serviced 
by single carriage distribution roads, as suggested in the present Future Chippenham proposals, was not acceptable and that the 
Local Plan should determine a long-term policy to provide a relief link road similar to the A350 to produce a similar eastern 
strategic boundary to the town. This would involve the inclusion of land zoning for a dual carriageway transport corridor and 
suitable infrastructure put in place at locations where culverts, bridges, viaducts, etc would be required involving road, rail, river 
and canal crossings and other landscape features.  
Finally, the Parish Council strongly recommends that the Local Plan Review should re-affirm that the A350 remains the strategic 
western boundary between Chippenham Town and Chippenham Without Parish.  
The Parish Council trusts that their observations will be taken into consideration when the matters are taken further. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural178 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Unitary Candidate for Holt, 
Staverton & Atworth 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
1. I think the housing needs of the villages should take preference & to build what is needed.  The policy encourages house 
builders to build smaller developments so that they can avoid the obligation. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Mainly yes. The Cross subsidy/ Market Housing part I'm not convinced will generate more homes it may deter development. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No. I think it would be awful to be made to leave a community because you couldn't change the accommodation to suit your 
current needs. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
None 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The requirements for Atworth should be much lower, the figure of 80 is both unsustainable or unachievable.  Atworth sits within 
the Neston Park estate. Atworth has had a large number of houses built. over the last 25 years. The village school is landlocke 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
The unachievable 20% increase of housing in Atworth needs looking at again. The land around Atworth, Holt, Shaw & Whitley 
are rich in biodiversity and are crucial open spaces for recreational use by people across the community area. Any large scale 
development in these areas will have a negative impact on the characters of these villages. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural179 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire and Chippenham 
Cllr 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
40% affordable homes on new schemes of 20 plus dwellings is probably more achievable; and whatever it is it must be enforced. 
Wiltshire Council could do a lot better at buying back previous Local Authority owned homes and bring them back into the 'afforda 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
generally yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Extensions are probably the most affordable way of gaining extra room for a growing family. I disagree with removing permitted 
development rights. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
It is likely that these numbers will need revising once Wiltshire Council has revised down the total number of houses required to 
an evidenced and realistic figure (as referred to in the Emerging Spatial strategy section). 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



Where is the option for adding one or two garden villages? 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural180 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Personal 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
YES - the more affordable houses the better AND to much higher environmental standards. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The issue is about REAL local consultation AND establishing the needs. This sounds reasonable but complicated to many - keep 
it simple based on needs, an environmental impact assessment, transport, education and services assessment. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
YES this is an issue. Planning is absolutely right - it needs to be better, more democratic and locally led. But allowing extensions 
in an ad hoc way is not the way forward 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Local needs, costs and environmental impact assessments. Otherwise any kind of extension will be allowed leading to blight. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
This is v hard to judge - the Census will give more  potentialities - local consultation should then be sued to develop the target 
numbers. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
No thank you 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural181 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes. This would be a sensible step towards preserving and enhancing the sustainability and vibrancy of rural areas 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes.  This evolution of the existing policy both simplifies and clarifies what the overall objective is here, and gives more flexibility 
towards achieving it. 



It is important that 'affordable' and 'community-led' are not presented or understood as embracing only 1 or 2 bedroom homes.  If 
we are to ensure the variety of housing within rural communities which the next consultation question addresses, it will be 
important that there are affordable homes for growing families to move into. 
I could not see a definition in the consultation papers of 'affordable' or 'community led' housing.  I am assuming that the Council is 
using the NPPF definition of affordable housing.  Does t 'community-led' have a sufficiently well-established use in this context to 
ensure that a policy which refers to it would be robust enough to achieve the Council's objectives? 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
It is great that Wiltshire Council has identified, and is trying to address, this very real issue. I fully support the council's objective 
here, and its proposed approach.  This is not just an issue for people acquiring first homes, but also for people wh 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
What hard evidence has the Council used so far in identifying that there is an issue here?  Do existing housing needs surveys for 
rural areas (accepting that they will not cover all communities) illustrate the extent of the need for some check on the loss 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Our village is some way from any of the local service centres or large villages, so I have no comment to make 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The suite of consultation documents I have been through seems to me to be very thorough and well thought through.  I have only 
one observation, which I make also in my response to the Marlborough market town consultation.  This is that the process may 
leave a gap which is the interface between villages and the market towns/service centres.  This may be inherent in the way the 
whole development planning process is set by government,  But it gives little opportunity to understand or feed into issues like 
transport (public and private) and what facilities are available in nearby centres, all of which have an impact on what development 
may, or may not, be needed in villages themselves. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural182 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): simul consultants ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Houseowner 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Do not agree  
The starting point is too low and does not make it viable to develop site of between 6-9 units and therefore it will limit delivery of 
small sites in villages to no more than 5 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
For Rowde it would seem a high figure of 57 dwellings over the forward period of the plan 
There are some infilling sites and some on the edges of the settlement close to community facilities which should be developed. 
However, the Neighbourhood Plan NP p 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
It is important to maintain the existing settlement hierarchy and retain the large villages as they already carefully selected as 
sustainable villages. Although there may be over recent periods some contraction of community facilities in some large villages 
this may well be a temporary situation and further future development is important to ensure there is no further loss of facilities 
such as schools, pubs, and shops . 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural183 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I feel the same policies should be included for settlements and towns where it outgrows the current footprint. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Housing numbers should be business led not Council led. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
There is no mention of farming, no building should take place on farmland when we need local food to meet the climate 
emergency declared in 2019.  No more land from Community Farms owned by Wiltshire Council should be sold off for housing or 
use change. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural184 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Derry Hill: The figures above indicate we have only had 2/80 new dwellings.  In fact we have recently had >50 new houses 
(Bowood Gate).  Those 50 in such a short time have had a big impact on the village demographic, traffic, etc.  In addition I 
believe t 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural185 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
How do you define 'affordable'? Nice idea but how will it work? If a development of 5 homes is going to be subject to 40% being 
'affordable' then for every five houses built two will need to be 'affordable'. Is this commercially viable? 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
This is a very difficult issue to address. Outside of the urban areas and 'large villages' employment, social facilities and public 
transport are almost non-existent, forcing people to use their cars. Nowadays, as soon as people are old enough to have a 
driving licence they want a car to give them freedom. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. In my road there are several properties that were built as two-bedrooom bungalows and are now four bedroom houses. I 
also know of other local properties which were built as 'starter homes' but have now been extended. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Take a look at planning applications and see how many 'starter' properties have been extended. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I think a closer look needs to be taken at how a 'large village' is defined; some of these villages have very little services, others 
have a good level of services available. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
I think concentrating development on the service centres is someething that needs to be seriously considered. The Government 
has stated that the sale of new petrol and diesel vehicles will be banned after 2030 so electric cars are going to be the norm. It 
will be much easier to provide the infrastructure that these will require (there will be huge demand for electricity) in existing 
service centres than in rural areas. Also, the supply of water and sewage facilities will be easier in the service centres as the 
pipes etc. already have greater capacity. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural186 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes I agree, in some rural areas predominately affordable homes may be required for a village community.  This would allow 
young new home buyers to stay in their own communities and elderly residents to downsize thus allowing larger family home 
onto the m 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes I agree. I support the plan that affordable homes will meet local needs. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes but would these planning controls apply to all rural communities or only those that do not already have a range of dwelling 
sizes?  Would this be discretionary depending on the housing situation at a given time? A young couple may only be able to affo 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Perhaps restrictions could prevent to many extensions in the same area.  Streets become unattractive if too many gardens are 
lost and homes can look overcrowded. Smaller rural communities do need a mix of property sizes but I'm not sure preventing all 
ext 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
These figures seem attainable.  In Southwick we have considerable surface water and river flooding which often restricts house 
building and also our aging sewer system is a problem.  I have no experience of the circumstances in other areas so cannot 
judge 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
An improved Public Transport service would empower our rural community and make it easier to find work or attend secondary 
schools in Trowbridge.  At present the bus service ceases before those who work in Trowbridge need transport to return home to 
Southwick and there is no service on Sunday! 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural187 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The number of homes required should he a function of the demand and not an arbitrary target. Developers should be legally 
bounded to delivering a contractual obligation rather than set a target which will inevitably be missed for a variety of reasons. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No. 
There are no criteria included relating to suitability of or impact on existing infrastructure and services (for example schools). 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
There may be some merit in pursuing this. Consideration should be given to the impact that failing to allow extensions may have 
on community cohesion if forces families to move elsewhere. 
First and foremost must be the protection of the surrounding enviro 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
A simple survey of existing housing stock will establish if there is a material loss of diversity of house sizes due to extensions. An 
indication of the level of demand for any particular house size in the area should also be estimated to avoid any errone 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The figures are too high and should be significantly lower.  
The incorrect figure is shown in figure 3. Derry Hill/ Studley has had 53 houses built.  
As a general rule, and by their nature, villages are not well structured to support additional developm 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Priority and focus should be given to brown field site development and working within existing natural town boundaries. 
Development around villages and urban sprawl of towns must be a last resort. A planning decision is not just about what it brings 
but also, and as importantly, what it takes away - nobody is building open countryside anymore so perhaps we ought to treat it as 
a scarce resource to be held on to at all costs....  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural188 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. I think there could be affordable housing estates 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I think any green field development should be scrutinised, and brown field sites used instead. Developing solar farms in exposed 
sites on green field sites will run our landscapes and turn our countryside into an eyesore. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No. I believe people should be free to develop their own homes. There will always be some smaller homes. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Please stop the solar farm proposed between Studley & Chippenham.  These are exposed green fields and introducing solar 
farms will destroy wildlife and the landscape. I feel that the landscape of Wiltshire makes it unique, and we should preserve this 
wherever possible and keep it beautiful. 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural189 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I do not agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy.  Specifically section vii above risks locking people into not being 
able to sell their home on the open market when their needs change, (e.g. upsizing as their family increases or needing to move 
if they need to care for a relative). Under this policy owners would only be able to sell to someone who is deemed to be "local".  



If the council want to insist on such a restriction on affordable housing they should invest in the building of council houses that 
would be retained by the council for rental, offered for rent to local people who would have the right to buy after a set period. But 
only sold off on the proviso that the council would use the money from the sale to purchase additional replacement housing stock. 
This policy would allow people who cannot afford the so called affordable housing to be given opportunity to get onto the housing 
ladder. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
NO. It is for central government to enact and repeal laws.  The council should not be able to dabble in the removal of permitted 
development rights which homeowners relay on to be able to improve their homes and enjoy their property.  To do so, or to try 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
There is no justification for the council to apply these restrictions.  The issues it is trying to address are miniscule in terms of 
numbers of homes that might get developed over time in comparison to the restrictions that would be imposed on such a larg 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
I wish to comment on the proposal for Winterslow. The proposal to build 85 houses between 2016 and 2036 means that although 
27 have already been accounted for this leaves 58 still to be built.  This leaves the village wide open to applications for large 
developments up to and possibly over this amount which would not necessarily be for local need.  When on such a large scale it 
would put a massive strain on local amenities, causing already badly maintained roads to deteriorate further.  All routes in and 
out of the village involve narrow roads many of which with pinch points which already serve as rat runs due to the volume of 
traffic and should such large scale development be permitted would infringe on the enjoyment of many local people of their 
homes and gardens for many years to come. The subsequent increase in traffic should such development be allowed would 
cause many of the roads in the village to become too dangerous for pedestrians and young cyclists and making access for public 
transport vehicles, delivery vans and farm machinery even more difficult than it already is with busses and large vehicles 
regularly having to reverse to allow other vehicles to pass.  Even now, there are many places in the village where the edge of the 
road is giving way because it has been exposed by vehicles having to take to the banks and verges to pass each other. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Local surveys in Winterslow have consistently shown the preference for small scale developments in various places around our 
village, therefore large scale development proposals should be rejected.  Developments must be small scale, dispersed around 
the village and tailored to local need, not to central government demand or to county council quotas.  Large scale development 
would not fulfil the gradual needs that arise over a long period of time but would have a huge detrimental and irreversible impact 
on our village and the environment we live in. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural190 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): home Builders Federation 
(HBF) 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
I do agree on affordable homes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Agree 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No, parish councils can still stop unwanted extensions if they don’t for the village ‘look’ 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
That there is no affordable housing as all have been extended 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Atworth should be a lower requirement. 
Atworth is an island in the middle of the Neston Estate and as such we have no brown sites to develop. 
We only have a primary school and a petrol station, there are no other facilities to support the number of extra 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural191 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1.     The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2.     So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for 
any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments 
and the canal. 



3.     I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4.     I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 
of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5.     I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural192 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural193 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 193 A; RURAL 193 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Please consider the following issues relating to the Empowering  Rural Communities document. 
1 Infill.  See para 30 in particular. The Council approved the conversion of  existing stables at Lower House Farm, Lower Chute. 
18/04151/FUL, as constituting infill. If the definition of infill is to be expanded to include such conversions this  policy decision 
should be made public but the implications should be assessed first. If the conversion of farm buildings, barns, stables etc in 



villages is allowed as infill should the criteria be the same as for conventional infill where there is a vacant plot? Will this result in 
replacement farm buildings being erected outside the village in the open countryside? 
2 Kennet Saved Policy HC25. Replacement of existing Buildings in the Countryside.  Paras 23-25 and 84 of the  Empowering  
Rural Communities document deal with the issue of the importance of a range of dwelling sizes to maintain a good social mix to 
ensure the vitality of rural communities. However, recent planning decisions including an appeal decision, Ref: 
APP/Y3940/W/19/3239783 Thicket Cottage, Malthouse Lane, Upper Chute SP11 9EG ,and Wilts decision 20/10093/FUL for 
Standen Farm, Chute Standen have  raised questions over Policy HC 25. I have attached my comments which deal with this 
issue, in particular the importance of retaining smaller dwellings I suggest Policy HC 25 is revised to : 
a) Only apply to existing buildings of less than say 1200 square feet GIA., to meet the social mix issue above. There is no 
point in applying it to large dwellings. 
b) The replacement dwelling should be limited to one which is not larger than the existing plus the effect of any unrealised 
permitted development rights, plus an additional 10%. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Supplementary comments: My reasons given for objecting to this application relate to Saved Policy HC25.  
Although permission was given at appeal( Ref: APP/Y3940/W/19/3239783 Thicket Cottage, Malthouse Lane, Upper Chute SP11 
9EG)  in respect of a nearby property for a significantly larger dwelling than the original structure it is worth re-examining  Saved  
Policy  HC 25 in the light of reasons apparently not explicitly addressed before.   
1  In the appeal  Ref: APP/Y3940/W/19/3239783 Thicket Cottage, Malthouse Lane, Upper Chute SP11 9EG, the inspector 
commented at para 15 
 Likewise, I have not been provided with any compelling justification for the size restrictions placed in Policy HC25. If it is to 
protect the character and appearance of the area, then I have already found no conflict with those aims. Therefore, whilst 
acknowledging a conflict with this policy, no harm would arise from it. Considering the clearly stated aims of the development 
plan in terms of protection of the character and appearance of the area and landscape character, and my findings in respect of 
CS Core Policies 51 and 57, I find that there would be no conflict with the development plan when considered as a whole.  
The inspector did not say there was no justification for the size restrictions, only that he had not been provided with compelling 
justifications for them. The issue is whether there are in fact compelling justifications, not previously provided, for the size 
restrictions  in Policy HC25 and whether harm would arise from conflict with this policy. 
2 The NPPF, para 77, says: 
 In rural areas, planning policies and decisions should be responsive to local circumstances and support housing developments 
that reflect local needs. 
An explanation of local circumstances and needs is found in the Chutes Village Design Statement  
3 The Chutes Village Design Statement , approved by Wiltshire Council, is Supplementary Planning Guidance and is a material 
consideration to which significant weight should be given because It was formulated following local consultation. It says: 
2.4.4                Replacement Dwellings  
There are some long established large country houses in substantial grounds, which are well integrated into the rural character of 
the parishes; but a number of other large houses have been built in recent years, some as new builds, some as replacements for 
smaller dwellings and some as large extensions of existing modest houses. The disproportionate number of very large houses 



has already begun to erode the intimate rural character of the area. Any more very large houses would exacerbate the problem. 
Furthermore, many of the new ones are in very prominent positions in the landscape, where they also harm the appearance of 
the area.  New and replacement dwellings should be limited to family dwellings of a moderate size, commensurate with the 
intimate character of the small settlements and their surroundings. Extensions to existing dwellings should be similarly limited in 
scale. 
The key point here is that approved local planning guidance says that replacement dwellings should be limited to family dwellings 
of a moderate size. 
4 The Wiltshire Core Strategy at 6.51, see extract below, is relevant and stresses the need to address the size of dwellings and 
to consider local housing need. The Chutes Village Design Statement, see 3 above, addresses that expressly. 
6.5.1  It is fundamental to the success of this strategy that the right types of homes are delivered. Core Policy 45 provides the 
basis for considering dwelling type, density and mix of housing to be built. The consideration of local housing need is important to 
the quality of life for residents within Wiltshire. All people should have access to a good home, irrespective of their personal 
circumstances. That means providing an appropriate range of dwellings in terms of size and price, from one-bedroom apartments 
to large family homes.  
Core Policy 45 Meeting Wiltshire’s housing needs Type, mix and size.     
New housing, both market and affordable, must be well designed to address local housing need incorporating a range of different 
types, tenures and sizes of homes to create mixed and balanced communities. 
6. The 2017 Swindon and Wiltshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment, commissioned by Swindon and Wiltshire Councils, 
provided detailed analysis of housing need, 73% of which is for 3 bedroom houses or smaller, see Figure 70 at 4.100. The 
Assessment provides a wealth of information about many aspects of housing needs in Wiltshire. 
7 In conclusion: 
a) Smaller houses in the countryside are both in demand and are required to meet the needs of mixed and balanced 
communities,  
b) In the absence of policies such as HC25, potential purchasers of modest means will tend to be outbid by purchasers who 
intend to convert smaller countryside houses into significantly larger ones. 
c) There is little identified need for more large houses, as opposed to smaller ones, in the countryside, see 6 above. 
d) Policy HC 25 is a means of achieving, through its size restrictions, the housing objectives of Core Policy 45. 
e)   Disregarding Policy HC 25, as explained above, would signal the size restrictions aspect of the policy have no purpose 
when they patently do. 
f) The forthcoming review of the Wiltshire Core Strategy will provide the opportunity to assess whether Policy HC 25 should 
be continued, modified or deleted. 
 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural194 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Seagry Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
In considering the planning for rural areas proposals contained within the "Looking to the future, Empowering Rural Communities" 
documentation, the Council agrees with the principles and Core Policy alterations proposed to retain the rural identity and 
character of the rural areas surrounding the Principle towns and Large villages and in doing so stresses that the retention of the 
rural areas as envisaged provides considerable benefits to urban dwellers who can access the countryside for leisure purposes 



through retained and enhanced rights of ways. The Council is pleased at the importance placed on Neighbourhood Planning in 
the Review. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



Seagry is a rural parish made up of Upper Seagry and the small hamlet of Lower Seagry and at a delayed referendum on the 6 
May 2021 is likely to adopt our Neighbourhood Plan. It is not envisaged that any significant scale development will be planned or 
approved and any development, other than for essential need, is likely to be by any change of use, conversions, extensions or 
very limited infill within the existing built form, not encroaching into the open countryside. This falls in line with your own policies. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural195 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination for 
any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those developments 
and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, are 
to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 6 of 
the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying any 
sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market Area 
to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can expand 
north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it remained in the 
Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone matters”. I want 
Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural196 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Dauntsey Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



In considering the planning for rural areas proposals contained within the "Looking to the future, Empowering Rural Communities" 
documentation, the Council agrees with the principles and Core Policy alterations proposed to retain the rural identity and ch 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Although yet to make any progress on a Neighbourhood Plan it is not envisaged that any significant scale development will be 
planned or approved and any development, other than for essential need, is likely to be by change of use, conversions, 
extensions 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The Parish Council trusts that their observations will be taken into consideration when the matters are taken further. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural197 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express my concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon 
Semington as a rural parish and as a village community. My concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It 
MUST retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. I am very surprised that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely  rural land to their eastern boundaries, 
are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The subsequent loss of 
open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of “Greater Trowbridge” 
into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of Trowbridge that stops it 
coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved immediately back into the Chippenham HMA.  
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural198 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
In the case of my village, bungalows have been changed into 5 bedroomed houses, thereby removing the type of housing 
needed by older/disabled residents.  The houses built have been ultra-modern and, therefore, completely out of character with 
the village. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The requirements should be lower.  
Derry Hill and Studley have already had 53 new houses built in the development at Studley Gardens.  It is not clear if these 53 
houses have been counted in the requirement of 80 houses.  Also, the villages have seen wel 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural199 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. Why encourage the mandatory provision of affordable / market housing in rural areas where there is little or no employment 
opportunity and poor access to public transport? Forcing plans to be made according to rigid guidelines removes the ability to m 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No. From our rural settlements, it is necessary to travel to access healthcare, dental care, schools, employment, grocery 
shopping and all everyday essentials. Such settlements are ill-served by public transport, necessitating a reliance on travel by 
private car and, therefore, often multiple car ownership within a household, which is incompatible with the notion of affordable 



housing need. Mandating the inclusion of affordable housing in developments and using affordable housing as a gateway to 
accessing exceptions to rural development restrictions encourages larger development schemes, where a greater number of 
houses is required to offset the cheaper prices of the proportion of affordable housing units. This will lead to blocks of 
development occurring on the fringes of villages, rather than smaller infill developments more in keeping with the character of our 
established rural communities. The diversity of rural developments across the county makes any standardised policy illogical and 
detrimental. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



Shaw/Whitley and Atworth cannot support these proposed numbers of new houses. Atworth is largely landlocked by the Neston 
Estate with no clear available land that could accommodate 80 new properties. Shaw and Whitley are small and distinct 
settlements, bo 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The NPPF says “to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain 
the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where 
this will support local services. Where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services 
in a village nearby.” The proposals within this document for new housing in Melksham, Corsham, Shaw, Whitley and Atworth 
have the potential to destroy the vitality of these rural communities, by eroding their distinct settlement areas and creating an 
expanse of urban sprawl. Far from enhancing and maintaining these communities, this plan is a roadmap for their demise. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural200 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, because raising the target % might help rural communities to meet local affordable housing needs more effectively. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes, if these houses were to be offered first to local people and restricted to owner-occupiers, in order to meet the needs of local 
residents and enable them to continue living in their village. Such houses should be protected from too much change/expansion 
in order to retain local character and safeguard modest family houses for the future needs of other families. That said, small 



changes should be acceptable to enable a family to remain living in their home village rather than have to leave it to find larger 
housing 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, as stated above, it will prevent too much over-alteration/extension of houses 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Probably on a house by house basics, using assessment of local housing needs and housing typography, rather than a blanket 
county-wide approach 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Shaw and Whitley, although neighbouring, each have their own small village identity - much like many of the small villages that 
surround Melksham. Treating the two villages as one larger village takes away that identity - adding two villages together does 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural201 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Too many bungalows have been turned into 5 bedroomed very modern houses which have changed the character of the village.  
With an ageing population, bungalows are needed but are disappearing rapidly. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
They should be lower. 
CPRE has reported that Wiltshire Council have exceeded the number of houses required by the Government (140%) so there 
should be no need to build more houses in villages.  It is unclear whether the indicative requirement 2016-2036 o 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
Derry Hill and Studley have seen well above average housing growth over several decades and should not be allocated more 
than 10% growth which equates to a minimum of 60 houses not 80 houses. 
The crossroads at Studley/Derry Hill have seen many accidents and there are near misses daily.  There is no traffic control at the 
crossroads.  It had been hoped that the provision of an extra 53 houses in Studley would require proper traffic control, ie traffic 
lights or a roundabout.  Unfortunately, the traffic lights were situated further along the road, providing no benefit to traffic 
negotiating the crossroads.  Traffic flows are likely to increase significantly due to the Future Chippenham Development, also 
increasing carbon emissions leading to poorer air quality.  The resulting congestion and safety issues make it an unsuitable 
location for further housing growth. 
Studley is a one-track lane and has seen much increased traffic since Studley Gardens was built.  Also, there is increased ran-
running from traffic going to Chippenham and Calne.  Cars and vans frequently speed along the lane and one pedestrian has 
already been injured. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural202 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No - I believe that most communities have enough "movement" in them to promote diversity without placing restrictions on 
current residents. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Information on demographics to show that the breakdown of the populace is not diverse and has been static. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Derry Hill and Studley should be lower - we have already had 53 houses completed in the last few years and the figure of 80 is 
more than 10% of the current housing. Studley crossroads on the A4 is already a hazardous junction and an additional 80 homes 
wo 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural203 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Tisbury and West Tisbury 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 203 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We strongly agree that in the rural areas, there must be a minimum of 40% affordable homes in all new development schemes of 
5 or more dwellings.  Paragraph 18, however, suggests that it should be a target of 40%, “wherever possible”.    
We disagree with 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



We have some support in principle for trying to find a mechanism to prevent creeping extension or replacement of small starter 
homes so that they are no longer the entry-level homes that were intended when they were first built.    
The evidence is already there for all to see.  In Tisbury, it has most definitely been an issue during the last 30 years.  Many of the 
small 2 bedroom houses built as starter homes in the 1980’s have been extended, (despite protestations from the local parish 
council) so that many now have 3 bedrooms, utility room extensions, conservatories and home offices.  The base number of 
starter homes has been seriously eroded and the community is moving out of balance.  However, whilst the housing market is so 
very expensive, it is not surprising that homeowners are choosing to extend their current properties rather than face the costs of 
moving.    
We suggest that the only appropriate mechanism for retaining entry level small dwellings is via Community Led Housing schemes 
and Affordable Homes, all of which will need to be covenanted and/or subjected to stringent planning conditions, so that they may 
not be sold into the open market and may not be extended or replaced with larger dwellings. For future open market 
developments, it may be worth considering housing density as the controlling criterion – terraced properties and dwellings with 
small outside spaces will be relatively unsuitable for extension and the question of permitted development will not arise. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Revised Core Policy 44  
We broadly welcome the provisions of the proposed revisions to Core Policy 44, but with the following additional comments:  
Condition i)  This needs to be strengthened. What sort of evidence would be considered sufficient to be def 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 



 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
New Core Policy   
Housing requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area  
We are broadly in favour of the rationale which defines the allocation of housing requirements for the Local Service Centres and 
Large Villages.  The allocation for Tisbury LSC seems sufficient and reasonable. However – we are very concerned that 
Paragraph 56 offers a major loophole to developers looking to build on Greenfield Sites outside the Housing Policy Boundary.  
The criteria need to be strengthened.  What does “an understanding of local housing needs” actually mean?  Paragraph 56 
suggests that there may be exceptions to planning controls on greenfield land adjoining settlements usually as a Community Led 
project which might include an element of affordable housing.  This is not good enough.  
The Council needs to make the situation absolutely clear:  Development will NOT be permitted on Greenfield sites outside the 
housing policy boundaries, unless the proposals are to meet affordable housing needs, legitimately evidenced by support from 
the local community via their parish council or the neighbourhood plan. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Further comments on the ERC report. Paragraph 53 - Ongoing monitoring of allocated sites: The Council needs to take more 
responsibility for working with landowners and developers in order to ensure that sites allocated by communities are developed 
appropriately to meet the needs of that community. This is an essential task for the principal authority and it is not beholden on 
the voluntary sector to progress these sites. 
Paragraph 55 and 60 - The template housing needs survey provided by Wiltshire Council is not fit for purpose. It needs to be re-
written, in plain English, by professional designers of questionnaires. The current questionnaire is confusing and contradictory 
and does not generate reliable quality information. 
Paragraph 87 - What PRECISELY is the meaning of this paragraph? 



A 100m buffer has now been added to each settlement boundary to ensure that their relationship with constraints in the 
immediate surrounds are also captured in case it is appropriate to consider greenfield sites adjacent to settlements for 
development when planning for growth. This does not, however, mean that development in these areas outside of the defined 
limits of development are automatically considered acceptable. 
This paragraph is so badly written that it actually means nothing, other than it offers the green light developers will be looking for, 
to ride a coach and horses through the Local Plan. 
The paragraph needs to be re-written in plain English to explain what precisely it does mean, even if it results in the use of more 
full stops and clearer punctuation. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural204 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Potterne Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No on 5. Yes on 10. Potterne has 5 housing estates. Additional housing ratios should be individually assessed to get balance 
correct. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
In principle that is fine. Potterne has 5 housing estates and cannot grow. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Restrict permitted extensions ONLY where it is OVERDEVELOPMENT OF A SMALL SITE. Most small extensions are 
improvements or upgrades of an existing area. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Consultation with neighbours 
Overlooking neighbours 
Taking too much garden 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Potterne is FULL.  
Proposed housing is unrealistic at 85. Allocations MUST take account of actual PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS 
1.Potterne must not merge with Devizes. Potterne's attraction is its hills, but they also limit expansion. 
2. Five housing estates here 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Neighbourhood Plans must be respected 
They alone embody local knowledge, are agreed by referendum, and are inspected to ensure compliance with Core Strategy and 
other standards of good planning 
Failing this, expansion is in the hands of developers often getting their way on appeal, but interested in none of the above. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural205 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Everleigh Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
It may be wise to maintain a flexible approach to cater for all types of housing, eg houses for the elderly, entry level housing and 
sheltered accommodation. 
 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Standardisation of policy for assessing planning proposals is welcomed. The revised Core Policy 44 offers scope to expand 
affordable housing in a measured way. 



 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Permitted development rights should be retained. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
We have no comments on housing figures. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
These requirements are a matter for the relevant Local Service Centres and Large Villages. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
Everleigh Parish Council supports the proposal for Small Villages that development should generally be limited to infill, as 
articulated at Paragraph 30 of the Empowering Rural Communities Report. 
We should not lose sight of the need for planning controls to safeguard our countryside. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural206 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): NJL Consulting 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): UK Land and Property and First 
Water (A Scapa Company) 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Every site and circumstance will need flexibility in determining the level of affordable housing and hence a target can only ever be 
caveated by this position. Some sites will by virtue of scale not be suited to affordable housing. In Large Villages, with 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No. The approach does not seem to recognise how the actual housing need numbers as proposed for various settlements will be 
met (i.e. these being "normal" housing needs as opposed to exceptions). It seems that this is to be delegated to the Allocations 



Plan and/or Neighbourhood Plan route, but, at a time with no 5 year supply, we would suggest that, where allocations can be 
made, and are capable of helping meet "normal" needs, then this is done so in this Local Plan Review.  
The policy also does not pick up on potential anomalies, such as brownfield sites adjoining existing settlements, where normal 
housing needs can readily be met. Where this can be identified then it should be done so through this Local Plan, along with 
amending settlement boundaries accordingly. Such an example exists at Ramsbury. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Restricting permitted development rights  must only be considered after one has considered the opportunities to provide an 
appropriate range and mix of new dwellings through appropriate allocations in the Local Plan.  In addition, extending houses may 
act 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
If there are significant environmental constraints, that are properly justified, which would limit new housing development, then 
such an approach may be justified, but this must be linked to properly assessing all potential development opportunities in th 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The method proposed is understandable to the extent of using constraints, but it does need to focus on greater provision in those 
settlements that have the greater range of services and local facilities that can readily meet greater growth. This must be t 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Our client controls the existing brownfield site to the west of Ramsbury and north/east of the large recreation fields. This site will 
shortly be available for redevelopment and is being closed on a rolling basis. It will provide a clear opportunity to help meet the 
future housing needs of Ramsbury in a sustainable manner. The site, by its nature, should already be considered as part of the 
settlement of Ramsbury, and hence the boundary anomaly does need addressing. It will be an important opportunity to take 
forward and our client is keen to engage with the Council to do so. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural207 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Kindly forgive my adoption of this form of reply, rather than using the proforma provided, but the format of the proforma was 
confusing.  I have therefore restricted my comments to those points which, I feel, contain the essence of the reasoning I have 
reached, to express my feelings with the necessary brevity and utmost clarity.  
1. There exists a strong feeling between the villages of Shaw and Whitley that their historical independence is something to 
treasure, but allows for a high degree of mutual cooperation and sharing of interests.  The size and nature of both villages are 
such as to endow special characteristics and atmosphere to each, individually.  This adds to the charm and pleasure in residing 
in each, which would be lost in any attempt to merge them into one large village (such a merger would be inevitable as it would 
be impossible to accommodate an additional 95 houses within the existing Settlement Boundaries).  The villages are somewhat 



unique as at present, and any attempt to create a large residential area for potential growth would destroy this uniqueness.  The 
villages are poorly serviced in terms of public transport, shops and available school places. 
To attempt to sweep these villages into a county-wide ‘one formula fits all’ scenario would be disastrous.  They should be treated 
as specific case small villages for all the purposes of this exercise.                                  2. I accept that future housing will be 
inevitable within the two villages, but this should be judged on data available at the time of planning in detail and restricted within 
the current boundaries.  The use of any county-wide algorithm should be resisted as being inappropriate in the case of small 
villages with special needs and considerations.   This should also require addressing the position on provision of services, local 
labour opportunities, adequacy of public transport, medical facilities, shops and other services, all of which are poorly 
represented in the current Shaw and Whitley villages, and are not adequately addressed in the Local Plan. 
3. On the question of affordable housing, it should be borne in mind that occupiers of these lower-cost houses are generally 
having a lower disposable income than average, and are therefore likely to increase pressure on services mentions in 2. above. 
would consider that, for general planning purposes, the adoption of a figure of 30% of houses in developments of 5 or more, be 
required to be ‘affordable’.  This figure would be satisfactory for smaller villages, such as Shaw and Whitley into the future.  
4. In closing these brief comments, I respectfully suggest that you should have allowed more time for assessment by the rural 
communities and particularly individuals whose reasoned comments you seek to attract.  Your document would be found by a 
large proportion of the population to be ‘heavy and over-complicated’.  An extra 4 weeks for completion of the responses would 
have been beneficial. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural208 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Lyneham and Bradenstoke 
Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes If new houses are to be available in rural locations it is essential that they are built when new developments are built 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. Wiltshire council also give more credence to Local/Neighbourhood planning and where needed Community led housing and 
affordable homes could be made available where there is a demonstrated need. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Developers seem to be finding ways to circumvent this requirement. We need a range of houses in the community to cover all 
needs. 
Developers should be building house to the needs of the community not just for maximum profit. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The figure suggested seems about right, But Wiltshire council has looked more deeply into this and should have a greater 
understanding of what is required County wide 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
There is an issue with Wiltshire not holding sufficient available planning sites. This has allowed planning to be passed which is 
not within the core strategy. What is Wiltshire Council planning to do about this. Example Pound Farm development in Lyneham 
was passed when there is no local need for such a large development. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural209 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Corsham Town Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Agree 40% as a minimum requirement. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Agree with approach set out in CP44. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, we do think this is worth pursuing and not just in rural areas. This would ensure some smaller dwellings remain into the 
future. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The requirements are acceptable. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural210 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Langley Burrell PC 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on this Consultation. My Council has asked me to forward the following comments 
to you.  
The Council understand that your Council has proposed that Chippenham is to be one of three Market Towns in Wiltshire that 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
In considering the planning for rural areas proposals contained within the "Looking to the future, Empowering Rural Communities" 
documentation, the Council agrees with the principles and Core Policy alterations proposed to retain the rural identity and 
character of the rural areas surrounding the Principle towns and Large villages and in doing so stresses that the retention of the 
rural areas as envisaged provides considerable benefits to urban dwellers who can access the countryside for leisure purposes 
through retained and enhanced rights of ways. The Council is pleased at the importance placed on Neighbourhood Planning in 



the Review and trusts that your future decision making will wholeheartedly support these principles. Being within the Chippenham 
Community Area the Parish Council has looked closely at the proposals for Chippenham and note that all potential development 
sites have been appraised and conclusions made that sustainable development should take place within the eastern and 
southern areas of Chippenham and not to the west, infringing on the important A350 strategic boundary policy and to the north 
encroaching further into the Langley Burrell Without Parish extending into areas north of the linking road under construction from 
the A350 to the 84069.  
The Council is particularly pleased to see the rejection of the Barrow Farm area of our Parish and the reasons given and in 
passing simply make the points that the area is of high landscape value, has land drainage problems, is very close to the 
important Birds Marsh natural habitat and its' development would bisect the Parish creating a western and eastern divide. In 
addition it would also be a loss to those who seek countryside leisure opportunities through the rights of way network.  
The Parish Council agrees that your conclusions are the most sensible solutions to accommodate the perceived levels of growth.  
With this in mind the Parish Council considers that your Council's proposals contained in a "Planning for Chippenham" Report 
should be supported and that areas noted as Sites 1, 2 and 3 should become the allocated zones for expansion in the Local Plan 
Review. The Council wishes to stress that any suggestion that any Chippenham expansion into those areas should be serviced 
by single carriage distribution roads, as suggested in the present Future Chippenham proposals, is not acceptable and that the 
Local Plan should determine a long-term policy to provide a relief link road similar to the A350 to produce similar northern and 
eastern strategic boundaries to the town. This would involve the inclusion of land zoning for a dual carriageway transport corridor 
and suitable infrastructure put in place at locations where culverts, bridges, viaducts, etc would be required involving road, rail, 
river and canal crossings and other landscape features. The conclusion being that there should be no further development 
encroachment to the north and east of Chippenham to the detriment of all of the Rural Parish landscapes surrounding the  
town.  
Consequently, the Parish Council considers that the long term policies must include a relief link road to be taken from the A350 
around to the east of Chippenham to the A4 and onwards to the south reconnecting with the A350. This principle would provide 
the long-term solution to traffic congestion and navigation around the town and create the strategic boundaries.  
The Parish Council trusts that their observations will be taken into consideration when the matters are taken further. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural211 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Nadder Community Land 
Trust 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
In general yes. (i) needs more emphasis 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No it's an infringement of rights 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
gross distortion of housing stock 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
appropriate 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
unhappy with time given to respond 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural212 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire Councillor for 
Winsley and Westwood 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes. Communities within the wider catchment of Bath in particular have witnessed a sharp rise in housing prices, presenting real 
challenges for key workers, the lower paid, young adults who have grown up locally, to stay living in their communities. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
It is important to stress how important point iv is to our communities. It is absolutely essential that environmental and landscape 
protections are not compromised. The communities I represent are set within the beautiful countryside of the West Wiltshire 



Green Belt, and part of the Cotswolds AONB. These protections are incredibly important to our communities and must be 
prioritised when assessing planning proposals.  
Neighbourhood Planning must be front and centre of decision-making on any development within our village communities, with 
any targets for new housing made locally. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This is certainly something worth exploring. A key part of meeting future housing needs will be to provide accessible housing for 
older people. However, over recent years, every time a bungalow built for that purpose comes on the market, it is snapped up 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
An analysis of existing local housing mix in rural villages, large and small, and alignment with the production of robust and 
meaningful Neighbourhood Plans. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
The housing requirements for Winsley and Westwood are noted. Both villages are set within the Green Belt and it is absolutely 
imperative that this Green Belt protection is respected and left untouched. Therefore, housing requirements for these villages sh 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The importance of the West Wilts Green Belt and Cotswolds AONB to our communities cannot be overstated. These protections 
must be respected and left untouched when considering how to meeting future growth. If this means that growth needs to be met 
in parts of the HMA that is not constrained by these crucial protections, then that is the course that should be taken. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural213 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
This should be minimum. 
There should also be a requirement for schemes of 3 or 4 dwellings where 1 must be affordable as developers seem to be 
developing sites of up to 5 dwellings (often very large properties) to get around this requirement. 
I live in a 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I believe more should be done by Wiltshire Council to help self-builders to find and develop small plots. 
For example, myself and my partner are both on an average wage, currently live in a two bedroom house but would like to move 
to a three bedroom property for when we have children. 



However, we cannot afford any property that comes up for sale locally. A two bed affordable house which has just been built in 
our village would cost (after researching) a total of approximately £800 per month in mortgage and rent payments. That is almost 
double what we are currently paying - how is that affordable? 
We could reasonably afford to purchase a small plot of land and build a 3 bedroom house but small plot availability is extremely 
limited or if it is a larger plot, it always goes to a developer. 
Additionally, a self builder generally builds to stay in that property for life and therefore, it is built to a high standard. 
Developers come into areas and build houses purely based on profit which use the cheapest materials possible and only meet 
the regulations and rules where they have to. 
A three bedroom house (on the same site as above) has just been built and it has one parking space and one garage. It therefore 
meets the planning rules for parking. However, the garage would be nearly impossible to accommodate anything apart from a 
Smart car. Therefore, this three bedroom property which is bound to have at least two cars has now added to the problem of 
already limited parking in the area. 
Finally, Wiltshire Council must push for renewable products to be included in both self build and developer built properties. Again, 
referring to the above site (Friars Lane, Urchfont), all properties have had LPG installed for the domestic hot water/heating. 
Whereas these could all be adequately heated by an Air Source Heat Pump. Also, three of the properties are south facing so 
would be perfect for solar panels (both hot water and electric) and the remaining properties have east/west roofs so would also 
be suitable for a 'split-roof' system of solar panels. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural214 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): NA 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
I agree that 40% would appear to be a reasonable proportion in general, but the particular needs of particular areas which are 
supposed to be identified by local communities through a "Rural Housing Needs Survey" would require a great deal more 
encouragem 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
This seems a reasonable and fair approach, though I am always interested to learn how the protection of affordable housing 
operates after re-sale. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This could be the case.   There are many instances within Steeple Ashton of old small cottages being increased in size since they 
would not in this day and age be found habitable otherwise.   But modern cottages, built with modern ideas of necessary space 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
I don't know.   There is a need to attract the attention of the 20-30 age group within a community and get them to produce first 
hand information about their difficulties in making a first purchase. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I can only answer for Steeple Ashton, which had its last large speculative building development on a farm site in late 1990s.   
This was for 16 houses.   There is a 9-dwelling development in the pipeline on the southern outskirts.   In the present circums 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
My replies have been influenced entirely by the imprecise requirements of the Steeple Ashton community itself :  imprecise 
because of the considerable difficulties of producing a neighbourhood plan, but in which affordable housing will be a major factor.   
A rural and farming community such as ours is prepared for development, but should be protected from the speculative builder 
with only "executive homes" in his vision. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural215 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sutton Benger 
Neighbourhood Development Plan Group 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We would agree a target of 40%, but need to see more survey data to confirm that this was actually needed to support the local 
population to stay in their first choice location. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Two areas where we think the Policy may need altering or strengthening. Firstly this just relates to housing, but sustainable 
communities need more than dwelling upon dwelling. Its not just about numbers  and tenures of houses, but how they fit into the 
local community and the existing local services. 



Part v. refers to 20 houses; and our view is that 10 is the existing number  - and if so it should be retained at 10. If not then this 
number should be reduced to 10 to maximise the number of opportunities. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
We do not think it is sensible to place a restriction on people extending their homes. Many people extend their homes because it 
is cheaper than moving, as price points in the village are high which means that growing families would need to move away from 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
We are concerned that these figures are not being enforced, through the current Development Control processes, and wonder if 
they will ever be a useful tool to direct developers to the areas the Council feels should be developed. Sutton Benger shows a 
nee 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
A new core policy is proposed to be introduced but this is not detailed enough to be a policy; it is not clear what the impact will be 
for villages who do not yet have a neighbourhood development plan - its mentioned that it may be necessary for the Council to 
allocate sites. This may be achieved by a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan. What exactly does this mean - 
what criteria will the council be following, what protection will be given to the village to ensure that the development is suitable 
and appropriate.  Will a housing needs survey be done before this is imposed? What consultation will their be with the village? 
For a village that is in the process of developing a NDP that does NOT allocate sites, what will the impact be and will they be 
afforded protection by the NDP stating that they do not require any more housing, and that they have taken enough houses to 
meet their target. 
For our village (Sutton Benger) we have taken a large amount of development , against the communities wishes and not 
supported by WC's own policies.  Speculative development within the village should be rebutted by WC own policies and support 
should be given to communities where a NDP is not yet in place to protect them from this type of development.  For example; in 
the consultation document it shows that Sutton Benger housing requirement is only 3 houses to 2036 - so why have plans 
totalling 100’s of houses even been considered? 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural216 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes but affordable homes are not affordable, you look at what people who have been brought up around here earn and realise 
why the houses are not affordable to us. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Allowing people who have moved in from other areas that cause trouble to mix in them will never work. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Look the access, fordinbridge roads can't cope with their new houses, Downton will be worse. Schools doctors etc are already 
under pressure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural217 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
From the perspective of a resident of Whitley I do not agree with this proposed change. As Whitley is really a “Small Village” 
when the extent of services and infrastructure are considered, I would prefer decisions to be made on a case-by-case basis withi 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I assume you refer to Core Policy 44? 



From the perspective of a resident of Whitley I do not agree with the approach. This is because we already have a mix of 
affordable housing and any development beyond our Settlement Boundaries will have a detrimental impact of the distinctness of 
our local communities where we need to guard against a merger of the local settlements. 
There are important elements of the existing Core Policy 44 that are missing from the proposed revised version. For example I 
think the existing cap of 10 dwellings is a better balance for our community. Also I think it is important to retain a reference to 
local employment and services – especially as in Whitley these are very limited. In this context Whitley should surely be 
categorised as a “small village” for this consultation. I would not wish to support growth in housing in the village without those 
local employment opportunities and services as it will just generate more traffic (e.g. from people commuting to employment 
outside the village) and put a strain on already limited services and infrastructure.  My preference is therefore to retain the current 
version of the policy. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
It is not clear which part of “Empowering Rural Communities” is being referred to here.  If its about the proportions of affordable 
housing, then I do not agree. See above.  If it is related to Core Policy 44 changes, then I do not agree. See above. 
If it 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Again the question is not clear as to how it relates to the document. Assuming its about my final points above then I think you 
would need to take cognisance of: 
• the results of a new survey to better establish demand (in Whitley); 
• the need to compare 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 



within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Significantly lower. The proposals for Shaw and Whitley are completely unsustainable. I think the methodology is flawed. Also I 
think it is incorrect to categorise Shaw and Whitley as a single “Large Village” in the context of this consultation. 
I believe 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I have struggled to understand the document “Empowering Local Communities”. It is a hard read.  It might make sense to a 
planning expert, but if the strategy is to “empower rural communities” then it needs to be set out in a much clearer way - it is a 
hard read. The questions in this Questionnaire do not readily link to the narrative in the document.  Please extend the 
consultation period to allow time for others in my community to comment.  Awareness of this consultation is very low indeed. I 
strongly recommend that you re-set the clock and to get the message out properly I think you should summarise the key points 
on a single page and post it to all households - because many residents here have no access to the internet and those that do 
have struggled to find the key documents and to understand them. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural218 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
With regard to affordable housing I would prefer to stick to the arrangements set out in the existing Core Policy 44 rather that the 
proposed revision, but with the opportunity to review allocations on a case-by-case basis for Shaw and Whitley within a cap of 
30% on schemes over 5 because: 
• this will allow some flexibility should employment opportunities change over time; 
• it may be possible for single affordable houses to be built on infill plots; 



• brownfield sites may become available over time (but they are nevertheless expected to be minimal); 
• local services and employment will not support affordable housing at a rate of 40%; 
• significant affordable housing exists in close proximity to the villages anyway. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
I would support an allocation of approx. 20 houses because: 
• this would be consistent with the Neighbourhood Plan proposals and allow some growth beyond that; 
• these levels would be more sustainable taking into account services and employment. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The proposed allocation of 95 houses for Shaw and Whitley (almost a 20% increase the current number of houses) is excessive 
and unsustainable because: 



• the levels of infrastructure, services and employment opportunities in the villages is very low; 
• I d 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I recommend that you extend the consultation period because: 
• the document was not easy to find; 
• the document is difficult to understand for people without planning experience; 
• many residents in the villages are unaware of the consultation as many have limited access to the internet, and when they do 
become aware through word of mouth most are outraged; 
• the proposals are radical and there is a feeling that they are being rushed through without time for proper consideration at a 
time when people have many other strategic things to worry about (e.g. connected with the pandemic). 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural219 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 219 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
Para 8.  It is vital that planning supports the role of these settlements; that they grow in ways that sustain them. This means 
they should continue to accommodate new homes both on a scale that matches their size and importance and in ways that best 
meet 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Supporting Rural Business, Services and Facilities 
The role of local service centres, large and small villages  
Para 29.  Large Villages are defined as settlements with a more limited range of employment, services and facilities. 
Development will be lim 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



The role of local service centres, large and small villages  
Para 29. Large Villages are defined as settlements with a more limited range of employment, services and facilities. Development 
will be limited to that needed to help meet their housing needs and improve employment opportunities, services and facilities. In 
response to consultation feedback, it is proposed to add Bulford and Durrington to those settlements already designated which 
enables these distinctive communities to plan for their own future. 
This policy of assessing housing allocation on the basis of the housing needs of the community under study conflicts with the 
allocation of housing by population.  No account is taken of the population age distribution and potential homes in adjacent 
communities. 
Calculating the requirement para 43 - Appendix One shows the Council’s draft housing requirements for Local Service Centres 
and Large Villages over the plan period. It also explains how these figures have been arrived at. Planning policy seeks to ensure 
that housing in rural areas is constrained to preserve the countryside. 
The figure assessed for North Bradley village appears well out of scale for the results of a Housing Needs Survey carried out a 
couple of years ago. Para 48.  Two exceptions have been made to reflect the unique circumstances for those settlements: 
 • In recognition of its close proximity to Trowbridge and the limitations that this relationship with the Principal Settlement puts on 
the capacity of the village to grow, the housing requirement for Hilperton has therefore been set to match existing commitments. 
• The Large Village of Durrington has also been set to match the commitments to reflect the significant number of homes to be 
provided.  
The emphasis is strongly focussed on numbers.  Surely an holistic planning approach must look at the full range of 
characteristics of an area, how the population is composed and the relationship to adjacent communities?   
The role of neighbourhood plans  
Para 60.  What new homes each community plans for will need to take account of evidence of local need and what opportunities 
exist. Requirements provide the level of new homes considered appropriate to support the role of the settlement. Actual levels 
determined by each community may exceptionally be less (where justified) or sometimes more depending upon local evidence. 
I support the statement in this last sentence.   However, this is contradicted by the housing allocations to villages. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural220 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Para 85.  In response to this feedback, the method for determining the neighbourhood area housing requirements has been 
further reviewed and refined to take into account: 
• The actual size of the settlement both geographically and number of dwellings;  
• 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural221 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I am writing to express my concerns regarding the current consultation to provide 95 new homes in Shaw and Whitley  
These 2 villages are quite separate and have different characteristics. Neither has significant local services such as shops, 
medical faci 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural222 
 

 
Consultee code: Landowner 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Durrington Square Limited 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
A figure of 30% would be reasonable. However, the best way to make housing affordable is to provide a sufficient supply to 
balance the supply/demand equation and to ensure there is a good mix. Prices are unaffordable mainly because of the 
constraints on d 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



Where developers and landowners actively engage in community consultation and submit those responses as part of an 
application those developments should be given greater weight. Councils should be prepared to engage in partnerships rather 
than just allocate a housing zoning and leave the developer to get on with it. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The general tone seems to be in isolation. For example is affordable housing more important than employment land or open 
space? Policy should allow the consideration of rezoning private recreation 
land to provide affordable housing/employment and public r 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Applying restrictions is difficult. For example, people now extend houses as moving is more expensive than it was 20 years ago 
when stamp duty particularly was lower and encouraged a mobile workforce. 
Allowing extensions enables more efficient use of exis 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
The provision should allow flexibility for logical infill sites using natural boundaries such as roads. This is especially the case 
where some sites, which have been allocated for housing for many years, have simply not been taken up, such as SHLAA site 
S98. If there is demonstrable demand for employment use/housing, that demand should be met if it includes other benefits for the 
community. For example, a scheme might include a free transfer of open space to the District or Town Council that will provide 
recreation/open space in perpetuity, where no such provision exists. An example is our site 3410 where Durrington Town Council 
had a lease of private land up to December 2019, when the lease expired. Since then, the land has been in private recreation use 
only (apart from some trespassers). 
If some development is allowed to meet demand, the remainder of the land could be transferred to the Town Council as part of a 
planning consent. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Durrington Square Ltd has an interest in SHLAA site 3410, Durrington. 
The Empowering Rural Communities document only refers to employment uses in paragraph 7. This is a very scant reference, 
given that Strategic Objective 1 in the Core Policy is ‘to deliver a thriving economy’. The entire focus of the document is on 
housing. Furthermore, Core Policy 1 states Development at Large and Small Villages will be limited to that needed to help meet 
the housing needs of settlements and to improve employment opportunities, services and facilities. However, no employment 
sites are identified in Durrington.  
Core Policy 2 in 4.18 states The Delivery Strategy recognises that, in some settlements, new jobs have not necessarily been 
delivered alongside new homes. It therefore seeks to strengthen communities, wherever possible, by allowing appropriate growth 
to provide for the most sustainable pattern of development within Wiltshire which seeks to reduce the need to travel and help 
redress the imbalance between jobs and homes. No such policy has been implemented for employment sites in many Large 
Villages, including Durrington. 
Paragraph 5.19 of the Core Strategy states ‘the need to make Durrington and Bulford more selfcontained. 
They will have more local services and facilities to meet their own needs, meaning that functionally these settlements are less 
reliant on Amesbury’ Demonstrably this has not happened as the employment opportunities are restricted through the lack of 
premises both for business units and shops. The Local Plan should provide for employment sites to be approved. 
5.22 of the Core Strategy further reiterates that Durrington and Bulford will also have become more self-contained. They will have 
more services and facilities to meet their own needs, meaning that functionally these settlements are less reliant on Amesbury. 



This is a repeat of 5.19, so is clearly perceived as important. For this to happen flexibility must be allowed to create employment 
premises. 
The only employment land referred to in the Core Policy 4 is: 
Boscombe Down Saved Salisbury District Plan allocation 7 ha employment  
Porton Down Saved Salisbury District Plan allocation 10 ha employment 
Core Policy 34 states that Outside the Principal Settlements, Market Towns and Local Service Centres, developments will be 
supported that…are for new and existing rural based businesses within or adjacent to Large and Small Villages..: This must be 
recognised and reflected in the Local Plan to allow new local employment creation. Consequently, existing settlement boundaries 
should not be an impediment to employment creation. In fact if a proposed employment development is outside the Settlement 
Boundary there should be a presumption in favour of approval as mixing commercial and residential can be undesirable for a 
number of reasons, including traffic, noise and aesthetics. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural223 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Salisbury Diocesan Board of 
Finance 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Salisbury Diocesan Board of Finance 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 223 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
These representations have been prepared by Strutt & Parker on behalf of the Salisbury Diocesan Board of Finance (“SDBF”) in 
respect of its Glebe Estate land across Wiltshire, much of which is located within or adjacent to villages across the county. 
The 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



These representations have been prepared by Strutt & Parker on behalf of the Salisbury Diocesan Board of Finance (“SDBF”) in 
respect of its Glebe Estate land across Wiltshire, much of which is located within or adjacent to villages across the county. 
The recently published report Coming Home, Tackling the Housing Crisis Together (The Commission of the Archbishops of 
Canterbury and York on Housing, Church and Community, February 2021) expresses the aim of the Church to use its land 
assets to promote more truly affordable homes, through developments that deliver on the five core values of being “sustainable, 
safe, stable, sociable and satisfying”. However, this will only be possible if the planning system and local planning policy supports 
and permits the use of land and buildings to respond creatively to the housing need in communities. 
Turning to the proposed revisions to Core Policy 44, in terms of rural exception sites, we recommend that development proposals 
should be supported where their primary purpose is to provide affordable housing to meet local needs, provided it has clear 
support from the local community through evidenced consultation and its scale and type is appropriate to the nature of the 
settlement and will respect the character and setting of that settlement. The size of the development should not be artificially 
constrained by an arbitrary upper limit or percentage growth figure. The policy should ensure that provision for self and custom 
build affordable homes is supported where it meets the other policy criteria. 
We support cross-subsidy/market housing, but with a flexible proportion of open market housing up to 50% where it can be 
demonstrated that the site would be unviable as an exception site without cross-subsidy, and/or where it is proven essential to 
provide a balanced and sustainable community, with evidence of support from a Community Land Trust or other community 
representation. The number, type and size of open market homes should reflect the future need of the community allowing 
sensible levels of incremental growth rather than seeking to constrain rural areas. 
We also support the provision for development in villages to be brought forward by a Community Land Trust, including up to 50% 
open market housing where it can be demonstrated that it would meet an identified local need. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 



 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
These representations have been prepared by Strutt & Parker on behalf of the Salisbury Diocesan Board of Finance (“SDBF”) in 
respect of its Glebe Estate land across Wiltshire, much of which is located within or adjacent to villages across the county. 
The recently published report Coming Home, Tackling the Housing Crisis Together (The Commission of the Archbishops of 
Canterbury and York on Housing, Church and Community, February 2021) expresses the aim of the Church to use its land 
assets to promote more truly affordable homes, through developments that deliver on the five core values of being “sustainable, 
safe, stable, sociable and satisfying”. However, this will only be possible if the planning system and local planning policy supports 
and permits the use of land and buildings to respond creatively to the housing need in communities. 
The Empowering Rural Communities topic paper at paragraph 6 states that the Local Plan Review is “looking at ways it can 
empower and not frustrate local initiatives and facilitate meeting needs whilst continuing to protect the countryside”, however it is 
our view that the proposed strategy as outlined in the topic power will not necessarily empower all communities and the 
landowners and developers who wish to work with them, especially in the more rural parts of the County, particularly when the 
Council proceeds to state at paragraph 43 that “planning policy seeks to ensure that housing in rural areas is constrained”. 
Current and proposed planning policy outlines that there is a presumption against granting planning permission outside 
designated settlements in all but a limited range of circumstances. The Council’s approach to identifying housing requirements for 
rural areas in this consultation has by and large been dictated by levels of previous delivery in these settlements. However, this 



delivery has in turn been artificially constrained by restrictive planning policy, thus creating a self-perpetuating shortage of new 
homes in rural settlements, particularly in smaller villages. 
National planning policy as outlined in the Framework clearly states at paragraph 78 that “To promote sustainable development in 
rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should 
identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services.” However, the topic paper 
states that within smaller villages “some modest development may be appropriate to respond to local needs and contribute to the 
vitality of rural communities but generally limited to infill” (our emphasis). It is our view that in a sound Local Plan, the Council 
should be planning more positively for the rural areas and not creating a policy context where the needs of rural communities are 
generally provided for by speculative infill developments. 
The Framework is clear that small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the housing 
requirement of an area, and are often built-out relatively quickly. Paragraph 68 of the Framework states that “To promote the 
development of a good mix of sites local planning authorities should identify, through the development plan and brownfield 
registers, land to accommodate at least 10% of their housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare”. As such, we 
recommend that Local Plan Review reflects this by providing a policy framework where such an ambition can be achieved, 
particularly through flexibly enabling incremental and sensitively planned development within and/or adjacent to settlement 
boundaries in villages. 
Furthermore, the Council identifies across the topic papers published for consultation that the impact of the current COVID-19 
pandemic is also likely to increase home working permanently, reducing net out commuting to other settlements and further 
boosting local demand. Therefore, we recommend that the Local Plan Review reflects this move to rural living by providing 
opportunities for appropriate levels of development within rural areas and that these are supported by the necessary 
infrastructure to enable homeworking. 
The Local Plan could also explore enabling more self-build and encouraging the role of small housebuilders in providing homes 
for rural communities. The decline of small housebuilders – an 80% reduction over the last 30 years – along with the 
consolidation of larger housebuilders, means that the market has become more concentrated in recent years. Policies should 
support the entry and expansion of small and medium builders in the market, for example by introducing a requirement for a 
minimum proportion of overall sites to be small sites in line with paragraph 68 of the Framework. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural224 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. I agree that there is a crying need for a significant proportion of new housing to be "affordable", by which I mean that it can 
be accessed with little or no capital and with less secure income than would be required to secure a mortgage. But, the loc 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes, but the devil is the detail of each individual proposal. What is the criteria by which "identified local need" is justified? 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Against a background of a proposal for a substantial "urbanisation" of rural spaces and communities, this seems like trying to 
"shut the door after the horse has bolted". 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
See above. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
There is assumption here that these numbers represent a genuine requirement. Please see my response the first question. If the 
bulk of the UK's housing requirement is for affordable housing, I would expect the demand to based around urban centres and 
not 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
Overall, the wrong sort of housing development in the wrong locations that appear to be of principal benefit to developers and not 
unlikely to address the long-term housing needs. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural226 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
As residents of Whitley, we write to object to the proposals included in the current Wiltshire Local Plan Review. We hope that 
responding by email is acceptable as we found the response format to be unwieldly and inappropriate for individual residents to 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural227 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Clerk to Great Hinton Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Great Hinton Parish council were shocked to see how much fertile Agricultural land has been include for building in the local plan.  
After the Virus this year it is felt that UK needs to be able to provide food for its population rather than import it. Surly building on 
this much green land is not helping the situation.  
Great Hinton was also shocked to see that the building suggested included agricultural land across the A350 from Trowbridge. 
This would be extending Trowbridge further into much needed agricultural land & increase the risk that Trowbridge would swallow 
up many small villages.  
Building houses so near a very busy main road would only mean the new houses residents would suffer from pollution & noise 
from the A350.  



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural228 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I wish to state my objection to any proposals to build houses in the area between Hilperton and the canal and river on the 
following grounds. 
This is one of the few remaining areas for local residents to walk in the countryside with uninterrupted views over the surround 
area. An activity that has proved so important to local residents particularly in these difficult times. 
Housing in this area would change the rural nature completely. 
This is an important wildlife area which would be destroyed. 
Additional strain would be put on already congested through routes. 
The rural nature of the village would be lost for ever. 
Residents would be travelling by car to find somewhere to walk. 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural230 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
There is an increased risk of flooding with any new development.  This is particularly relevant to Whitley which has suffered badly 
from flooding in the past.   
The Neighbourhood Plan clearly states that the building of new houses in our area is not needed as the quota has already been 
exceeded. 



Whitley is an ancient village with several listed buildings.  The proposed developments would not be in line with our current 
surroundings. 
We strongly object to any new development 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Both villages do not need this influx of new buildings. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural231 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Fovant Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
At it’s February meeting Fovant Parish Council discussed the four questions highlighted in the Empowering Rural Communities 
document which is an element of Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan 2016-2036 which is currently out for consultation until March 9th. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
There were some reservations in relation to the changes in Core Policy 44, notably the issue of cross subsidisation of affordable 
housing development by having a proportion of said development made up of open market housing.   If such a policy were to 



make an otherwise unviable affordable housing development possible then it can be seen as a positive change.  The 
reservations noted where in relation to who the true beneficiaries might be of such a policy 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
We also agreed with the principle of using planning restrictions on smaller properties to protect the availability of smaller 
properties within a rural community. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



FPC did not have any additional comment to make on the housing allocations estimated for small and large villages described 
within the Empowering Rural Communities document 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural233 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The plan to build all these houses on the north side of the Downton road has many reasons why NOT. 1 This field floods most 
years to a lesser or greater degree and if this water is diverted where too, where ever it is will only cause floods in Britford even 
more than happens now ( I can supply photos of Britford  Floods) 2 where is all the traffic going to go at peak times? 3 where will 
the children go to school ? 4 when tourist come to Salisbury on that road it give a wonderful view of the town and Cathedral, 
There has been a series of  damage done to Salisbury over the time I have lived here, is this to be yet another like the Road to 
Nowhere, the inner Ring road instead of a bypass , the bus station the police station shall I go on as there are many many more 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural234 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Winsley Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, the Council supports the proposed target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings in the 
rural area.  In fact, it is felt that the level of affordable homes in rural area should be set at 50%, as a means of re-dressing t 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The proposed revisions to Core Policy 44 are enterprising and if they could be implemented would go a significant way toward 
establishing the housing stock needed for a sustainable community, while safeguarding environmental and landscape 
considerations.  The Council agrees with the approach set out in the proposed revised Core Policy 44. 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
It is understood that these questions relate specifically to the proposal to withdraw automatic permission for house extension on 
new small homes.  Recently significant extensions of small homes have skewed the range of housing in Winsley toward large 
and 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
West Wiltshire. The baseline indicative housing requirement 2016-2036 for Winsley is acknowledged.   It is recognised that a 
neighbourhood plan will allow the community to evidence local housing needs and identify what opportunities exist for the 
developm 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Winsley is categorised a Large Village for the purpose of the Local Plan Review.   It is assumed that the definition of Large 
Village used in the Local Plan is the same as the one used as part of the Rural Facilities Report 2012.  In that report 'when 
looking at settlement size and facilities and services a larger settlement is often an indication of a greater number of facilities and 
services'.  Although Winsley Parish Council does not contest this assumption, Winsley has very few businesses and commercial 
services to sustain it in terms of either employment and/or provision of services.  Hence access to businesses and commercial 
services and employment largely means a commute to either Bath and onwards to Bristol or east to Trowbridge.   Although the 
wider housing need is recognised, business and employment opportunities within the community are likely to be the high priority 
in order for Winsley to become a sustainable community.  Development of market housing in Winsley would simply lead to 
increased levels of commuting.   Although modal shift to active transport and greater use of public transport might offset this 
change, it could not be achieved without significant increase in either public transport provision and major improvements to active 
transport routes (cycling and walking).   
As the Planning Authority is aware Winsley started the process of developing a Neighbourhood Plan but ceased work on it in 
2014, when it was decided by Wiltshire Council that there was no requirement for housing in the community.   Despite the 'false 
start' to developing a Neighbourhood Plan, and in recognition of the wider housing need, the Community is likely to welcome 
opportunity to recommence work on a Neighbourhood Plan, and would complete a Rural Housing Needs Survey as part of that 
process.  It is recognised that the Neighbourhood Plan development process would allow the community to identify areas for 
development within the settlement boundary, as well as define the direction for the community in terms of facilities and services.  
Despite this tacit support for having another go at a Neighbourhood Plan, there is concern over the period that a Neighbourhood 
Plan would be in force.  Throughout the Local Plan review there are very helpful footnotes that clarify how proposed policy 
changes relate to the NPPF.  It is interesting to note that despite the warning at para 69 of the Local Plan Review: Empowering 
Rural Communities, which states that 'Neighbourhood plan areas, however, do not benefit from the additional protection against 
speculative development if their neighbourhood plans are more than two years old' there is no proposal in the Local Plan review 
as to how the planning authority might extend/underwrite the authority/validity of neighbourhood plans.  Despite some of the 
benefits of a Neighbourhood Plan, the fact potential developers might simply wait until a neighbourhood plan lapses causes some 
concern.  In some quarters, there is suggestion that since the introduction of neighbourhood planning in 2011, it seems to have 
proved much more problematic in practice than in theory.  In one case where a neighbour plan was challenged in the courts, a 
judge agreed that the provisions could aptly be described as a “statutory thicket” . 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural235 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wootton Rivers Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
Rural235 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
• We agree that being more specific about “affordable housing” will be helpful but terms like ‘key workers’, ‘entry level’, 
‘smaller homes’ etc. will need unambiguous definition 
• We do not agree that potential sites for development should be identified i 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Core Policy 44  



• We strongly agree with the constraints preventing developments of more than 20 houses or more than 5% of the current 
settlement size 
• We strongly agree that development in villages should be limited to infill, so are not comfortable with the suggestion that 
development in villages should be “… generally limited to infill …”, which is too vague. The wording of the current definition of 
“infill” should be retained 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
• We do not support the idea of a 100 metre buffer, if it is meant to apply to the built area of small villages 
• We strongly support the view that no development target should be set for “green space” 
• We seek confirmation that Core Policy 48 will remai 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
• We agree that the priority for development should be proportional growth of Service Centres (Pewsey) and Large Villages 
(Burbage and Great Bedwyn) 
• We agree that Rural Housing Needs Surveys will be important tools but they must focus on real community 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
• As stated in our Neighbourhood Plan, we support the suggestion that significant extension of smaller, new homes should 
be prevented by denying “permitted development” rights Neighbourhood Plans 
• We agree that a current NP may still be relevant and in line with the updated Local Plan 
• We agree that it may be helpful to update a NP when material change has occurred e.g. after new development has taken 
place  
• We believe it to be utterly unreasonable, impractical and unaffordable for a small community to be required to produce a 
new Neighbourhood Plan every two years (in the event that Wiltshire Council cannot meet its 5 year land supply target) 
• If a NP is only effective for two years after it has been “made”, then villages need guidance on how they can contribute 
effectively to the Local Plan without creating a completely new Neighbourhood Plan 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural236 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Home Builders Federation 
(HBF) 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Any proposed changes to site thresholds (from 10 to 5 dwellings) and / or the percentage of affordable housing provision (from 
30% to 40%) in the rural areas should be viability tested. 
In plan-making, viability is inseparable from the deliverability of 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The HBF have no comments on community-led housing or the proposed revisions to Core Policy 44. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The Council should carefully consider proposals to remove permitted development rights on small homes. The Council would not 
wish to be responsible for unintended consequences such as overcrowding if in the future the housing needs of residents change 
and 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 
No HBF comment. 
 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The HBF consider that housing requirements should be higher. 
The Council is proposing a plan period of 2016 – 2036. The HBF consider that this plan period is inappropriate. If the Wiltshire 
Local Plan Review (LPR) is adopted in the first quarter of 2023 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
No further HBF comments. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural237 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): sc5planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 237 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The current status of Upavon as a ‘large village’ within the Swindon Housing Market Area (emanating from the current Core 
Strategy) is supported by Kitewood. It is also important to emphasise that unlike the majority of settlements in the ‘rest of’ the Sw 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
We write on behalf of Kitewood Estates Ltd (‘Kitewood’) to make representations in relation to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review 
which runs to Tuesday, 9 March 2021. The representation seeks to promote the allocation of site referenced 582 in the Council ’s 
Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) for housing. The site is shown on the SHELAA map 
for Upavon and the site assessment is available in the SHELAA 2017, Appendix 5.11 Pewsey) (see enclosed plan). 
The circa 1.6985ha greenfield site has been identified as being suitable for development with an indicative development capacity 
of 62 dwellings in the SHELAA however, at the time of the assessment in 2017, the Council was unaware of its availability, so it 



was not regarded as a deliverable site.  However, Kitewood wrote to the Council in February 2020 to confirm the Site’s availability 
and this correspondence was acknowledged by the Council (see enclosed correspondence). 
Kitewood is a privately owned development company and specialise in the delivery of bespoke residential and residential led 
mixed-use schemes in London and the wider South East. Kitewood intend to bring the site forward for housing development and 
consider it should be specifically allocated for housing in the Local Plan Review process. It would have a dwelling capacity of 
circa 50-65 dwellings and would be a logical extension to the existing settlement of Upavon – which is specified as a ‘large 
village’ in the existing Core Strategy and also in the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ document produced as part of the Local 
Plan Review process. Whilst it is understood from the Local Plan Review Spatial Strategy that the allocation of sites within large 
villages maybe a matter for Neighbourhood Plans, it is also stated that site allocations could take place in the context of the Local 
Plan Review itself. Kitewood would support the specific allocation of sites in large villages through the Local Plan Review process 
rather than necessarily await settlement 
allocations arising from a Neighbourhood Plan process that could significantly delay delivery of sites, which in principle can come 
forward in accordance with Local Plan Review policies. There appears to be no Neighbourhood Plan in place at Upavon so the 
specific allocation of housing sites in this Local Plan Review would be the most efficient way of allocating housing sites. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural238 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Turley 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Castlewood Commercial Properties 
Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 238 B; RURAL 238 C; RURAL 238 D 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
affordable housing target needs to be justified through detailed viability testing which has not yet been made available for 
independent interrogation. It is therefore difficult at this time to agree whether or not a 40% target is appropriate based on via 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
In the Chippenham HMA it is proposed that 2,805 dwellings of the overall HMA housing requirement established by the Emerging 
Strategy will be directed towards the ‘Rest of the HMA’, i.e. the rural settlements which exist outside of the Principle Settlemen 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
BACKGROUND 



Underhill Nursery (‘the Site’) has previously been promoted through the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (WHSAP) and 
was a draft allocation in the Pre-Submission Draft before Wiltshire Council made the decision to defer allocations in Market 
Lavington to the Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan (MLNP). The WHSAP amended the settlement boundary of Market 
Lavington to include the built-up area of the Site. However, the settlement boundary excludes an area of land to the north-east of 
the Site that would make a logical and suitable extension to provide some additional dwellings along with potential areas for 
green infrastructure and SuDS provision. 
The Site was subsequently promoted through the MLNP although is not included as an allocation in the Referendum version of 
the MLNP. 
In the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (July 2017) the Site was assigned the reference number 
2055. It was assessed as being suitable with no suitability constraints, achievable, available, deliverable and developable in the 
short-term. THE OPPORTUNITY 
At this time we would like to reiterate to the Council the opportunity presented by the Site. The majority of the Site is located 
within the settlement boundary of Market Lavington with the remainder located immediately adjacent to it. Any residential 
development on this site would function as a genuine and integrated extension to the settlement, and residents would be able to 
access existing services and facilities by sustainable transport modes. 
The Site remains available for residential development and continues to be suitable with no suitability constraints. The Site 
therefore remains deliverable and developable in the short-term which would help the Council to secure a five year housing land 
supply whilst the delivery of more complex sites such as the proposed urban extensions to a number of principle settlements and 
market towns is ongoing through the planning process.We would note that the Plan period (2016-2036) does not allow for the 
Local Plan to “look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption” in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF, given 
that the current Local Plan Review timetable indicates adoption in Q2 of 2023. We recommend that the plan period is extended 
until at least 2038 to allow a minimum 15 year time horizon from adoption. This would of course necessitate the need to allocate 
sufficient land for development for a minimum of a further two years of requirement when compared to that presented in the 
Emerging Strategy. 
We are also concerned that there is an overreliance on Neighbourhood Plans to deliver the necessary housing requirements in 
rural settlements particularly in cases where a Neighbourhood Plan has already been made or is soon to go to Referendum. The 
Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan (MLNP) has a Plan period of 2018 to 2026 with the Referendum version proposing to 
allocate sites for 58 dwellings. The MLNP, if made, would need to be reviewed to realign itself with the Plan period of the Local 
Plan Review and to allocate sufficient sites to address the housing requirement set by the Local Plan Review. However, there is 
no guarantee that a review of the MLNP will be forthcoming to secure these additional allocations to meet the housing 
requirement. Therefore, the Council must define at what point it will intervene and secure sufficient sites to meet the housing 
requirement, either through a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan or by other means, if a review of the MLNP 



does not come forward in a reasonable timeframe. To ensure the plan is justified based on proportionate evidence it is 
considered that the Council should update the SHELAA prior to the further development of Local Plan policy. The latest published 
version (July 2017) is now coming up to four years old, and should be updated to ensure it provides an up to date assessment of 
the ability of settlements to accommodate additional growth, through suitable, available and achievable sites. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural239 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pro Vision Planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 239 A; RURAL 239 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Affordable Housing 
The proposal to set a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings in rural areas has not been 
justified. We note that it has not been subject to viability testing which should be a fundamental pre-requi 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Revised Core Policy 44 Rural Exceptions Sites  



The revised policy proposes the introduction of an arbitrary cap of 25% open market housing for rural exception sites. Whilst 
welcoming the acknowledgement that an element of market housing may be required to facilitate the delivery of rural exception 
site, the cap of 25% is not supported by evidence. It is therefore unjustified.  
The inclusion of an element of open market housing is very often required to facilitate the delivery of an exception site on the 
edge of the built-up area; particularly when it has visual, physical, and environmental capacity to accommodate development. By 
doing so it rewards the landowner who is prepared to bring forward a site to meet an identified local housing need in the short 
term, rather than retaining it in the hope of realising its full development potential at some stage in the future. The inclusion of an 
element of market housing is therefore an effective mechanism for acknowledging a site’s “hope value”.  
Whilst it is right that exception sites should be affordable housing led, the proportion of open market housing reasonably required 
to facilitate the release of suitable sites should be assessed in each case, having regard, inter alia, to the visual, physical, and 
environmental nature of the site.  
The Proposed Policy should therefore be amended as follows:  
Rural exception sites must primarily be led by an affordable housing proposal. The inclusion of up to 25% open market housing 
will only be considered where it can be demonstrated that the site would be unviable as an exception site without cross-subsidy, 
and/or where it is proven essential to provide a balanced and sustainable community, with evidence of support from a Community 
Land Trust or other community representation.  
New Core Policy Housing Requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area  
The Framework makes it clear that Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where 
this will support local services. “Where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services 
in a village nearby” (Paragraph 78). Therefore, the Local Plan should therefore allow for housing allocations to be made (by 
Neighbourhood Plans or otherwise) in groups of smaller settlements, in addition to at Local Service Centres and Large Villages. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 



 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural240 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I wish to register my concern regarding the move of Keevil village into another Housing Markey Area (HMA).  Keevil, the village  
(along with Semington, Steeple Ashton, Great Hinton, and Bulkington) currently finds itself in the Melksham Community Area 
represented by members of the Melksham Area Board when it comes to Wiltshire Council. However, in the fog of complicated 
and large reports, it appears Keevil has been moved to the Trowbridge Housing Market Area (HMA) for housing development. 
This is the only community area in Wiltshire split in this way. 
The Villages representative on Wiltshire Council, Councillor Seed has stated that "In my opinion, I don’t think the consultation on 
this Plan has been one of Wiltshire Council’s finest moments. I think there has been a lot of detail that people genuinely have not 
noticed because it has been in very large presentations and not been discussed in detail in public." 



I have to agree with his opinion and would urge that local residents be allowed a voice in these decisions. Personally, I believe 
the village would be best served by remaining within the Melksham (and hence Chippenham HMA). 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural241 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Whiteparish Parish council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Generally Agree.  
Need to avoid building housing which is unrequired just to meet a target.The % should be kept under review at local level as 
housing requirements may change as people move post pandemic.  
It might be better to target actual village need 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Agree.  



Removing 'permitted development' on new build smaller homes, should retain the wider mix of property types. Some 
consideration needs to be given to when this should be applied. 
Alternatively restrict square footage (as in the New Forest National Park where new builds are effectively restricted to maximum 
three bedrooms).  
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Generally agree. To retain the mix of housing types and sized in a given area.  However It is not viable or equitable to prevent 
people extending their homes to meet their family needs. National policies may assist by easier reducing moving costs such as 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Analyse the current mix of housing; details on planning applications for new housing within last five (ten?) years. Some sort of 
rolling survey on housing needs would be complex and bureaucratic. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
Development should be in areas which have services such as schools and surgeries as well as employment opportunities. Small 
and large villages are generally unsuited to large new developments 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. Need for an ongoing role of Parish Councils where there is no neighbourhood plan. 
In relation to large villages paragraph 39 states:  
“The general presumption against speculative housing proposals outside a settlement will apply. Site allocations will general ly be 
carried out by neighbourhood plans. Where this is not the case, it may be necessary for the Council to allocate sites. This may be 
achieved by a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan.” 
This implies that in the absence of a neighbourhood plan it may be necessary for Wiltshire Council to allocate sites, potentially 
based on the ‘housing site allocations plan’.  We think that it is also important that the Parish Council, as representatives of local 
communities should have a significant say in what sites are developed rather than suggesting this may just be determined by 
Wiltshire Council. We consider the ongoing role of Parish councils should also be reflected in the proposed New Core Policy 
wording. 
2. Extension of Settlement Boundaries by 100m buffer 
We note that paragraph 87 states:  
“A 100m buffer has now been added to each settlement boundary to ensure that their relationship with constraints in the 
immediate surrounds are also captured in case it is appropriate to consider greenfield sites adjacent to settlements for 
development when planning for growth. This does not, however, mean that development in these areas outside of the defined 
limits of development are automatically considered acceptable.” 
Whilst we can understand the underlying rationale for this exception it is equally important that this potential extension of the 
settlement boundaries by 100 m does not to lead to any automatic assumption of development in such areas and as importantly 
does not lead to a substantive change in the character and the nature of Large Villages such as Whiteparish. The agreement to 
the extant Settlement boundaries was subject to much detailed considerations previously. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural242 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire Community Land 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, we agree that this is the right policy. The question is whether it can be implemented effectively in the face of current 
government policies and `viability` claims  by developers 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
As a partner in Homes of our Own Wiltshire & Swindon, we welcome the strong emphasis on the potential role of community -led 
housing , although para 16 could point to potential  opportunities rather than confusions! 
We also welcome the emphasis on the importance of housing needs surveys for a wide range of different types of need eg key 
workers (paras 13 and 14) but we would stress the need for local involvement in such surveys to alert local residents (and 
workers), including help that may be needed for digital input. 



We very much welcome the strong role indicated for Neighbourhood Plans (eg paras 9,10, 17, 31,39,40,41, 58-69) which can 
and should play a key role in community led housing. However, we are concerned that this policy line, along with proposed 
restrictions on permitted development, appear to fly in the face of current government thinking (eg Planning White Paper etc) 
However, there are complex issues here for policy delivery and we would welcome further discussions at our forthcoming 
meetings of HooO on March 16th and the WCLT on April 22nd. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural243 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): West Lavington Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Councillors agreed on target 40% but would like clarification on breakdown on numbers and definition of “affordable housing” ie 
accessible, downsizing, sheltered, social, first timers, key workers. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes, generally.  Definition of Affordable needs to be defined in planning approvals so that social rented housing could be 
specified, or shared ownership, etc. according to identified local needs. Approved policies could also specify house sizes to 
ensure target markets are served – starter homes for young families, bungalows for retirees, disabled-friendly, etc.   



Affordable housing needs to be affordable to those on lower incomes. 
Housing Needs Surveys tend to be limited to a narrow target area – a parish, which means anyone who doesn’t live within it is 
excluded but they may have a good reason to wish to find housing there e.g. to be near an elderly parent or for employment. 
Many young people born in the villages are unable to find suitably sized accommodation – partly as a result of small properties 
being extended, thus forcing youngsters to move to the larger towns where there is more choice and the village loses the benefits 
of having local younger first time householders to keep the village communities viable and not becoming enclaves for the better 
off and retirees. A good cross section is needed. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Revised Core policy 44 – (ii) see above comments 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
Not sure how these numbers are arrived at!  Some numbers for small villages with few facilities look overwhelming. 
After communities were strongly encouraged to produce their own Neighbourhood Plan (because of their detailed local 
knowledge) these  were s 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
More houses means people need safer routes for cycling/walking to local service centres. Heavy freight traffic which currently 
uses A360/B3098 as shortcuts should be re-routed to eastern and western north/south routes and the A360 downgraded due to 
unsuitability of road conditions – West Lavington & Littleton Panell railway bridge, Potterne on A360 and most villages on B3098.  
These old villages were not built for these juggernauts and damage to fabric of historical properties is getting worse, and road 
verges are being seriously eroded. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural244 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I saw a post on the Next Door website regarding the Wiltshire Council Local Plan review and would like to put forward my 
thoughts 
[PERSONAL INFORMATION REDACTED] I feel this changes the feel of the village no end and is something that should be 
addressed in your longer term plans for the area.  
[PERSONAL INFORMATION REDACTED] the field next to the Post Office ( see attached) and I would also like to flag this up on 
your radar of potential building land – its currently grazing land as it was pulled into the latest version of the NFNP boundary  but I 
understand there are cases where you are able to renegotiate boundaries where housing need outstrips NP issues 
  



 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural245 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): GJ Planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 245 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
In the current Spatial Strategy, the provision for affordable homes in rural areas is at least 40% (net) and therefore, we agree with 
the proposal to retain this provision as it represents an appropriate approach in  order to meet local identified need in 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The above approach in Core Policy 44 restricts the type of residential development permitted within rural areas and thus, fails to 
meet the local needs of residents in rural communities in the County. Whilst it is  acknowledged that house prices are higher in 



rural areas, the proposal to limit the inclusion of up to 25%  of open market housing within affordable housing exception sites 
would result in a lack of delivery of  market housing within the plan period. The main aim for the Council should be to retain 
residents currently  living in rural communities to ensure that the existing pressures (including lack of housing, traffic  congestion, 
school places etc.) aren’t worsened in the Principal Settlements and Market Towns in the  County. As such, we would propose 
that this limit (of residential development) is increased to ensure that  these issues do not arise as a result of the implementation 
of this policy and to ensure that rural areas remain viable for developers to develop residential sites and therefore, contribute to 
overall housing delivery in HMA’s. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The Council proposes to have just one policy as a basis for determining applications to meeting local housing needs within rural 
settlements. In terms of community led housing and affordable homes, this  approach provides clarity of what would be acceptab 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Consultation would need to be undertaken with the local communities first prior to applying the above restrictions in order to 
explore whether they would be justified. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Paragraph 30 of the report outlines that ‘Small Villages have a low level of services and facilities, and few employment 
opportunities.’   
 Whilst this is agreed in general, this statement makes an assumption for all Small Villages across the  county and 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural246 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): LPC (Trull) Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 246 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
This representation  has been prepared by  LPC  (Trull)  on  behalf  of Mr  Ford, who is a  landowner  within  the  Wiltshire  
Council  boundary. It is submitted  in response  to  the  current  consultation  on  the  Wiltshire  Local  Plan  Review (hereafter 
referred to as ‘the Local Plan Review’).  
We have   reviewed  the  consultation content, including  the  published supporting  evidence  base  and  provide  our comments  
in  the  subsequent sections  of  this  representation. Particular  focus  is  made  on  the ‘Empowering Rural Communities 
’document and its potential impact on Upavon, Pewsey.  
Empowering Rural Communities  



In  accordance  with  the  Emerging  Spatial  Strategy  and  retained  Settlement Hierarchy, Large Villages(including Upavon)are 
defined as rural settlements that  contain  services  and facilities that  also  serve  a  much  wider  local catchment. The  
Empowering  Rural  Communities  document states  that  it  is ‘vital  that  planning  supports  the  role  of  these  settlements;  
that  they  grow  in ways  that sustain them.  This  means  they  should  continue  to  accommodate new  homes  both  on  a  
scale  that  matches  their  size  and  importance  and  in ways that best meet each community’s needs’. This approach is 
supported.  
However,  we also note  that the  document  also states the  Council ‘prefers sites  for  market  housing  to  be  identified  by  
communities  themselves  through neighbourhood  planning’, and  these  sites  will  be  generally  at  Local Service Centres  and  
at  Large  Villages. Where site  allocations  are  not made  by neighbourhood  plans,  the  Council  state “it  may  be  necessary  
for  the  Council to  allocate  sites” and  this  may be  achieved  by  a  review  of  the  Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan.  
Given that  Upavon remains undesignated  in relation to a made Neighbourhood  Plan(and  is  not even subject  to  an  agreed  
Neighbourhood Plan  Area,  the  first  stage  in  the  process),  together  with  the  innate  delays which arise from such Plans 
being progressed, we strongly consider the Local Plan  Review  cannot  rely  on  neighbourhood  planning  to  secure adequate 
housing  allocations to  meet  the  identified  housing  need, and  therefore  must update the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations 
Plan to include sites for many of the Large Villages, in particular Upavon.  
Notwithstanding the above, Appendix 1 of the Empowering Rural Communities document identifies the baseline indicative 
housing requirement (2016-2036) for Upavon is50 dwellings. In anticipation of the Council updating the  Wiltshire  Housing  Site  
Allocations  Plan  to include  new  housing  sites  for many  of  the Large  Villages  which  are  not  subject  to  a  made  (or well-
progressed) Neighbourhood Plan, we wish to promote our client’s site at Land adjoining Pewsey Road, Upavon. 
Land adjoining Pewsey Road, Upavon 
The above  site  has  already  been  assessed  within  the  Council’s most recent Strategic  Housing  and  Economic  Land  
Availability  Assessment  (SHELAA)(2017) under reference 597.  
Located immediately adjacent   to   the   Upavon   Settlement   Boundary,   the SHELAA (2017) identifies the site as Suitable 
(with no suitability constraints), Available, Achievable, Deliverable, Developable in the short term and capable of accommodating 
63 dwellings. 
We  can  confirm this  site  remains  immediately available and  stress  that  there are no constraints to development. As such, we 
respectfully request that this site  is  allocated  for  residential  development  through  this  Local  Plan  Review (and related 
Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan update). We trust the above is clear, however, please do not hesitate to contact me if you 
have any queries. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural247 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No.  I do not understand how this 40% was made up. The document implies it matches assessed needs.  This area has already 
had a massive increase in new houses the past decade. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
I am assuming this question is in reference to Core policy 44 (not clear in this questionnaire).  I am not clear what change this 
policy is intended to bring about?  The Empowering Local Communities document is very confusing to read and understand. 
Also, as with the 40% figure above, what does the 25% / 50% open market housing mean? 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
See above comments. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Confused by the question.  Is still related to the Policy 44? 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I am assuming this is reference to the 95 figure regards Shaw/Whitley.  The figure is unbelievably excessive and cannot 
understand how this was made up.  I do not agree that these two villages are bundled together.  We are two villages that have a 
unique 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
The Empowering Local Communities document was in general very confusing to follow and understand.  The document makes 
references to % figures with no clear indications of how they are made up.  This makes it very difficult for the community to 
respond to the questionnaire practically and sensibly.    
We strongly oppose the suggested proposition that Shaw/Whitley in table 2.4 have a requirement for 95 houses.  This figure is 
disproportionate, unjust and potentially detrimental to the future survivability of both Shaw and Whitley villages.  In summary our 
objections are as follows: 
• Both Shaw and Whitley are two small villages and therefore should not be lumped together as one large village.  Both 
villages are unique in their own right.   
• Services and employment opportunities are low in both villages, so an increase in housing will inevitably lead in increased 
use of personal car usage to close proximity conurbations such as Chippenham and Melksham and thereby exacerbating the 
traffic problems on our already busy roads further 
• Both villages contain areas of floodplain and are already susceptible to flooding 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural248 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Mere Town Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We are keen to ensure that affordable housing is provided in rural areas and that there should be a contribution from all sizes of 
rural development where developers benefit from higher house prices.  The old formula was that the average house was 5 times 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No, Mere Town Council does not support this.  It would be wrong to restrict or withdraw permitted development rights to stop 
people from extending their homes to accommodate growing families or aspiring needs if their houses/gardens can 



accommodate this growth. To take this objective away would be unfair and discriminatory, especially in areas or streets where a 
precedent had been set and it had been achieved previously. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No comment. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Local Service Centres – There may become a need, in the future, to provide some policies in place to protect the services being 
provided within the local service centres.  Mere is classified as a Local Service Centre and whilst we would not argue with the 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Mere has seen significant growth in terms of residential development since the Salisbury District Local Plan which was adopted in 
1996.  At that time, a site for employment land was also allocated adjacent to Quarry Fields Industrial Estate in order to preserve 
the balance of employment with residential growth/local population.  However, whilst the houses have been developed, the 



employment land has not, suggesting that there is now an imbalance of employment/local population.  We need to provide a 
diverse range of employment opportunities in the area and should be taking the opportunity for a two-pronged approach to deliver 
housing and employment opportunities in equal measure.  We need to bring manufacturing back to Britain; the COVID-19 crisis 
has proved that this country is on its knees when we cannot import goods.  There is a risk that housing will again crowd out 
employment with landowners seeking the greatest return and the concern is that the current picture of employment as an 
afterthought will continue.  If housing allocations are to be made in Local Service Centres, then nearby employment allocations 
also need to be made in order to keep the communities economically viable, sustainable and vibrant.  We are in danger of 
becoming dormitory towns for retired people only. 
In order to help the economic prosperity of the area, there needs to be some emphasis, support and encouragement for the 
tourism industry.  In Mere we are ideally placed to encourage tourism, being adjacent to the A303 and close to Stourhead, 
Stonehenge, Salisbury, Longleat, Bath etc.  Opportunities to boost employment and economic growth in this area should be 
explored.  This should include engagement with Highways England and the Department for Transport over improvements to the 
A303T.  The area of the A303T between Mere, West Knoyle and Chicklade is a notorious black-spot and has recently suffered 
many fatal accidents.  The A303T is dualled at Mere and so within the parish boundary we have part dual carriageway and part 
single carriageway which, in itself, causes significant problems.  During weekends (Friday’s west bound and Sundays east 
bound), bank holidays and peak summer periods, the stretch of the A303T around Mere regularly becomes gridlocked.  This has 
a detrimental effect on residents from the area who need to use the A303 on a day-to-day basis and also has a detrimental effect 
in attracting visitors and tourists to the area.  Proposals to improve the A303T in this area could boost employment and tourism 
opportunities in the Mere area.   
Para 84 – We were also told that for the smaller rural settlements, there are concerns about one and two bed properties, often 
bungalows, being demolished and replaced by four or five bed houses. This effectively reduces the availability of smaller homes 
for first time buyers and those households in the community looking to down-size.   
We would argue that if it is possible to demolish a property and replace it with a four or five bed house then it is more than likely 
that the property would be in a substantial plot of land and therefore extremely unlikely that it would be within the price-range of a 
first-time buyer or indeed fulfil the requirement for someone looking to down-size.   
We have noticed a trend in planning applications that show insufficient on-site car parking spaces.  In the rural areas such as 
Mere, this exacerbates traffic congestion problems as people will park their cars out on the roads and adds risks for pedestrian 
and cyclist’s safety and difficulties for emergency services and rubbish collection services.   
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
Overall, Mere Town Council is concerned at the emphasis being placed on the demonstration of Local Need or the provision of a 
Neighbourhood Plan and the fact that, if these two criteria are not met, we will be open to numerous challenges by developers 
(similar to that which we experienced from Richborough Estates).  It would appear that much of the integrity and credibility for the 
Local Plan will depend on neighbourhoods having robust Neighbourhood Plans in place in an effort of collaboration.   
Mere has a historical and geographical link with Gillingham, Dorset.  These links extend to education, leisure, employment and 
transport.  The Gillingham Neighbourhood Plan has been adopted but did not allocate housing and although they are now 
reviewing this to include housing allocations, they are in a precarious position:  Gillingham Town Council has informed us that the 
southern extension of Gillingham will provide 2000+ homes but these have not yet been built out and they have developers hot 
on their heels to who would like to provide further significant developments to the north and west of the town.  We understand 
that the Dorset Local Plan is also currently being reviewed and that it is allocating significant housing numbers for Gillingham.  It 
is therefore imperative that a study of cross-boundary influences and proposals need to be undertaken.  For example, the 
majority of Mere’s children attend secondary school over the county border in Gillingham but do we have any guarantees that this 
school can accommodate increased entries from Mere as well as the increased entries from Gillingham?  Our understanding is 
that the school can decide to amend its catchment area boundary.  Our nearest railway station is in Gillingham providing good 
transport links to London and Exeter.  Many residents from the Mere area use this station for commuting to work.  However, the 
station has significant car-parking problems already and there is a very limited bus service from Mere to Gillingham – can 
Wiltshire Council provide increased bus services to Gillingham Railway Station and/or help fund an increase in their car parking?  
Most Mere residents will travel to Gillingham to use its Leisure Centre but it struggles financially.  Whilst there is a leisure centre 
in Tisbury, this is further for Mere residents to travel (more carbon emissions) and there are no direct public transport links from 
Mere to Tisbury – could there be an opportunity for cross-border funding options to help sustain the Gillingham Leisure Centre?  
Lastly, we are of course concerned about the impact this may have on our water supply (as mentioned previously.  From which 
water supply is it anticipated to provide water for all the new houses in Gillingham? 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural249 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Savills 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 249 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We agree and support the policy that there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five 
dwellings in rural areas. This policy approach should however include a provision that the level of affordable housing is subject to 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The Wiltshire Local Plan Review sets out its intention to role forward Core Policy 44 from the existing Core Strategy with some 
amendments to focus on and clarify the essential requirements for rural exception housing. Core Policy 44 does not support the 



allocation or delivery of market homes in the rural areas beyond the principal settlements and market towns and in the absence 
of adequate Local Plan allocations in the rural area and an over-reliance on Neighbourhood Planning it is considered unsuitable 
and unsustainable to solely rely upon this strategy.  
Such an approach does not allow for certainty regarding the delivery of small and medium sized housing schemes even within 
the Local Service Centres or Larger Villages. These are by virtue of their status in the settlement hierarchy sustainable and 
suitable for taking some level of housing growth. The reliance on Neighbourhood Plans to deliver all of the required housing 
growth in the rural area over the plan period is not considered suitably robust and is unlikely to deliver the level of housing 
required in the rural parts of the Local Plan area.  
It also misses the significant opportunity and benefits that small to medium sized sites deliver to the vitality and sustainability of 
existing rural communities and the robustness they bring to housing supply and delivery early in the plan period. They are of vital 
importance to short term supply in the plan period whilst larger strategic scale sites work their way through the planning 
application process and deliver the necessary infrastructure before they begin to deliver new homes. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No Comment 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
No Comment 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 



 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
3.1. The Local Plan Review consultation paper titled ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ sets out the Council’s intended strategy to 
deliver housing across the rural parts of the plan area. The rural area consists of existing Local Service Centres, Larger Villages 
and Smaller Villages. Broad Chalke is currently identified as a larger village in the Wiltshire Core Strategy and would remain as 
such under the Wiltshire Local Plan Review.  
3.2. The Empowering Rural Communities paper sets out at paragraphs 7 – 9 the need and importance of the more sustainable 
rural settlements to accommodate some growth to contribute towards meeting the plan area housing requirements but also to 
ensure the longer term vitality of sustainable rural communities.  
3.3. “7. Most services upon which communities rely are found in rural settlements. Large Villages and Local Service Centres are 
rural settlements designated in the current plan that contain services and facilities that also serve a much wider local catchment. 
They support many jobs and businesses as well as often providing local goods and services vital, of course, to those sections of 
the community unable to travel easily.  
3.4. 8 . It is vital that planning supports the role of these settlements; that they grow in ways that sustain them. This means they 
should continue to accommodate new homes both on a scale that matches their size and importance and in ways that best meet 
each community’s needs.  
3.5. 9. The role of the Local Plan Review is to set an appropriate scale of housing growth for Large Villages and Local Service 
Centres over the plan period (2016-2036). Experience has shown that some villages have been challenged by disproportionate 
growth, whilst others have seen relatively little in recent years. By setting out a scale of development, there will be certainty for 
local communities. Neighbourhood Planning will be able to allocate the land they want to see built on rather than feel under threat 
from market pressure. The Council is suggesting those scales of housing growth and will finalise them responding to comments 
received.”  
3.6. The Local Plan Review indicates that at the Local Service Centres and in the Larger Villages, site allocations will generally 
be carried out by Neighbourhood Plans. We support the requirement in the spatial strategy to facilitate some distribution of the 
Local Plan housing requirement to the more sustainable rural communities in the Housing Market Areas and acknowledge the 
Council’s position set out at paragraph 10 that “This is not just about securing affordable dwellings but also about retaining a 
good range and mix of house types in the local stock.” We are concerned however as to whether Neighbourhood Planning can 



truly deliver the scale of housing requirements set out in the Local Plan and believe that the Council should consider making 
some allocations in the Local Service Centres and Larger Villages through the Local Plan.  
3.7. Table 2.5 of Empowering Rural Communities provides the indicative housing requirements for the larger villages in the 
Salisbury HMA and indicates that Broad Chalke’s baseline indicative housing requirement over 2016-2036 is 25 dwellings or 1.3 
dwellings per annum. It then suggests that 13 dwellings are already accounted for through completions from 2016-2019 and 
commitments at 1st April 2019.  
3.8. Taking account of the current inadequate plan period we consider that the baseline indicative housing requirement for Broad 
Chalke over a period of 2018-2040 should increase to 30 dwellings. We also believe that the 13 dwellings already being 
accounted for were delivered during the period 2016-2018 and therefore should be removed from the completions and 
commitments calculations. This would mean that under the current proposals Broad Chalke should be planning to deliver a 
minimum of 30 dwellings over the forthcoming plan period. When including a proportionate addition to account for the increased 
residual housing requirement across the Salisbury HMA this figure should in our opinion increase to at least 35 dwellings.  
3.9. Paragraph 41 of Empowering Rural Communities indicates that Neighbourhood Plans will need to have regard to the 
requirements that apply to be in general conformity with the Local Plan. The Broad Chalke Neighbourhood Plan has been under 
preparation over the last 3 years and was submitted for examination in December 2020. The Neighbourhood Plan covers a 
period from 2019-2026 and includes allocations for only 9 new dwelling. This will leave a significant shortfall against the village 
requirement of some 26 dwellings in Broad Chalke.  
3.10. New Core Policy: Housing requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area indicates that meeting the 
needs of Local Service Centres and Larger Villages will be met through existing planning permissions, allocations, small sites 
within settlement boundaries, exception sites and site allocations in the development plan. It then suggests that site allocations 
will generally be made in Neighbourhood Plans but where this is not the case it may be necessary for the Council to allocate 
sites.  
3.11. We support this approach and in the current circumstances at Broad Chalke would suggest that the Council needs to 
consider a small/medium allocation for additional housing in the settlement over and above those set out in the Neighbourhood 
Plan to ensure that the housing requirements of the village are met. The land to the eastern end of Knighton Road is presented 
through this representation as a suitable site to deliver the shortfall not being met through the Neighbourhood Plan process.  
3.12. We do not however support the suggestion that allocations should happen through a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site 
Allocation Plan. We consider that it is possible to do this through the Local Plan Review process to ensure that it is suitably 
robust for examination rather than deferring these decisions to a subsequent review process of Wiltshire’s Housing Site 
Allocations Plan. 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Promoting Land to the south of Knighton Road, Broad Chalke. Full rep - attachment 249b. Conclusion below 
4.1. In summary, we do not support the proposed plan period for the Local Plan Review of 2016-2036 and consider that 
proceeding with the plan period as proposed would fail to meet the ‘positively prepared’ and ‘consistent with national policy’ tests 
of soundness set out under paragraph 35 of the Framework. We consider that the plan period of the local plan review should be 
amended to cover the period of 2018-2038 at the very least to take account of the anticipated adoption year of 2023 and to be 
more robust, to plan for growth until 2040 to ensure that it stands up to the tests of soundness during examination.  
4.2. Furthermore, we are concerned that the Local Plan Review does not provide sufficient land to meet the assessed housing 
needs of the area due to the inappropriate plan period and the over-reliance on housing delivery rates during the years 2016-
2018. Making the necessary changes to the plan period results in the Local Plan Review falling significantly short in terms of the 
allocations it makes across the plan area to meet the assessed needs and is therefore unsound in that it has not been positively 
prepared, is not justified and is not consistent with national policy.  
4.3. Finally, we do not support the suggestion that allocations in the Local Service Centres and Larger Villages should happen 
through a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocation Plan. We consider that it is possible to make such allocations through 
the Local Plan Review process to ensure that it is suitably robust for examination rather than deferring these decisions to a 
subsequent review process of Wiltshire’s Housing Site Allocations Plan.  
4.4. We are concerned that the over-reliance on Neighbourhood Planning in the Local Service Centres and Larger Villages will 
fail to deliver the scale of housing requirements in the rural areas set out in the Local Plan. We believe that the Council should 
consider making some allocations in the Local Service Centres and Larger Villages through the Local Plan Review to ensure 
needs are met and the rural communities continue to thrive and remain sustainable. The land to the eastern end of Knighton 
Road in Broad Chalke is presented through this representation as a suitable site to deliver the shortfall not being met through the 
Broad Chalke Neighbourhood Plan process in this Larger Village. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural250 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Box Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The Box Parish Council has considered the Local Plan Review in particular the plan relating to rural communities. 
The council wishes to retain the character of small villages and feel that any development should respect the existing character 
and form of the settlement.  At the same time, however, there is a need to allow villages to thrive by allowing suitable extensions 
to be carried out. 
The Green Belt Policy must be maintained.   
It is also felt that small villages do not have the infrastructure to support large developments. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural251 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Keevil Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Keevil Parish Council welcome the current Wiltshire Council Core Policy Strategy for small villages (where there is no strategic 
requirement) where development is limited to infill only in existing built areas as the current policy, in particular in respects to the 
existing character and form of the settlement and does not elongate the village or impose development in sensitive landscape 
areas and does not consolidate existing sporadic loose knit areas of development. 
We would not welcome any additional houses to this infill policy. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural252 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Campaign to Protect 
Rural Wiltshire (CPRE) 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. This has been brought forward from an existing policy. The problem with having that rule is that developers will just build 5 
dwellings and then they do not need to put an affordable housing in. Not a good policy. 
The type and number of houses in rura 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The socially rented housing can be in the exception sites, but where are these exception sites? Is the farmer going to give you 
the land or sell it to the developers? It is not an easy thing to do. Who is going to “give” anything?  When community land housing 



finds land and funding, the land can be owned by the community and cannot be sold off. Then the council can secure nomination 
rights to the affordable housing in line with its adopted allocations policy. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Support the initiative as it seeks to protect affordable houses for the young and the elderly. 
 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Evidence should probably come from the relationship of the existing house and/or garden to the position it occupies in a village, 
or edge of a village. Context is most important, visual and spatial.  Infilling becomes cramming, which is unacceptable in vi 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
There should be constraints on these centres until they can demonstrate they have new, viable and growing local employment.  
For too long this have been out of step. 
If there is not growing local employment, then growth in these categories merely add to c 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 
A New chapter in the Plan definitely required to cover rural communities.  
A full explanation on types of affordable housing and implications should be set out for clarification for public reading, and any 
consultation process with the local communities must accept that in some cases an appropriate scale of housing growth will likely 
be zero.  The scale of recent growth forced on some Large Villages and Local Service Centres has created commuting 
communities which have not benefitted the existing settlement and created traffic issues. 
There must be much greater powers to Neighbourhood Plans to choose type of housing wanted, the size of the housing and 
where the community wants to see new housing, if at all. 
Neighbourhood Plans should carry out the local housing needs survey and they should balance local jobs with workers when 
assessing need. 
Do small villages need growth to reach a critical mass?  How is the critical mass determined? 
On what basis would it be sustainable? 
(NPPF 65 the “need) 
Large villages and Service Centres relationship with neighbouring market towns. They should be examined when considering 
how they should grow and not become simply commuter feeds. 
The employment/housing balance.   
How long a period should a Neighbourhood Plan look ahead.  Local Plan has a rolling programme of yearly monitoring and is 
reviewed every 5 years.  However, Neighbourhood Plans are required to be reconsidered every 2 years but in reality, as they 
have to be in conformity with the Local Plan that should mean every 5 years. 
What is the time horizon? 
Empowering local communities – the consultation will not empower communities at all unless the Local Plan changes its direction 
of travel from facilitating large corporate business to small innovative local business. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural253 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pegasus 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Hannick Homes and Development Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 253 B; RURAL 253 C; RURAL 253 D; RURAL 253 E; 
RURAL 253 F; RURAL 253 G; RURAL 253 H 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Pegasus note that the Council are seeking the allocation of sites for Market Housing in Local Service Centres and Large Villages 
through Neighbourhood Plans and that in the rural area are proposing to seek 40% affordable housing on all schemes of more 
tha 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



It is noted that Draft Revised Policy CP44 Rural Exception Sites states that;  
“Proposals which include plots for Self and Custom Build Affordable homes will be supported where they meet the above criteria”.  
However, while paragraph 61 of the NPPF requires policies for housing to meet the needs of different groups, including people 
wishing to build their own homes, it does not restrict Self Build to affordable only. Footnote 26 to paragraph 61 states that;  
" Self and custom-build properties could provide market or affordable housing." (emphasis added)  
While NPPF paragraph 64c) provides an exemption to the provision of a minimum of 10% affordable housing on sites;  
"… proposed to be developed by people who wish to build or commission their own homes;"  
Pegasus consider that that proposals for self-build homes should not be subject to the affordability criteria.  
Our client has been consulting with the National Self Build Centre in preparing plans for Self Build and Custom Build schemes in 
Wiltshire. A policy dedicated to the provision of Self-Build is not only encouraged by national policy but the requirement for a 
Local Authority to meet the demand for self build homes is also a legal requirement. Section 1 of the Self Build and Custom 
Housebuilding Act 2015 requires Local Authorities to keep a register of those people seeking to acquire serviced plots in the 
Authority’s area for Self Build or Customised housebuilding. Under Section 2 & 2A of the Act the LPA should have granted 
enough suitable development permissions to meet the registered demand within a 3 year period.  
There are no policies currently within the adopted Core Strategy which address the requirements of the 2015 Act. Policies 
requiring a percentage of strategic allocations to be made available for self build/custom build market is never popular with 
developers who are not interested with customised housebuilding and more importantly neither are those who wish to build their 
own homes wanting to make such a lifetime investment simply to be part of a larger estate. Such people will typically look for 
more discrete sites in rural locations and certainly non-estate situations.  
Any housing land that would be consistent with policy is likely to be acquired by more conventional housebuilders.  
Therefore, an 'exception policy' relating to self-build would be appropriate so the authority can make a serious attempt to meet 
demand as required by the 2015 Act. Such a policy could be similar to the Entry- Level Exception policy with the first criteria 
changed to require the approved dwellings “to be made available to those people registered on the Council’s Self-Build and 
Custom Build Register”. Alternatively reference to “affordable” should be removed from Draft revised Policy CP44. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Permitted development rights to extend smaller homes should not be removed as this would discriminate against those who 
could only afford a small home as follows;  
"If your home is small you may not extend it – if you can afford a larger home you can make 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Pegasus make no comment 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Pegasus generally support the figures proposed for housing growth in Local Service Centres and Large Villages in Swindon 
Housing Market Area.  
In particular the levels of growth attributed to the Local Service Centre of Cricklade and Large Villages of Al 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. Paragraph 39 states that;  
" Site allocations will generally be carried out by neighbourhood plans. Where this is not the case, it may be necessary for the 
Council to allocate sites. This may be achieved by a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan."  



Notwithstanding the fact that our client is working collaboratively with Neighbourhood Planning Groups and Town and Village 
Councils at Hullavington, Cricklade and Aldbourne, where they have land interests, the following point is made in response to this 
proposal.  
Some Large Villages with an identified housing requirement are not preparing a Neighbourhood Plan eg: Baydon.  
It is noted that a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan is not included in the Council's current Local Development 
Scheme (July 2020) there is therefore no guarantee over the delivery of sites at large villages where a Neighbourhood Plan is not 
being prepared eg: Baydon – sites at such large Villages which are attributed a housing requirement should be allocated through 
the WLPR and settlement boundaries amended accordingly to ensure delivery of housing to meet plan period needs otherwise 
there will be no plan led mechanism for such homes to be delivered.  
Alternatively, housing proposals in settlements not within a designated area for a NP could be subject to a new criteria based 
policy similar to proposed new Core Policy 44 and criteria (iii) (iv) (v) and 40% affordable, where this was proven to be viable.  
2. Pegasus refer to paragraph 28 of the document and the apparent lack of review of settlement categories. Our client particularly 
wishes to draw attention to Cricklade which is classified as a Local Service Centre but which fulfils the role of a Market Town to 
the north of the M4 in the Swindon Housing Market Area (HMA) (it is noted that there are no Market Towns to the north of the M4 
in the Swindon HMA – Malmesbury being understood to be lying half between Swindon and Chippenham but for plan making 
purposes included in Chippenham HMA).  
Cricklade has a Town Council, a Library, two doctors surgeries, a dentist, an optometrist and a vets. Buses run directly from 
Cricklade to Cirencester and Swindon. The Town Council website demonstrates 7 community halls for hire within the town which 
has allotments, three churches, 5 pre-schools, 1 primary school with a breakfast and afterschool club and two independent prep 
schools. Secondary school provision is located in Purton, Fairford and Cirencester. The Town has numerous Civic Groups, 
Community Groups, Hobby and Interest Groups, Sport Associations and Art Groups and a Leisure Centre with all Weather 
pitches. The High Street includes convenience stores, a range of independent shops, a post office, a bank, estate agents and 
public houses.  
It is clear therefore that Cricklade is a thriving local community, serving its local rural hinterland to the north of the M4, which 
considers itself to be a Market Town and yet it remains a Local Service Centre for plan making purposes.  
It is noted that Cricklade has the second highest annualised baseline housing requirement of dwellings per annum of all Local 
Service Centres in the WLPR (Table 2.3 p.19 of the consultation document) of 19.25, falling slightly behind Wilton with 20dpa, 
demonstrating the higher order nature of the settlement. There is a significant supply of unconstrained potential housing land 
commensurate with the scale of the settlement and the town has a comprehensive range of services and facilities comparable to 
other Market Towns.  



The Interim Sustainability Appraisal for Swindon HMA does not specifically consider Cricklade as a location for growth given it is 
not a Market Town – this is considered to be an omission given the size of the settlement, the services and facilities it provides 
and the opportunities it presents to deliver sustainable development.  
Elevating the status of the settlement to a Market Town would allow for allocation of sites in the WLPR at a sustainable location 
ensuring delivery of the settlements identified residual housing requirement in the plan period of 236 dwellings.  
3. It is also considered that the settlement of Minety should be elevated from a small village to a Large Village. Our client has a 
land interest at Minety that could come forward to meet the Council's obligation to provide land for self/custom build however as a 
small village it is not provided with a housing requirement in the WLPR.  
The village has two pubs, a village hall, a primary school and a popular rugby football club with club house and pitches and tennis 
courts. The village is comparable in size and to other Large Villages (eg; Hullavington) but no provision for its growth is made in 
the WLPR.  
Our client's site, which is partly brownfield, represents an infill plot within the existing village and is attached at Appendix 7. With 
no Neighbourhood Plan coming forward there is no provision for growth in the settlement through the WLPR and therefore no 
way of delivering a partially brownfield site suitable for self build/custom build homes.  
Attention is drawn to paragraph 78 of the NPPF which states that;  
" Planning policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services." 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural254 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes – this will simplify the requirements. The Council’s intention to provide guidance on selection of the most appropriate sites for 
development which meet community needs is welcome. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Broadly, yes. The potential withdrawal of permitted development rights in order to maintain a range of dwelling sizes is to be 
supported, but would seem to go against current government policy, which appears to be to extend PDRs irrespective of the 
consequences. 



The retention of the requirement for developments to take account of a settlement’s character and setting is welcome, but is 
predicated on the assumption that  character and setting have been defined. In some cases (eg Box Parish) even the areas 
formally designated as Conservation Areas lack formal appraisal statements, so this requirement may be difficult to achieve. 
Development of local design guidance, focussing on what is locally distinctive about particular settlements and drawing on 
analyses of inhabitants’ perceptions on what is significant, should be encouraged in order to give this aspect of the policy some 
weight. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Broadly, yes. The potential withdrawal of permitted development rights in order to maintain a range of dwelling sizes is to be 
supported, but would seem to go against current government policy, which appears to be to extend PDRs irrespective of the 
conseq 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Neighbourhood Plans, and the evidence bases underpinning them, should provide a means to identify localities where a shortage 
of smaller dwellings could be ameliorated through withdrawal of PDRs 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
At this point the questions on the form no longer match those within the accompanying paper – confusing! 
It is not entirely clear how the figures presented here articulate with those in the Rural Housing Needs Survesy undertaken in 
2019 
Neighbourhood Plans clearly have a major role (paras 59-69). Expanding the support for these, for example by providing more 
access to the specialist expertise within Wiltshire Council, will be key to delivering the aspirations within this policy area. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural255 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): SWLEP 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 255 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
SWLEP accepts the proposals as set out with the exception of the information included above in relation to Porton and 
Wroughton.  However we do have some general comments: 
1. How can affordable homes be retained as affordable upon resale? 
2. Can Wiltshire Council afford to support communities to develop robust and deliverable Neighbourhood Plans? 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural256 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Turley 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 256 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Previous text relates to ESS. 2.11 The Empowering Rural Communities document has been produced alongside the Emerging 
Spatial Strategy and provides more detail of the role of rural settlements including Local Service Centres, Large Villages and 
Small Vill 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
3. Land to the south of Corsham Road, Lacock 
The Site 
3.1 [NAMES REDACTED] would like to bring forward a new development of approximately 15 new homes on a 1.5 ha site 
located at the north west of Lacock. A site location plan is included at Appendix 1. 



3.2 The site is located to the west of Whitehall Garden Centre and currently comprises a triangular parcel of land currently in 
agricultural use. 
3.3 The site is currently accessed from Corsham Road via single track road approximately 3.0m in width serving two private 
dwellings and fields to the west of the garden centre. Intervisibility between the accesses is very good and visibility splays would 
appear to exceed that for the posted 40mph speed limit. Corsham Road is lit and benefits from a footway along its southern flank. 
3.4 The site is well contained and is not visible from Corsham Road. Mature hedgerows and trees line the east, south and west 
boundaries of the site. To the north-west and north of the site there is existing residential development which comprises of large 
houses and a large block of modern flats. To the east there is a small parcel of open land which connects to Whitehall Garden 
Centre and the associated car parking. 
3.5 With regards to site topography, the north of the site is relatively flat, however, the grassland slopes downwards towards the 
south of the site. 
3.6 The site is not located within a Green Belt or an AONB, nor is the site within 400m of an SSSI, SPA or Ramsar site. 
3.7 There are no Listed Buildings on, or in close proximity to the site. Lacock Conservation Area is located to the south east of 
the sites and covers the main built up area of Lacock. There are no scheduled monuments on or in close proximity to the site. 
3.8 From a review of the EA register it is noted that the site is located within Flood Zone 1, which means there is a low probability 
of flooding. A water course runs adjacent to the southern boundary of the site, but this is outside the red line boundary. 
3.9 The site is located within the vicinity of Lacock which is identified as a ‘Small Village’. The centre of Lacock is located to the 
south east of the site and is approximately a 15 minutes’ walk away (1 km to the south east). 
3.10 Lacock is a busy village with a range of services and facilities including local shop with a post office, three pubs (The Red 
Lion, The Carpenters Arms and The George Inn), Sign of the Angel restaurant with rooms, hotel, Lacock Bakery, The Stables 
Café, various gift shops, Hunting Lodge Tea Rooms, a goldsmiths, Lacock C of E Primary School, St Cyriac’s Church, children’s 
play area and a sports pitch, all of which are located within the village centre, 1 km to the south east of the site. The National 
Trust attraction, Lacock Abbey, is also located at the east side of Lacock (1.6 km to the south east). 
3.11 Whitehall Garden Centre is in close proximity to the site and includes garden centre facilities and the Lavendar Lodge Tea 
Rooms and Bistro. The Whitehall Garden Centre is known as a key destination point in the area. 
3.12 With regards to public transport there are two bus stops in close proximity to the site. The most accessible is the Reybridge 
Turn bus stop located on Cantax Hill (600 m to the east). This stop provides regular services via the X34 route to the main stops 
at Chippenham, Melksham, Trowbridge and Frome, and is within walking distance. The George bus stop is also along the X34 
route and is located on West Street, close to the High Street (1 km to the south east). 
3.13 Chippenham railway station is located approximately 6.4 km to the north of the site and provides regular services to Bristol, 
Swindon, London Paddington and Westbury. 



3.14 It is considered that the site is located a sustainable location due to the proximity to local services and access to public 
transport and local services. 
The Opportunity 
3.15 Land to the south of Corsham Road, Lacock provides an opportunity to deliver additional dwellings in the forthcoming plan 
period. The site is well positioned in relation to existing infrastructure, services and facilities in Lacock. The site has no overriding 
constraints to development and would make a valuable contribution to the vitality of Lacock by way of additional market and 
affordable dwellings. The site represents a sustainable location for residential development at Lacock. 
3.16 The development of the site could provide a range of benefits which would contribute to the three dimensions (social, 
economic and environmental) of sustainable development. These are detailed below. 

 Provision of new market and affordable homes which could contribute to the council’s five year housing land supply. 
 New housing can enable existing Lacock residents and families to meet their housing needs locally, rather than have to move 

out of the area. This helps to support local community, social connections. 
 Housing to accommodate additional population, which will in turn support the vitality and viability of services and facilities in 

Lacock through local spending and funding. 
 CIL payments, in addition to New Homes Bonus and increased Council Tax receipts received by the Council. 
 Provision of an area of open space at the south of the site. 
 Provision of biodiversity enhancements across the site. 

4. Land to the east of Notton, Lacock 
The Site 
4.1 [NAMES REDACTED] would like to bring forward a new development of between 6 - 13 new homes on a 2.3 ha site located 
at the north of Lacock. A site location plan is included at Appendix 2 (Please see RURAL256). 
4.2 The site located to the north of Whitehall Garden Centre and forms a triangular parcel of land located between the A350 to 
the east and Notton to the west. 
4.3 A majority of the site currently comprises open grassland with a flat topography. To the south of the site there is an existing 
detached house with a large garden to the east. 
4.4 The site is currently accessed from Notton via a priority T-junction between Corsham Road and Notton. Notton is generally 
5.0m wide, lit, and subject to a 40mph speed limit with a footway along its western flank. 
4.5 The eastern boundary of the site is lined by mature hedge rows and large trees which act as a buffer between the site and the 
A350 which runs parallel to the eastern boundary. To the north and north west of the site there are several large dwellings which 
face onto Notton Road, further to the north of the site there is an area of employment land comprising several office buildings 
(See planning application ref. 14/05231/FUL & N/11/02354/FUL). Notton Road runs parallel to the west of the site, beyond the 



road are open agricultural fields. The southern boundary of the site is adjacent to Corsham Road and contains several areas of 
trees in the curtilage of the existing dwelling. Whitehall Garden Centre is located at the other side of Corsham Road. 
4.6 The site is not located within a Green Belt or an AONB, nor is the site within 400m of an SSSI, SPA or Ramsar site. 
4.7 There are no Listed Buildings on the site, however, it is noted that there are three Grade II Listed Buildings in close proximity 
to the north-west corner of the site, as well as a Grade II Listed Building to the south of the site. The proposed site layout has 
been designed to minimise any negative impact on these heritage assets. 
4.8 Lacock Conservation Area is located to the south east of the sites and covers the main built up area of the village. There are 
no scheduled monuments on or in close proximity to the site. 
4.9 From a review of the EA register it is noted that the site is located within Flood Zone 1, which means there is a low probability 
of flooding. A water course runs adjacent to the southern boundary of the site, but this is outside of the red line boundary. 
4.10 The site is located within the vicinity of Lacock which is identified as a ‘Small Village’. The centre of Lacock is located to the 
south east of the site and is approximately a 10 minute walk away (800m to the south east). 
4.11 Lacock is a busy village with a range of services and facilities including local shop with a post office, three pubs (The Red 
Lion, The Carpenters Arms and The George Inn), Sign of the Angel restaurant with rooms, hotel, Lacock Bakery, The Stables 
Café, various gift shops, Hunting Lodge Tea Rooms, a goldsmiths, Lacock C of E Primary School, St Cyriac’s Church, children’s 
play area and a sports pitch, all of which are located within the village centre, 800m to the south east of the site. The National 
Trust attraction, Lacock Abbey, is also located at the east side of Lacock (1.2 km to the south east). 
4.12 Whitehall Garden Centre is located directly opposite the site and includes garden centre facilities and the Lavender Lodge 
Tea Rooms and Bistro. The Whitehall Garden Centre is known as a key destination point in the area. 
4.13 With regards to public transport there are two bus stops in close proximity to the site. The most accessible is the Reybridge 
Turn bus stop located on Cantax Hill (320 m to the east). This stop provides regular services via the X34 route to the main stops 
at Chippenham, Melksham, Trowbridge and Frome, and is within walking distance. The George bus stop is also along the X34 
route and is located on West Street, close to the High Street (800m to the south east). 
4.14 Chippenham railway station is located approximately 6.4 km to the north of the site and provides regular services to Bristol, 
Swindon, London Paddington and Westbury. 
4.15 It is considered that the site is situated in a sustainable location due to its proximity to local services and access to public 
transport. 
The Opportunity 
4.16 Land to the east of Notton, Lacock provides an opportunity to deliver additional dwellings in the forthcoming plan period. The 
site is well positioned in relation to existing infrastructure, services and facilities in Lacock. The site has no overriding constraints 
to development and would make a valuable contribution to the vitality of Lacock by way of additional market and affordable 
dwellings. The site represents a sustainable location for residential development at Lacock. 



4.17 The development of the site could provide a range of benefits which would contribute to the three dimensions (social, 
economic and environmental) of sustainable development. These are detailed below. 

 Provision of new market and affordable homes which could contribute to the council’s five year housing land supply. 
 New housing can enable existing Lacock residents and families to meet their housing needs locally, rather than have to move 

out of the area. This helps to support local community and social connections. 
 Housing to accommodate additional population, which will in turn support the vitality and viability of services and facilities in 

Lacock through local spending and funding. 
 CIL payments, in addition to New Homes Bonus and increased Council Tax receipts received by the Council. 
 Provision of an area of open space at the south of the site. 
 Provision of biodiversity enhancements across the site. 

5. Summary and Conclusion 
5.1 We support Wiltshire Council’s intention to plan for a higher level of growth than the minimum housing need of the Standard 
Methodology in the Emerging Spatial Strategy. 
5.2 However, as highlighted above, the plan period (2016-2036) does not allow for the Local Plan to “look ahead over a minimum 
15 year period from adoption” in accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF. We recommend that the plan period is extended 
until at least 2038 to allow a minimum 15 year time horizon from adoption. 
5.3 In line with paragraph 39 of the Empowering Rural Communities document, as there is not a Neighbourhood Plan covering 
Lacock, we would encourage the Council to allocate appropriate development sites, including the two sites submitted in this 
representation, to help meet local need and support appropriate development at Lacock. 
5.4 The two sites, Land to the south of Corsham Road, Lacock and Land to the east of Notton, Lacock, provide the opportunity to 
deliver high quality housing development in a sustainable location in close proximity to the existing built up area of Lacock. The 
sites do not have any overriding constraints and proposed schemes have been recently submitted to the Council for pre-
application discussions. 
5.5 We therefore recommend that Wiltshire Council consider the allocation of Land to the south of Corsham Road, Lacock and 
Land to the east of Notton, Lacock as sustainable infill sites at Lacock. 
5.6 We look forward to continuing to engage with the Local Plan Review process and would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
with officers the opportunities at Lacock. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural257 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Affordable by 
definition is lower income households. Wrong location is an easy mistake 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, with towns and city centres now accelerated by 
ghost towns especially after covid 19. Affordable housing is too overused an expression. Look at true infrastructure, balanced 



with an ageing population and the rise of home working. Bright light syndrome is stiff as big today as it was 30 years ago .. .if not 
more so! Younger generations are drawn to big centres, technology and their friends. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and use existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... not 
ju 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described. Many home workers and that was before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as 
a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 



2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which puts a very different slant on the classification with remote narrow lanes and 
infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren't left with empty city centres. Joined 
up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural258 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Redlynch Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 258 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, there needs to be sufficient supply of affordable homes or first time buyer homes in rural areas to enable those who grew up 
in the area to stay in the area should they wish to do so. It should not be a target but a condition of the development takin 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes in principle the Council agree with the suggested revised Core Policy 44. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, villages need dwellings of various sizes to allow local people to stay within the area as stated above. The New Forest 
National Park restricts extensions to dwellings by the use of Core Policy DP36 of the New Forest National Park’s Local Plan: 
Policy 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
See Above 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The formula used to calculate housing requirements does not take into account each individual area’s actual ability to provide 
suitable sites for the suggested housing numbers nor does it demonstrate there is an actual need for the numbers suggested.  
The document states that “the housing requirement for the remaining unconstrained area is distributed to each Large Village, 
based on the size of settlement and number of existing households” but this does not mean there are sufficient available areas 



within the settlement boundary for more housing.  In many areas where the numbers of existing households are high it’s because 
previous development has already taken place or there has already been significant infill.  
Requirements for housing cannot be calculated based on the size of a settlement or number of existing households.  This does 
not mean there is necessarily a requirement for more housing. Requirements should be based on evidential need and whether or 
not extra housing will have a detrimental impact on the existing infrastructure.  As an example, recent development at Downton 
meant Downton Primary School had to be extended into the green space of Downton memorial gardens. Children from Downton 
and beyond are also therefore being accommodated in Morgans Vale & Woodfalls Primary. With a further housing requirement 
proposed of 108 properties for Downton alone how will the existing infrastructure which also supports adjacent small rural village 
communities cope, especially if their housing allocation is also to increase?  
There is a concern that a county wide housing target is just being distributed around the county due to sizing of areas which are 
deemed to be able to absorb extra housing without taking into account whether or not the existing infrastructure can actually 
support the proposed extra housing or that extra housing is actually needed. 
We are also concerned that due to geography and lines on a map that there is a misconception that Morgan’s Vale and 
Woodfalls constitute one place. They are adjacent small rural villages with different topography and identities and have only 
become connected through infill. They should be treated as two small rural communities. 
Should Requirements be Higher or Lower 
It is not possible to answer in general terms for all the areas listed in the Empowering Rural Communities document as you would 
need to have personal knowledge of that area to know if housing is required and if there are suitable sites and existing 
infrastructure can support it. 
If existing infrastructure cannot support additional housing is there sufficient development space available to improve the 
infrastructure and is that what existing residents actually want? 
Redlynch Parish Council does not agree with the suggested housing requirement for Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls. These are 
two adjacent small villages and we believe notwithstanding the incorrect definition of these places as a ‘large village’ that the 
housing allocation is far too high and is not supported by evidential need. 
If so which ones and why? 
Redlynch Parish Council does not agree with the suggested housing requirement for the adjacent rural villages of Morgan’s Vale 
and Woodfalls and also has concerns with the housing requirement for the neighbouring village of Downton. Redlynch Parish 
Council does not agree with Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls villages being classified as one “Large Village”.  Morgan’s Vale and 
Woodfalls are two separate settlements within Redlynch Parish which consists of Morgan’s Vale, Lover, Redlynch and Woodfalls. 
Due to Lover and Redlynch being within the New Forest National Park they are not included in the housing requirement.  
However, any housing development within Lover and Redlynch will impact the infrastructure of the whole parish and equally any 
development in Morgan’s Vale or Woodfalls will impact Lover and Redlynch.  



With part of Redlynch Parish being within the New Forest National Park any additional housing in the villages of Morgan’s Vale or 
Woodfalls could cause a potential negative impact on the Park including increased recreational pressures and cross-Park traffic.  
Consideration should also be given to the impact on the  River Avon System Site of Special Scientific(SSSI)Interest, River Avon 
Special Area of Conservation(SAC) and New Forest SSSI, SAC, Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site where the 
villages are within Impact Risk Zones and likely to have an incidental impact beyond these zones.  
The neighbouring settlement Downton is also located in close proximity to the northern boundary of the National Park and 
development in the settlement will impact on the New Forest in terms of increased recreational pressures and cross-Park traffic. 
Any development in the valley will also have a likely significant effect on the River Avon designated sites which must be 
considered and mitigated.  
Large Villages are defined as “settlements with a more limited range of employment, services and facilities. Development will be 
limited to that needed to help meet their housing needs and improve employment opportunities, services and facilities”.  What is 
meant by a limited range of employment, services and facilities?  Both the of Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls have an extremely 
low level of services and facilities with few employment opportunities and both villages would therefore come under the “Smal l 
Village” classification.  It would appear that they have been classified as a Large Village simply due to the geographical layout of 
the two settlements, which clearly covers a large square area, and not because of their levels of employment, services and 
facilities.  
Redlynch Parish Council are concerned that the calculations for the housing requirements do not accurately reflect what is 
needed or possible in the individual areas.  Within the Emerging Spatial Strategy document it states the need for new homes is to 
support services and infrastructure but the volume of new homes suggested in Downton, Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls would not 
support services and infrastructure but has the potential to actually cause harm.   
In terms of the wider impact in conjunction with Downton, the Empowering Rural Communities document places an allocation on 
Downton for a further 108 dwellings (it states a requirement of 235 but identifies that 127 of these have already been delivered). 
So, the overall impact on Downton, as the area’s Local Service Centre, is to be able to support a further 164 families. Can the 
shops and Doctor’s surgery, which currently support Downton and Redlynch Parishes as well as other neighbouring 
communities, accommodate this increased take-up of services without substantial further investment in infrastructure? Can the 
schools accommodate any overflow from Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls when they have their own increased capacity to take into 
consideration? Can the already overly busy rural roads and parking facilities in these villages accommodate the increased traffic 
requirement without further similar investment?  Redlynch Parish Council does not believe the current infrastructure can support 
the suggested housing requirements.  
A prime example is Downton Surgery which currently accommodates patients from Downton, Woodfalls, Morgan’s Vale, 
Redlynch and Lover as well as patients in neighbouring and geographically close villages such as Hale and Woodgreen in 
Hampshire. Wait times for appointments can already be significant. How will it cope with further development?   



It states within the supporting documents that the Local Plan Review will play a key role in helping to deliver not only the 
Council’s carbon reduction aspiration, but also achieve compliance with legislation and national planning policy expectations.  
This is not compatible with the suggested volume of housing in Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls with neither having real 
employment opportunities and a very limited rural bus service which means residents are reliant on their cars.  The carbon 
footprint would increase rather than decrease which as stated earlier will negatively impact the New Forest National Parkand 
surrounding statutory designated sites. 
Over the years there has been an increase in housing in Redlynch parish however, even with an increase in housing the parish 
has lost three of its original five pubs, with all three pub sites being turned into housing.  There were also four shops but now 
there is only one for the whole parish –the three other shops were all converted into housing. So housing is not assisting 
services, housing is replacing the services and infrastructure resulting in residents needing to travel elsewhere thus increasing 
carbon footprint not reducing it.   
Within the Empowering Rural Communities document it states “to support the local plan, each community will be encouraged to 
determine themselves where additional development takes place by the preparation of a neighbourhood plan”.  This is not 
possible if there is no land available within the settlement boundary for either Morgan’s Vale or Woodfalls to provide the 
suggested housing requirement of 56.It is stated that Wiltshire Council will look at brownfield sites and prefer not to use green 
belt land.  The only brownfield site within Morgan’s Vale or Woodfalls is the Skylark site which has already obtained planning 
permission for 7 properties meaning there are no other sites on which to build.  The other option is infill but again there are 
insufficient infill opportunities to achieve the 56 housing requirement.  The Empowering Rural Communities document also states 
that when calculating the requirement, planning policy seeks to ensure that housing in rural areas is constrained to preserve the 
countryside –so the suggested figure of 56 would go against the planning policy as there are no suitable sites within the 
settlement boundary resulting in any potential development encroaching on green belt land. It should also be noted that the 
document indicates a presumption against any development of more than 20 properties which means that, to achieve the 
required numbers, at least three sizable development sites would be required.  
In summary, notwithstanding the issues identified above with respect to the need to breach the current settlement boundary and 
definition of a ‘large village’, development simply cannot take place to the east or south-east of the villages of Morgan’s Vale and 
Woodfalls due to the immediate proximity of the Wiltshire/Hampshire border or encroachment into the area administered by the 
New Forest National Park Authority, and development cannot take place to the west or south-west due to encroachment into the 
River Avon SAC. As a result, Redlynch Parish Council considers that there is no possibility of delivering the stated housing 
requirement.  
In conclusion Redlynch Parish Council believe the settlements of Morgan’s Vale and Woodfalls should both come under the 
Small Village classification where some very modest development may be appropriate to respond to local needs and contribute 
to the vitality of rural communities but generally limited to infill. 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural259 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No. A blanket policy results in lack of joined up thinking and yet more ill executed schemes in wrong locations. Affordable by 
definition is lower income households. Wrong location is an easy mistake 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No real consideration is being given to the proper use of brownfield locations, with towns and city centres now accelerated by 
ghost towns especially after covid 19. Affordable housing is too overused an expression. Look at true infrastructure, balanced 



with an ageing population and the rise of home working. Bright light syndrome is still as big today as it was 30 years ago .. .if not 
more so! Younger generations are drawn to big centres, technology and their friends. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Robust research by encouraging a greater understanding of the Localism Act to provide real answers not lobbied answers. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The answers become obvious when existing empty house supply and brownfield sites are truly understood and accounted for. 
This will help enhance the street scene of many locations and use existing infrastructure. A genuine 'sustainable' solution ... not 
ju 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Firstly the available employment is mis described. Many home workers and that was before Covid 19. Winters/ow is described as 
a large village But it has small village infrastructure and roads. The area covered is 452 hectares and with a population of circa 



2000 is a density of 4.42 people per hectare, which puts a very different slant on the classification with remote narrow lanes and 
infrastructure. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Brownfield and the true concern about the viability of towns and city centres is that we aren't left with empty city centres. Joined 
up thinking is required. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural260 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Nexus Planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Hollins Strategic Land 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 260 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
HSL supports the Council’s efforts to increase the delivery of affordable homes, and the proposed target set out in the ERC 
document, where this would be viable. This will help ensure that the affordable housing needs of rural communities in Wiltshire 
are 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



HSL welcomes the revised Core Policy 44 such that proposals of 20 dwellings or fewer will now be supported. However, to 
provide sufficient flexibility for larger sites coming forward, the Council should consider including suitable wording to allow for 
larger sites at rural settlements to be supported where they would assist in meeting local needs (both from a quantitative and 
qualitative perspective) and otherwise would accord with the spatial strategy and other relevant policies in the Local Plan. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
In our experience, permitted development rights on extensions are used by homeowners to expand their home as an alternative 
to relocating, potentially away from the community in which they live. Indeed the revised draft NPPF which government are 
currently 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Please see above 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
The ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ (ERC) document outlines a development strategy and indicative housing requirements for 
Wiltshire’s rural areas. In respect of Purton, the ERC indicates a ‘baseline’ requirement of 140 dwellings. The methodology as to 
how 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural261 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Local views should be paramount 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
We are concerned for all areas. It's a matter of principle.  
It should be primarily decided by the people who live there. The integrity and character of individual villages should be 
maintained. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



The constraints listed under 85 (p14) should be of paramount importance 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural262 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 262 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 
The World commission on Environment and Development: Our Common Future (Page16) makes the following statement: 
“Sustainable development is not a fixed state of harmony, but rather a process of change in which the exploitation of resources, 
the direction 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



No.  
This section outlines a policy to devolve the destruction of the countryside from the Council to the Public. Currently, Local 
Government whinges, whales and bemoans the fact that it “cannot do anything about Climate Change or Environmental 
destruction because the Government has forced it to sell its farmland and build all over it”. In this document, Local Government is 
proposing a way that will allow itself to do exactly the same thing and completely absolve itself from all responsibility for this 
destruction. 
Most politicians seem to think that people actually care about them personally and about what they say. The reality is the 
opposite and people only listen to politicians if something really good or really bad is coming their way. Everyone is so busy 
working so hard and there is no time to waste pumping their vanity. The same applies to Wiltshire Council’s website. People don’t 
Perouse it because they want to or because they feel it might be interesting, they go there because they have to. 
By moving the place for all democratic Public Opinion online you automatically exclude the digitally disabled. You cannot assume 
that ‘The Public’ will all get involved because it’s the WC website, vast tracts of people are overrun with digital information 
streams whilst others are not even connected.  
Furthermore, opinion surveys (like this consultation) inevitably attract the polar views of the small but engaged sections of any 
population and in this case, it’s the polar views expressed as “Money or Planet”. The two are irreconcilable without education. In 
common with this Local Plan “Consultation”, the education is totally one sided: This consultation only espouses the benefits of 
housing development, it says not a single word about the Atmospheric, Ocean and Ecological destruction emitted during 
manufacture of materials and the act of construction. There are no estimates, no calculations and no data to allow any member of 
the public to make a balanced decision or do a cost-benefit analysis from a climate or ecological viewpoint. 
Businessmen are very clever, very focussed and very well resourced. The business objective is always the bottom line and the 
profit involved in building 45,000 houses on cheap farmland provides a huge incentive to play the long game and invest in a 
profitable outcome – billions of pounds of profit are at stake in getting this Local Plan ‘through’. Right now it’s the end game 
around Chippenham and it’s been planned for and funded over decades. Business can afford to employ intelligent people to work 
full time within and around Local Government at all levels. The Climate-aware and Environment-aware population stands no 
chance because in the face of that business resource, their Defender and Voice – Wiltshire Council and Council Officers (which 
the public pay for) have absented themselves of their responsibilities and publically espouse treating the Democratic Institution as 
a Business, with a self-declared objective of making money out of any and all of the people’s assets. 
Preparation of the countryside for development is happening now for the development plans after 2036. Go out, look around the 
countryside and ask yourself why the big trees are being cut down, why the hedgerow widths are thinned and why the hedgerow 
heights are shortened year after year after year. Who is doing that and why? 
What we need is Leadership from our leaders, but leadership in the Right Direction. We have had a 400-year run-up to the 
precipice that all life is about to fall over and yet this Leadership is still encouraging us to run faster towards the edge rather than 



stop, look around at our world, take stock of the thousands of ways we’ve damaged it and begin to work together to effect repairs 
– for the good of all - as soon as possible. What about a Policy of educating the population about Climate change and then a 
surveyasking them at what level they think the Atmospheric level of CO2(in ppm) will cause the first irreversible climate tipping 
point ?What about a Policy of educating Cabinet members and Wiltshire Councillors about Sustainable Farming and a  
surveyasking  the  rural  community  if  WC  should  fund  their  tenant  farmers,  village  shops,  village markets, village schools 
to germinate to do better, rather thanselling our county farms,funding car parks, funding yet more roads and funding the design of 
massive new housing estates ? 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No, this approach needs to be completely blocked. This approach needs to be recognised for what it is – more growth in the 
wrong economic sector, for money. 
The approach needs to be completely re-written to move away from new building and towards refurbi 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
There seems to be a deceit by National and Local government allied to the Media that somehow Climate Change and the 
Ecological crisis don’t apply to use here in Wiltshire, that there is no local evidence that there is anything wrong at all and that it’s 
o 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 



 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I am highly concerned at any and all house building, in all parts of Wiltshire. I clearly see the costs and the losses to the Natural 
Capital of Wiltshire that come from the building of housing estates, industrial units and the accompanying roads (both mi 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
This document is a developer’s charter for building 45,000 houses across Wiltshire. Key Cabinet Members are  now –publically –
Developers,  who  meet  behind  closed  doors  with  other  developers,  financiers  and solicitors to carveup the farmland and 
countryside that Wiltshire Council is supposed to look after for the benefit of The Commons –i.e.the population of Wiltshire. We  
don’t  even  have  a  construct  for  looking  after  the  wildlife,  the  indigenous  species,  the  ‘common’ lifeforms that inhabit the 
countryside ... we just about manage to concern ourselves with the ones that we have driven close to the edge extinction, but 
with respect to endangered bats, Cabinet voted in 2020 that destroying  even  their  habitat  is  fine  for  developers, so long as 
they “promise to find them alternative accommodation for ever”.And they joked and smiled as they voted for this.What  is  needed  
in  this  document  is  a  plan  to  Empower  Rural  Communities  to  stop  urbanisation  of  the countryside  for  money –to stop  
housing  estate  building,  industrial  estate  building  and  roadbuilding  over Rural Ground (the countryside). Every single one of 
these Local Plan Documents is about “Developing”the Countryside-by destroying it-and the excuse is the WC Core Policy of 
Economic Growth.How do we Empower Local Communities to drive forward to a sustainablefuture when the entire system of 
Local  Government  from  the  top  to  the  bottom  is  shot  through  with  business  men  and  women  looking  to make money? 
The System requires no accountability for the associated destruction and pollution, because the incumbents have insidiously 
written the processes and the policies which govern themselvesto avoid all responsibility and foster maximum economic 
growth.How  do  we  even  converse  with  the  Politicians  when  Democracy  excludes  two-way  conversation? Councillors,  
Officers  and  Cabinet  members  are  not  required  to  engage  in  any  discussion  with  the  Rural Community  at  all –and they 
don’t. If they don’t like a public question or a public  statement,  they  simply ignore  it,  or  reply  to  a  substituted  question  or  
move  on  to  a  comfortable  subject.  There  is  no  discussion with the Rural Community or discussion about itsdestruction, 
everything is justified by Economic Growth, which is what has brought us to this Planet Perilous Position in the first place.This 



“Consultation” is not a discussion and opposing views will not be listened to. My expectation is that the arguments against the 
countryside construction sector will be listed, prioritised, deconstructed and then either publically destroyed or quietly ignored, in 
order that ‘development’ can proceed. To add insult to injury the Developers in Local government will use the Officers within 
Wiltshire Council to do this very work –most likely, that’s You. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural263 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I wish to object to the proposal to increase the number of houses in Studley and Derry Hill by 80.   
  
Derry Hill has been the subject of massive development over the past decade or so with all the fields bounded by the A4 and 
Church Street being consumed for houses.  Even when the proposed development has been outside the development boundary 
and the Chief Planning Officer opposed it, the development at Church Street still went ahead.  More recently the 53 house estate 
on the former Blount’s Court nursery further urbanised the two villages.  Given the excessive numbers of houses built in the 
villages over the past years, it is totally unreasonable for the Council to impose a further requirement of 80 houses which is drawn 
from the Council’s housing analysis which is not based on local housing need. 
  



Throughout this period, the developers and land owner have given very little to the villages – there has been no benefit for the 
residents.  Further development would be no different with the beneficiaries again being the developer and land owner. 
  
Over the past year the infrastructure has, in fact, reduced – the village shop has closed, possibly temporarily and the Post Office 
service has been withdrawn for the foreseeable future.  Therefore, Derry Hill and Studley, although classified as a ‘large village’, 
only has a church, school, village hall and 2 pubs i.e. minimal compared to what one might expect.   
  
Consequently, no further development in the village can be considered sustainable.  Even with a change to work patterns 
following Covid i.e. a greater number working from home, the vast majority of current and future residents will need to commute 
further afield.  Although the 55 bus route runs along the A4, the vast number of commutes are by car; clearly evidenced by the 
number of vehicles at the new estate where 53 houses have resulted in almost 100 cars.  Without any facilities in the villages, 
residents need to travel to Calne, Chippenham or further afield for doctors, dentists, hairdressers etc. 
  
This all contributes to the congestion at Studley Crossroads and not just at peak times which results in a dangerous junction 
especially with some traffic on the A4 regularly exceeding the 50 mph limit. 
  
Notwithstanding the arguments above, it appears that the 53 properties at Blount’s Court have not been considered in the 
calculation of outstanding housing requirements.  Therefore, the additional new house requirements should be far less than the 
80 stated in the document. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural264 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I wish to object to the proposal to increase the number of houses in Studley and Derry Hill by 80.   
  
Derry Hill has been the subject of massive development over the past decade or so with all the fields bounded by the A4 and 
Church Street being consumed for houses.  Even when the proposed development has been outside the development boundary 
and the Chief Planning Officer opposed it, the development at Church Street still went ahead.  More recently the 53 house estate 
on the former Blount’s Court nursey further urbanised the two villages.  Given the excessive numbers of houses built in the 
villages over the past years, it is totally unreasonable for the Council to impose a further requirement of 80 houses which is drawn 
from the Council’s housing analysis which is not based on local housing need. 
  



Throughout this period, the developers and land owner have given very little to the villages – there has been no benefit for the 
residents.  Further development would be no different with the beneficiaries again being the developer and land owner. 
  
Over the past year the infrastructure has, in fact, reduced – the village shop has closed, possibly temporarily and the Post Office 
service has been withdrawn for the foreseeable future.  Therefore, Derry Hill and Studley, although classified as a ‘large village’, 
only has a church, school, village hall and 2 pubs i.e. minimal compared to what one might expect.   
  
Consequently, no further development in the village can be considered sustainable.  Even with a change to work patterns 
following Covid i.e. a greater number working from home, the vast majority of current and future residents will need to commute 
further afield.  Although the 55 bus route runs along the A4, the vast number of commutes are by car; clearly evidenced by the 
number of vehicles at the new estate where 53 houses have resulted in almost 100 cars.  Without any facilities in the villages, 
residents need to travel to Calne, Chippenham or further afield for doctors, dentists, hairdressers etc. 
  
This all contributes to the congestion at Studley Crossroads and not just at peak times which results in a dangerous junction 
especially with some traffic on the A4 regularly exceeding the 50 mph limit. 
  
Notwithstanding the arguments above, it appears that the 53 properties at Blount’s Court have not been considered in the 
calculation of outstanding housing requirements.  Therefore, the additional new house requirements should be far less than the 
80 stated in the document. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural266 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Chair, Friends of Steeple 
Ashton 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes in principle, but influenced by neighbourhood factors concerning identified need.  
Paragraph 9 states ‘the role of the Local Plan Review is to ‘set an appropriate scale of housing growth for Large Villages’ and ‘by 
setting out a scale of development t 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Not agreed until further clarification. The proposal to amend Core Policy 44 appears to enable developers to take the initiative 
towards delivering affordable housing targets with certain provisions that include ‘clear support from the local community through 



evidenced consultation’.  What does ‘local community’ mean in the context of a local plan? For example, would the occupants of 
Steeple Ashton be those consulted in relation to any proposed development in the village settlement area or wider parish area?  
Despite the emphasis elsewhere in the paper concerning the need for effective neighbourhood plans to complement the local 
plan, they are not mentioned in the approach. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, provided that the occupants of large villages such as Steeple Ashton are empowered to influence decisions.  If an element 
of that empowerment is to be through neighbourhood plans, then their production and periodic review must be appropriately 
resour 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
We agree with the observations at paragraph 24 and support the intent at paragraph 25 to sustain affordable housing through 
restrictions on expansion etc. Local evidence can be provided that the stock of affordable housing has been diminished in recent 
ye 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Paragraph 35 states ‘The Local Plan must provide the number of additional homes each one (neighbourhood p lan) must plan to 
accommodate’.  If large village communities are expected to embrace this construct, the start point needs to be a realistic 
dwelling 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
It is right that large villages should play an appropriate part towards achieving new dwelling targets, however the calculation of 
those targets must be realistic and practical if they are to be supported by local communities and included in neighbourhood 
plans. 
Paragraphs 61 – 69 explain the WC view on the necessity for neighbourhood plans.  
The statement at paragraph 69 that ‘Neighbourhood plan areas, however, do not benefit from the additional protection against 
speculative development if their neighbourhood plans are more than two years old’ raises considerable concern.  
If communities such as Steeple Ashton are to buy-in to supporting the Local Plan and delivery of dwelling targets through a 
Neighbourhood Plan, the start point has to be realistic dwelling targets and a degree of confidence that Wiltshire Council will 
enable effective neighbourhood influence on planning and decision making by:  
• resourcing the production and ongoing review of neighbourhood plans 
• maintaining the integrity of the planning system when dealing with speculative developers motivated primarily by profit. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural267 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): AssetSphere Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 267 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Asset Sphere Ltd have been instructed to make representations to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review (Regulation 18) on behalf of 
[NAME REDACTED] who are the freehold owners of the Land At Barters Farm Nurseries. 
The subject site is approximately 1.8hectares suitable for residential development, the land to the west of the subject site has 
already been consented for residential development. The site could accommodate in the region of 50 houses with provision for 
public open space. There is additional space available that could provide community allotments and perhaps scope for district 
heating using renewable resources. 
The village of Chapmanslade is a well serviced and connected village, with good public transport links to the larger market towns 
of Westbury and Frome. The subject site is available and deliverable with good levels of existing access, utilities. The site is 



already well screened site, having minimal landscape impact. The land is partially developed as a garden nursery with retail uses 
already, so the principal of development is already established. In conclusion, the above site provides a site for sustainable 
development and meets objectives within the Wiltshire Strategic Context and therefore should be allocated for future 
development to meet the Wiltshire Housing Supply. (Please see RURAL267). 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural269 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pegasus Group 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Welbeck Strategic Land II LLP 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 269 B; RURAL 269 C; RURAL 269 D 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The housing requirement for North Bradley should be higher than the 65 dwellings identified at Table 2.7 of the ERC document.  
Separate representations by Welbeck Strategic Land II LLP have explained why the total housing requirement for the Local Plan 
s 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
In order to provide for the necessary increase in housing requirements for N Bradley, as explained above, Welbeck Strategic 
Land II LLP can confirm that they are in control of land at the south western edge of the village, which could provide for such 
housing. The accompanying Appendix 2 [SEE RURAL269d] identifies the site outlined in red, plus facilities within the local area 
and an associated constraints plan.  



The site is considered to offer an excellent opportunity to introduce the required housing at N Bradley in a sustainable manner. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural270 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Armstrong Rigg Planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Dunmoore Properties Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
On behalf of our clients Dunmoore Properties Ltd we are progressing a site for 50 affordable dwellings (Ref. 20/06557/OUT) in 
Pewsey (100% affordable). 
Our analysis of housing delivery in Pewsey, is that typically schemes are small, are not delivering any 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Changes to the exceptions policy is clearly needed to seek to address extremely high levels of unmet affordable housing need 
and facilitate its greater provision going forward. Criteria i. is unnecessary (and accordingly shown struck through below) given 



the existence of criteria ii. Criteria ii offers a more credible measure of whether the affordable housing is needed, and avoids the 
potential of much needed affordable housing being derailed by the interests of parties whose primary focus may be to maintain 
the status quo. 
Similarly criteria v. imposes an arbitrary restriction on numbers which is unnecessary given the wording of criteria vi. 
At rural settlements, development proposals will be supported where their primary purpose is 
to provide affordable housing to meet local needs, provided: 
i. It has clear support from the local community through evidenced consultation. 
ii. The number, type, size and tenure of the affordable dwellings should reflect identified and genuine local needs as evidenced 
on the Homes4Wiltshire register and/or through a local housing needs survey 
iii. The proposal is within, adjoining or well related to the existing settlement without reliance on travel by private car 
iv. Environmental and landscape considerations will not be compromised 
v. The proposal consists of 20 dwellings or fewer and will be no greater than 5% of the size of the settlement 
vi. Its scale and type is appropriate to the nature of the settlement and will respect the character and setting of that settlement 
vii. The affordable housing provided will always be available for defined local needs, both initially and on subsequent change of 
occupant. 
Proposals which include plots for self and custom build affordable homes will be supported where they meet the above criteria. 
Changes to the wording of the second part of the policy are suggested below to encourage the delivery of such sites and direct 
them towards larger more sustainable settlements. 
Cross-subsidy/Market Housing 
Rural exception sites must primarily be led by an affordable housing proposal. [NOTE THAT THE FOLLOWING SENTENCE IN 
CLUDES TRACK CHANGES NOT SHOWN HERE. PLEASE SEE RURAL270b) The inclusion of up to 25% 30% open market 
housing may be permitted at sites at the edge of Local Service Centres and Large Villages. The intention on such sites will be to 
maximise the level of affordable housing provided. will only be considered where it can be demonstrated that the site would be 
unviable as an exception site without cross-subsidy, and/or where it is proven essential to provide a balanced and sustainable 
community, with evidence of support from a Community Land Trust or other community representation. For rural exceptions site 
and community led housing developments, the number, type and size of open market homes will reflect the proven needs, and 
will be integrated throughout the development so as to be indistinguishable from the affordable housing. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



There is no such question in the document. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
There is no such question in the document. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
It is self-evident that with an existing unmet affordable housing need of 267homes in Pewsey in the period to 2026 that the 
housing target for Pewsey is far too low. A residual requirement for just 34 homes in the period 2016-36, equates to less than 2 
dw 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
It is recognised there is a role for neighbourhood planning, as supported by the emerging strategy, but the scale of unmet 
housing needs in rural communities such as Pewsey are at levels that warrant direct action through the Local Plan to ensure 
sufficient number of suitable sites are allocated for housing to meet those needs. 



The emerging strategy indicates this will be undertaken by Wiltshire Council through a subsequent Site Allocations Plan in the 
event insufficient sites come forward through neighbourhood planning. 
The extent of needs are such that this exercise should be undertaken now as an important part of the Local Plan Review. To do 
otherwise will be to further delay the identification of site in sufficient numbers to meet those needs and in the meantime those 
housing needs, including acute affordable housing needs will continue to grow. 
It is plainly obvious that a residual housing requirement of just 34 homes in Pewsey over the 20 year plan period 2016-2036, will 
exacerbate existing affordable housing needs, undermine Pewsey’s role as a Local Service Centre, threaten community cohesion 
and the viability of local employment centres and services. 
Additional housing sites are needed in Pewsey, including those such as our clients at Wilcot Road and these should be allocated 
at the earliest opportunity through this Local Plan Review process. 
We would be pleased to provide additional information on this and discuss the opportunities which their land at Wilcot Road, 
Pewsey offers at the earliest opportunity. 
While neighbourhood planning has an important role to play in tandem with strategic planning, we note that when providing for a 
sufficient amount and variety of land to deliver against specific housing requirements that in a study of Neighbourhood Plans 
conducted by Lichfield’s (2018)(1) they concluded that whilst some plans propose housing allocations, a majority (60%) do not. 
Of a total of 330 plans reviewed, just 15 were found to be planning for genuinely additional homes, above that required by the 
corresponding Local Plan. This equates to a c.3% boost in the planning supply of housing in those 15 neighbourhood plan areas. 
This Council should be mindful of such research when relying on the delivery of allocations through Neighbourhood Plans and 
the need to ensure the Council can maintains a deliverable 5- Year Housing Land Supply throughout the plan period. Something 
it is currently unable to do. 
As evidenced by the extent of unmet affordable housing needs in Pewsey a continuation of previous policy approaches has failed 
in providing for the requisite levels of housing in areas of need and therefore this Local Plan Review should allocate sustainable 
sites like our clients at Pewsey LSC. In doing so it can ensure that sufficient numbers of housing are provided in areas of need 
sooner than would otherwise by the case. 
(1) Lichfield’s Housing Delivery through Neighbourhood Plans 2018 (https://lichfields.uk/media/4128/local-choices_housing-
delivery-through-neighbourhood-plans.pdf) 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural271 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Holt Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The provision of affordable homes should be determined by demonstrated need in the community up to a limit determined by 
affordability in the development proposed. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
One of the provisions should be “Is supported by the Neighbourhood Plan where one exists”. The limit of 20 dwellings seems 
arbitrary; the quantity should be determined by demonstrated need. 
 



 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
We are in general agreement with this approach. It is worth pursuing to maintain a supply of affordable homes of the appropriate 
type.  Funding either rural exception sites or community led housing developments by including a proportion of open market hou 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
We believe that we have already covered this above. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Holt is a large village which falls within the Trowbridge area.  We have no issue with the figure given except that we need to know 
what approved applications have already been counted in terms of completed and approved.  This is material where the number 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
The Local Plan Transport Review document shows a proposal to make a new Staverton bypass to relieve the pinch point at the 
Staverton bridge and the problems with flooding of the B3105 at the Causeway.  This plan will merely exacerbate problems at the 
accident prone staggered junction at Forwards Common and onwards through Wooley Green.  It also fails to address the 
overload on the B3107 through Holt. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural272 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Rocke Associates Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 272 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 
As is made clear in the Emerging Spatial Strategy document, the settlement hierarchy is not intended to change as part of the 
Local Plan Review, only that ‘small villages’ will be considered ‘non-strategic’1. What this means is that all of the other tier 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural273 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Emery Planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Wainhomes Severn Valley Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL273 B; RURAL 273 C 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The emerging Local Plan proposes the following New Core Policy: 
“Housing Requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area Meeting the needs of Local Service Centres and 
Large Villages Housing, housing requirements for neighbourhood area designations will be met by: 
• Existing planning permissions and plan allocations that have not yet been implemented 



• Small sites within settlement boundaries 
• Exception and Community-led Schemes accordance with Core Policy 44 
• Site allocations in the development plan 
The general presumption against housing proposals outside a settlement will apply in accordance with Core Policy 2. Site 
allocations will generally be made in neighbourhood plans. Where this is not the case, it may be necessary for the Council to 
allocate sites. This may be achieved by a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan.” 
4.2 Our view is that the Local Plan should allocate sites across the plan area to meet housing needs. In this way development 
can be planned for and allocated in a coordinated manner. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
4.3 Paragraph: 101 Reference ID: 41-101-20190509 of the PPG states: 
“How should a housing requirement figure be set for designated neighbourhood areas?  
The National Planning Policy Framework expects most strategic policy-making authorities to set housing 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Widham Farm, Purton 
4.9 The site is comprised of eight agricultural fields covering an area of 5.7ha on the northern edge of Purton. The site is 
bounded by a railway line to the north and residential development to the east, south and west. 
Planning History 
4.10 The appeal decision dated 30th November 2009 is the key part of the planning history of the site. This appeal followed the 
planning application (ref: 08/02399/OUT) dated 17th October 2008 which was refused by North Wiltshire District Council on 26th 
January 2009. The application sought approval for the erection of 148 dwellings (to include 44 affordable dwellings) public open 
space after demolition of 2 dwellings (Kilmayne and Perrying, Station Road). 
4.11 The appeal decision assessed the various issues following the refusal of planning permission. In conclusion the Inspector 
states: 
“I find the councils disaggregation of housing land supply policy to be sensible in this case and that Purton is not within AoS2c. 
Consequently, the council can demonstrate a 5 year supply of housing land and paragraph 71 of PPS3 does not apply. In terms 
of scale, there is no policy support for the proposal, which is greater than required for local needs. The proposal is contrary to 
Policy H4 of the local plan. There are no material considerations of sufficient weight to outweigh the harm to Policy and so the 
appeal should fail. I have taken into account the conditions of a Section 106 Obligation, but they did not alter my conclusions 
above.” 
4.12 Therefore the Inspector found that there was no site specific reason for the appeal to fail. Rather it was the need for 
development in light of the council’s housing land supply and the scale of development. 
2012 Planning Appeal 
4.13 An application (Ref N/11/02574/OUT) was submitted on 28th July 2011 for 50 dwellings. An appeal 
against non-determination was submitted and an appeal was heard in April and August 2012. The appeal was dismissed in a 
decision dated 5th October 2012 with the sole reason being housing need. There were no environmental or technical issues with 



regard to the site which were used to refuse planning permission. With respect to flooding, the Inspector concluded at paragraph 
124 of her decision: 
“These outcomes and maintenance of the proposed drainage system could be ensured by imposing conditions tying the 
permission to the Flood Risk Assessment and setting out requirements for drainage, floor levels, landscaping and the surface 
water management pond.31 The development would not reduce the risk of flooding so as to provide a benefit which would tip the 
balance in favour of a grant of permission. However, it would not add to the local flood risk so that the appeal could be dismissed 
on this ground” 
4.14 With respect to highways and traffic, she found (paragraph 126): 
“Nevertheless, I agree with the appellant and the Council that the roads in Purton are not used to capacity and could 
accommodate cumulative traffic from the proposed and nearby housing. The development would be unlikely to cause 
unacceptable traffic problems or loss of highway safety.” 
4.15 With respect to environment, heritage and design the findings were:  
“The proposed development would be laid out to retain sufficient space around Widham Grove and Widham Farmhouse so as to 
preserve the setting of both listed buildings. Subject to provision of the ecological pond and suitable vegetation, the proposed 
housing would cause no unacceptable harm to any protected species. Whether the development would have an acceptable 
design and impact on nearby properties would be properly considered at reserved matters stage.” 
North Wiltshire Local Plan Inspectors Report 
4.16 The site was also considered as an objection site by the North Wiltshire Local Plan Inspector as part of the now adopted 
local plan. Whilst the Inspector concluded that the site should not be allocated due to brownfield sites elsewhere at that time, he 
considered it a logical site for development. The Inspector states: 
“Having regard to the relationship of the site to the existing development in the area, I accept that the proposed allocation could 
be regarded as a rounding off of development in the north-eastern section of the village. The site also benefits from being close 
to the railway station proposed under Policy T5.” 
4.17 This report and the appeal decisions demonstrate that the site is suitable for development and there are no constraints to 
development. With the Local Plan looking forward to 2036 (or 2040 as we propose), there is a need for new housing in Purton 
and this site can now come forward. 
Proposed Development 
4.18 The Vison Document enclosed as Appendix EP5 provides an illustrative masterplan and site specific information which 
shows: 
• Potential developable area for 75 homes; 
• A large area for formal and informal open space and recreational areas for not only prospective residents, but also existing 
residents of the village; and, 



• Attenuation Basin. 
4.19 We are also assessing out plans which may also include: 
• the provision of employment land for B1 use; and, 
• the potential for a pedestrian link between Purton and the northern side of the railway line. 
4.20 Therefore Widham Farm should be considered as a site for allocation through the Local Plan. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural274 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No. Restricting extension by limited permitted development rights for those who have just got a foot on the housing ladder is 
unfair. Their need to extend for example in response to growing families, or to appreciate capital for future retirement etc is as 
important as anyone else’s. Incentivising downsizing or dividing larger homes might be alternatives 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Studley/Derry Hill  
1. A slightly higher allocation in Local Service Centres and large villages where there has been more limited recent 
development should be considered, in order to mitigate some of the adverse impacts on the Principal Settlements and Ma 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. Rural Gap  



• Higher priority must be given to the maintenance of a rural gap between Chippenham and villages to the East, West and 
South.  The use of this undeveloped space for leisure/ mental health during COVID illustrates the value which the Chippenham 
and surrounding village community places on it. 
• Respecting the individual identities of Derry Hill, Bremhill etc cannot be achieved if the rural gap is substantially eroded by 
East Chippenham development (especially if this abuts a solar farm, even if this is this is not yet proposed /consented). 
• Light pollution is a key issue in this gap, and surrounding villages are elevated – a landscape barrier is not adequate.  A 
gap with significant tracts of undeveloped farmland visible from height and along lanes and rivers is essential to this.   
2. Potential Solar Farm In the “Already At Risk” Chippenham /Derry Hill Gap 
• The impact of the East Chippenham Development and potentially other development on the rural gap of a potential solar 
farm between Forest Gate and the ancient woodland, from the A4 to Stanley lane would be wholly unacceptable and contrary to 
policy to maintain separate village identities: The two must be considered together. 
•  Landscaping measures along the A4 will not be sufficient, when considering the loss of visual amenity from Bremhill and 
Studley and loss of agricultural land.   
3. A4 Traffic 
• It will be necessary to avoid or mitigate downstream traffic impacts of East Chippenham development.  
a) Fig 2.5 page 15 of Atkins Local Plan Transport Review report shows that there will be congestion at the A4/Devizes road 
junction at Old Derry Hill with junction capacity in the red zone, 85-100%. 
b) 2.4.1. There is also expected to be an increase of 200-250 PCUs per hour in each direction on the A4 east of 
Chippenham. This is a material increase on the DfT survey levels of 10,000 vehicles per day.  
c) Regarding the A4 at Derry Hill Crossroads: The traffic modelling provided by consultants in relation to development at 
Derry Hill Crossroads in 2015 (15/10457/OUT) said:  
o “The through flows recorded on the A4 were 1,441 vehicles in the AM peak hour and 1,290 in the PM peak hour. In the AM 
peak there is a tidal flow towards Chippenham, which reverses in direction in the PM peak. The delays for vehicles emerging 
from Church Road (and to a lesser extent Studley Lane) are prominent (up to about 8 minutes in the 2021 AM Peak)”.  
o Atkins now say there will be 200-250 PCU per hour additional on the A4: but do not specify if this is the rush hour load of 
daily average) The additional traffic will exacerbate this already challenging situation and inevitably result in higher accidents at 
the junction and through unsuitable back lanes. 
4. Design  
• A higher standard of design in rural developments needs to be codified for Wiltshire so that a less urban feel is the default 
position, as happens in e.g., Dorset. This would result in, for example,  shared road space and no pavements, no unnecessary 
streetlights, low/no kerbs, rural walling, low kerbs, to reflect the vernacular rather than imposing a lazy “semi urban” streetscape 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural275 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Savills 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Hallam Land 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 275 A; RURAL 275 B; RURAL 275 C; RURAL 275 D; 
RURAL 275 E; RURAL 275 F 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, subject to 40% affordable housing provision being viable (as tested by viability assessment at the planning application 
stage). 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



Hallam Land is concerned thatas currently worded Core Policy 44 unnecessarily restrictsthe allocation or delivery of market-led 
housing in ‘rural areas’ outside of principal settlements or market towns. It does not allow market-led housing schemes on small-
medium sized sites to come forward within settlements designated as a local service centre, large village or small village within a 
‘rural area’. Many large villages and local service centres can comfortably accommodate growth, and help to meet local housing 
need over the plan period.There needs to be the ability to deliver more than 25% market housing on sites in rural settlements and 
this should not necessarily be limited to exception sites and/or Community Led Housing Proposals. Rural settlements should not 
necessarily be safeguarded for primarily affordable housing. Choice of tenures, unit types and sizes will be important to achieving 
balanced, sustainable communities and it is important that market housing is able to contribute towards this.Proposed policy 
CP44 should not limit market led proposals to 20 dwellings or fewer and no greater than 5% of the size of the settlement because 
this could unnecessarily constrain the delivery of housing. Some sites in rural areas will be able to accommodate more than 20 
dwellings and this may also equate to more than 5% of the settlement size. Provided that the proposal respects the character and 
setting of that settlement and it is acceptable in the context of other planning considerations, it should be supported. Case in 
point, in 2005 application reference S/2004/2055 was approved for the development of 125 homes at Land off Duck Lane, 
Laverstock. The approval of this application clearly shows that Laverstock was able to sustainably accommodate this level of 
growth without adversely affecting the character and setting of the settlement.  Therefore the potential of ‘rural areas’ should not 
be arbitrarily limited by numbers in a policy. Furthermore, this approach does not conform with the Government’s objective of 
“significantly boosting the supply of homes” as it is unnecessarily restrictive. There is also a risk that policy CP44 could conflict 
with future Neighbourhood Plan work that may seek to allocate sites in rural settlements for housing development, which may be 
in excess of 20 units and 5% of the size of the settlement. It would be more appropriate to remove reference to numbers in this 
policy and allow future schemes to be assessed on established planning considerations. Given that the Council is proposing to 
have only one policy for assessing planning proposals to meet local housing needs at rural settlements, it is essential that this 
policy is sufficiently flexible to enable a range of housing proposals to come forward over the Plan period. This is necessary in 
order for the Plan to be ‘justified’ - an appropriate strategy - in the context of NPPF para. 35. CP44 also conflicts with newly 
proposed policy ‘Housing Requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area’ which states that(our additions 
and conflicting policies noted in red): ‘Meeting the needs of Local Service Centres and Large Villages Housing requirements for 
neighbourhood area designations will be met by: • Existing planning permissions and plan allocations that have not yet been 
implemented • Small sites within settlement boundaries • Exception and Community-led Schemes in accordance with Core Policy 
44 • Site allocations in the development plan’ (This approach currently conflicts with CP1 which rules out allocations outside of 
principal settlements or market towns) ‘The general presumption against housing proposals outside a settlement will apply in 
accordance with Core Policy 2.’ (Core Policy 2 (CP2) states that sustainable development within settlement boundaries will be 
supported within local service centres and large villages, yet at present proposed CP44 applies to local service centres and large 
villages and severely limits the quantum of market housing which can be delivered). Hallam Land believe that a presumption in 



favour of sustainable development should apply within local service centres and large villages, however at present the approach 
outlined by CP2 in the current core strategy is constrained by newly proposed policy CP44. The proposed policy goes on to state 
that: ‘Site allocations will generally be made in neighbourhood plans. Where this is not the case, it may be necessary for the 
Council to allocate sites. This may be achieved by a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan. ’ We question whether 
this approach will ensure the required level of housing delivery, particularly in settlements where a Neighbourhood Plan is not 
adopted. In order to present a unified approach to delivering development, the Local Plan should lead the site allocation process 
to ensure that an appropriate number of new homes are delivered in Local Service Centres and Large Villages in order to create 
balanced and sustainable communities. Furthermore, it does not seem a sustainable approach to rely on a potential update to the 
recently adopted Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan in a few years’ time. It would be more appropriate to allocate small-
medium housing sites now via the Local Plan review process. This would provide a degree of certainty that housing can be 
delivered quickly (and that sites would not have to be consulted upon as part of a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations 
plan) should a larger site, allocated within a principal settlement, stall or fail to be delivered over the plan period.Land at Milford 
Farm, Laverstock represents a sustainable development opportunity which could help to meet the needs of the Salisbury housing 
market area. The Site should be allocated in order to provide greater certainty of housing delivery over a minimum 15 year plan 
period. Please see accompanying Vision document which explains how development can be sustainably accommodated on 
site.In order for Laverstock to be able to accommodate sustainable growth, or indeed any market housing which does not meet 
rural exception site requirements, an amendment to Core Policy 1 is required. It is clear that the existing settlement hierarchy is 
out of date and for the Local Plan Review to be distribute growth to sustainable settlements it must first undertake a thorough 
review of the settlements and update the hierarchy. Laverstock & Ford should be upgraded from a small village to at least a large 
village given its physical size, population (c.3400) and the number of services it offers including three secondary schools, access 
to large shops at Southampton Road Retail Park and excellent public transport links. Laverstock & Ford significantly outperforms 
many of the existing large villages in the context of relevant sustainable considerations. Indeed, only two of the existing 20 Large 
villages are larger than Lavertock by population and whilst Laverstock benefits from a primary school and three secondary 
schools, a number of the existing Large Villages such as Tilshead, Fovant and Hindon don’t even have a primary school. A table 
assessing Laverstock’s population, service offering, access to public transport, A-roads and proximity to principal settlements in 
comparison to other ‘large villages’ in the settlement hierarchy is provided as an addendum to this representation. An amendment 
to proposed policies CP44 and ‘Housing Requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area’ (outlined in the 
Empowering rural communities paper) to allow allocated growth at large villages, to include Laverstock & Ford, would provide 
greater certainty of housing delivery over the plan period and also help to ‘mop up’ local housing need in and around Salisbury. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, in principle, subject to policy amendments which support the appropriate provision / allocation of market-led housing 
schemes in local service centres and large villages. Hallam Land propose that settlements currently classified as small and large 
vi 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
No comment. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Many local service centres and large villages are capable of accommodating market housing growth to meet local needs. As 
outlined in Hallam Land’s response to the emerging spatial strategy paper, the Local Plan period should be extended to 2038 at 
the earliest to cover a minimum 15 year period from the anticipated date of Plan adoption. If the Local Plan period is extended 
then further housing sites will need to be identified in order to meet the annual housing targets. Land at Milford Farm, Laverstock 
could meet such need in and around Salisbury HMA. Policy CP44 should be amended to allow market-led housing schemes to 



come forward / be allocated in local service centres and large villages. Laverstock should be reassessed on its merits to be 
classed as either a large village or local service centre. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Promoting Land at Milford Farm, Laverstock. This representation should be read alongside Hallam Land’s representation on the 
emerging spatial strategy paper. 
This submission is accompanied by: 
-A table assessing Laverstock & Ford’s sustainability credentials in comparison to large villages within Salisbury HMA 
(Rural275b) 
-A promotional document outlining how development could be sustainably accommodated on Land at Milford Farm (previously 
submitted as part of the call for sites exercise in August 2019) (Rural 275c) 
-An addendum to the promotional document (March 2021) (Rural275d) 
-A landscape and visual assessment and concept plan (FPCR) (March 2021) (Rural275e) 
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Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes but the footnote [6] on page 4 currently excludes the larger local service centres – eg Downton.  
I recommend that you provide details of what targets would apply in those circumstances.   
Personally I would want to see these targets unchangeable – 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes as our local service centre is suffering from having too many either retirement villages or executive style 3-4 bed houses.  
These cost too much for first time buyers who are the life blood of any rural village.  They raise families, have children who 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



In the section about how the houses were allocated (paragraph 92 onwards and the table on pages 17 and 18) I have these 
comments: 
a.  The allocations do not consider impact on the infrastructure.  Downton is a mainly a flat village and so the sewers need to 
be pumped.  The main housing developments are along the A338 and the connecting sewers are overloaded and suffer badly 
from ground water ingress resulting in raw sewerage coming up manholes and toilets in properties in residential houses, 
businesses and schools.  The other sites are on the Eastern ‘hills’ and that would surely lead to problems along Moot Lane! 
b. The allocations do not consider the impact on schools, doctors surgeries etc.  Downton schools are full so any more 
developments will need significant investment but these considerations are not factored into housing allocations. 
c. In the table this statement “No – there are no LSCs in proximity to the National Park” ignores the fact that Downton 
borders a National Park and apparently developments there MUST consider the impact on the New Forest National Park. 
d. I’d like to see the details of “Areas at risk of flooding (Zones 2 and 3)”  
e. A general one regarding telecomms infrastructure – Salisbury has just been laid out with fibre-optic telecoms.  To future 
proof I would recommend that ALL future developments are required to install fibre optics to each property – as a minimum the 
developer must lay in the ducting to each property. 
f. A general regarding becoming carbon neutral – the new properties must be built to the highest standards – it is surely 
cheaper to install say triple glazing units at build than to install double glazing and 5 years later rip them out and put triple glazed 
units in?.  Ditto for loft insulation, car charging points etc etc 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural277 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Gladman Developments 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 277; RURAL 277 A; RURAL 277 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
6.1.1 The provision of affordable housing should be a key priority for the new Local Plan.  Affordability of housing across the 
Wiltshire plan area is a significant issue. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
It is important that the ambitions and objectives set out in the plan are achievable, and the policies and allocations which follow 
are capable of delivering and making the vision a reality. Delivery of housing must be a key element of the Local Plan in l 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Chippenham Road, Lyneham 
POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 
• Up to 200 new homes 



• Including up to 80 affordable homes 
• 2,600m2 of B1 business uses; and 
• 600m2 of D1 community use 
WHAT THE DEVELOPMENT COULD DELIVER 
• New employment opportunities through construction and via the provision of employment land which could provide between 44 
and 210 full time equivalent jobs 
• New multi-use games area, locally equipped area for play, recreational foot and cycleway and informal kick about area 
• Provision of land for D1 community use, with final usage to be determined by the community 
• Through S106 payments the scheme will contribute towards the future expansion of Lyneham Primary School and the Royal 
Wootton Bassett Academy 
KEY SITE INFORMATION 
• 12.57ha in size 
• Within Flood Zone 1 
• No designated heritage assets within the site 
• Opportunity for net biodiversity gains 
• Retention of important trees and landscape features 
Melksham Road, Holt 
POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 
• Up to 75 new homes 
• Including up to 30 affordable homes 
WHAT THE DEVELOPMENT COULD DELIVER 
• Retention and enhancement through tree planting of the existing public footpath 
• Gladman will enter into discussion with the Council and statutory consultees to identify any other areas that the site can 
contribute to 
KEY SITE INFORMATION 
• 3.70ha in size 
• Sustainably located to facilities and services 
• Minimal traffic impact on surrounding highway 
• Ecological enhancement opportunities 
Wynsome Street, Southwick 
POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 
• Up to 140 new homes 



• Including up to 56 affordable homes 
WHAT THE DEVELOPMENT COULD DELIVER 
• Part of the site has been promoted to the Neighbourhood Development Plans call for sites as a suitable and deliverable 
development for the needs of Southwick 
• The future residents of the site will be able to access green infrastructure and play provision with over half the site constituting 
open space 
• Contributions could be made towards village facilities and infrastructure 
• Sustainable and deliverable site to enable the emerging HMA to meet its’ future housing needs 
KEY SITE INFORMATION 
• 5.54ha in size 
• Low ecological value to be improved through biodiversity benefits 
• Well contained within the landscape 
• No heritage assets located within the site 
• No adverse impact on local highway network 
High Street, Sutton Benger 
POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 
• Up to 54 new homes 
• Including up to 22 affordable homes 
WHAT THE DEVELOPMENT COULD DELIVER 
• Farm shop to be provided on site with parking 
• As well as public open space in the form of multi-use games areas and Local Areas of Play, the application will provide 
allotments to the north of the residential development 
• Wildflower meadows and new wildlife pond will maintain views to listed building and enhance ecological value of the site 
• Gladman will enter into discussion with the Council and statutory consultees to identify any other areas that the site can 
contribute to 
• Provision of market and affordable homes in a settlement that has successfully integrated previous development 
KEY SITE INFORMATION 
• 3.21ha in size 
• Opportunity for net gains in biodiversity 
• Suitable access from High Street 
• Within Flood Zone 1 
Westbury Road, Great Cheverell 



POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 
• Housing - Up to 25 dwellings 
• New vehicular access off Westbury Road 
• Additional pedestrian access on to Weavers Mead 
• Local play area 
• Planting to complement/enhance existing vegetation to provide landscape benefits 
KEY SITE INFORMATION 
• 2.7ha 
• Within Flood Zone 1 
• Biodiversity and Ecological Opportunities  [Please see RURAL277b for site plans] 
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Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Freshford Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes but the footnote [6] on page 4 currently excludes the larger local service centres – eg Downton. I recommend that you 
provide details of what targets would apply in those circumstances. Personally I would want to see these targets unchangeable – 
as so 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes, we agree. This is a good way to empower local communities to take charge of building the type of homes they need, where 
they want them. The Freshford and Limpley Stoke NP 2014-2039, identified the need for both more affordable housing and more 



1-2 bed houses but despite trying to address this issue has not been able to up to now. Hopefully this new policy will help, 
particularly as Custom and Self build offers an alternative route to a ‘more affordable’ type of housing that’s different to what’s 
traditional thought of as affordable housing. 
As mentioned in our response to the previous question being able to afford appropriately sized houses in the village of their 
choice is an issue for may families, not just those who might qualify for ‘affordable housing’. By enabling communities to provide 
more affordable plots for people to buy and build their own houses, they can build reasonable sized houses far more affordably 
than buying the equivalent existing house. 
More affordable plots can be offered whilst also paying a more attractive price to landowners, many of which we have found in 
the past to be uninterested in selling land for affordable housing. 
We believe this approach may then offer an opportunity to help address villages need for more affordable housing, provide more 
housing families can afford, and more 1-2 bed houses for older members of the community to downsize into, which in turn would 
free up more larger houses for families. 
In addition it is widely recognised Custom and Self Builders build better designed more sustainable houses than standard, which 
again aligns with the objective of our neighbourhood plan. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
We support policy changes designed to help community lead initiatives in areas such as; community renewable energy projects, 
community buildings, community housing projects. 
 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
We agree the lack of smaller houses, largely due to the gradual conversion of smaller houses into larger ones in villages is 
certainly an issue as identified in Freshford and Limpley Stokes joint neighbourhood plan. However, the reason many smaller 
houses 
 



 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Neither Freshford or Limpley Stoke are classified as Local Service Centres or Large Villages. We support the allocation of 
housing predominantly in these areas, not least because this is the most sustainable approach.  
We believe it is essential the Counc 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural280 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Tetlow King Planning 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): South West Housing Association 
Planning Consortium 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 280 A; RURAL 280 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Given that the Council has identified the potential to deliver affordable housing in rural areas, we support the Council in 
considering the setting of a 40% affordable housing threshold on sites of five dwellings where this is achievable, and viable. The 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



We welcome the proposed revisions to Core Policy 44, it needed updating to reflect changes to the NPPF, planning application 
(or appeal) decisions and to be more supportive to rural exception site proposals. We particularly support the raising of threshold 
to up to 20 dwellings, as 10 dwellings as currently drafted is too few and not a viable proposition for many sites. It is welcome that 
Council recognises that in some circumstances cross-subsidy will be the only viable option to deliver affordable homes. 
We are pleased to see that the Council show support for Community led housing and would like to use this opportunity to 
highlight the successful proven track record that Community Land Trusts (CLTs) have in delivering affordable housing for local 
people, particularly in rural areas. The Council may find it insightful to know that a number of the HAPC members have delivered 
significant levels of affordable housing through partnerships with CLTs across the south west of England. Therefore, we agree 
with the proposed amendments to policy 44 whereby the Council commits to supporting CLTs in their choice of sites. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural281 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Cricklade Town Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 281 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We agree that this is a worthwhile objective and will be of value to smaller communities where the current policy is more likely to 
bring forward developments of ‘executive’ type housing whereas there is usually a local preference for smaller dwellings to 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
a) We have no objections to the suggested change of approach in CP44 Rural Exception Sites and Community led Housing. 
b) We note the mention of possibly introducing a restriction on Permitted Development Rights to prevent new builds to be 
extended subsequ 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
1. The WC Local Plan Review proposes leaving the hierarchy of settlements largely the same, with Cricklade remaining a Local 
Service Centre (LSC). 
2. We support the proposal to give each LSC and Large Village (LV) a settlement housing requirement. This wa 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 



 

 
1. Others have made critical comments about how this LPR Consultation is being carried out. We appreciate that the 
circumstances due to Covid are not conducive to public exhibitions and suchlike but we do have concerns about the public 
visibility of this process. Whilst the Market Towns have bespoke documentation and their own public event with WC officers, the 
LSC’s are receiving nothing similar. A reader from Cricklade would have to plough through much documentation to find the 
relevant section and would need to know about the LSC terminology and that Cricklade is dealt with in ‘Empowering Rural 
Communities.’ We suspect most Cricklade residents would not class the town as being defined as ‘rural’ and so few will have 
realised the potential implications for the town of the LPR. 
2. Although not explicitly considered by this round of consultation we wish to raise the subject of Permitted Development Rights 
enabling change of use to residential from the new Class E. Whilst many larger settlements have much vacant retail space, and 
repurposing it to residential would be generally welcome, the same is not the case in Cricklade. Currently there are no vacant 
retail units. However, there is a strong financial incentive to achieve a change of use to residential because house prices in the 
historic High Street are at a premium. At the moment protection is derived from the Conservation Area, the fact that many of the 
properties are ‘listed’ and also policy B1 of the Cricklade Neighbourhood Plan. It is essential that the new WC Local Plan does 
nothing to jeopardise this protection – we wish to see the Permitted Development Rights restricted to the maximum amount 
permissible. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural282 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): West Tisbury Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes – any policy changes to Rural Areas welcome to enable more affordable homes. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
No – co housing and infilling an option after consultation with neighbours to follow Neighbourhood Plan for Tisbury. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes – take away Permitted Development Rights for new designated starter homes so they remain small and affordable. 
Units built as starter homes, should be built so they cannot be enlarged. This may seem unfair that people cannot enlarge but 
they will know 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
WC has noticed this problem.  Their figures and historic local evidence should be used. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Part of West Tisbury is connected to Tisbury Local Service Centre (refer to joint NH Plan) within the South West and ANOB. 
West Tisbury Strongly support the ideals of Community Led Housing  Market led housing should be an option to support  
Community Land Trust  development. Problems with infrastructure should be addressed before further developments or a large 
number of houses approved. 
 



 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
There are a large number of empty homes and 2nd homes in the area.  This area punitive council tax would help.  For WC to use 
their power to rent out properties that are left empty. 
West Tisbury is in agreement with all the points that have been sent in by Tisbury Parish Council 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural283 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Poulshot Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Poulshot Parish Council welcome the current Wiltshire Council Core Strategy, Core Policy 2 for small villages where 
development is limited to infill only in existing built areas, in particular respecting the existing character and form of the 
settlement, does not elongate the village or impose development in sensitive landscape areas and does not consolidate existing 
sporadic loose knit areas of development. 
Poulshot Parish Council would not want to be forced to take any more housing and would like to be kept informed of future 
consultations.   
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural284 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pitton and Farley Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes, broadly, new developments should be mixed affordable and market housing. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
We agree with the approach outlined in the revision to core policy 44 as published. Particularly in providing homes of various 
sizes to meet the needs of families which are the lifeblood of communities. We also agree that limits should be set for the 
development of small properties into larger homes. This policy could be improved by preventing development in the centre of 



established communities especially where there are concerns over traffic or flooding or where development would spoil the rural 
feel of a village centre. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This approach is worth pursuing to invite new residents to set up home in the villages to support their viability, but this should not 
be at the cost of existing residents who have spent decades in some cases living in the villages or to the detriment of 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
1 Profile of existing housing 
2 Percentage of existing affordable housing 
3 Existence of local schools, shops and amenities such as playgrounds. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



Requirements should be in line with housing surveys and the needs of the community not a devolved arbitrary figure. Pitton’s 
surveyed housing requirement is for four homes from a housing survey in 2019. This document’s  indicative housing requirement 
is twenty five. Pitton and Farley is one community served by one Parish Council yet development opportunities within Farley’s 
boundaries are not counted against the twenty five home figure. Pitton’s target should be reduced or Farley’s new builds should 
count towards the target. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Developments should be based on need, include affordable housing at a high proportion and be sited on the outskirts of the 
community to assist growth not forced into already cramped village centres exacerbating issues and destroying the village 
environment. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural285 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Impact Planning Services 
Ltd. 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 285 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The national policy applies a threshold of 10 or more dwellings being liable for the provision of affordable housing and it is 
considered that this should be applicable to Wiltshire. In terms of the % it is considered that the viability of provision will 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
With regard to Core Policy 44 it is considered unlikely that sites will come forward solely on the basis of affordable housing needs 
unless there is a commercial incentive. It is suggested that any open market housing will have to be justified in order to accept an 



exception site. It is considered that without open market housing few, if any exception sites are likely to come forward as the 
landowner is effectively being asked to give the land away. A simpler approach would be to allow a 25% open market provision 
with exception sites and that any increase in open market housing ought be justified through a viability appraisal demonstrating 
that at 25% the scheme would be unviable. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes, this seems to chime with national policy and particularly that expressed at paragraphs 71 and 77 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework, however it is considered that a great deal more could be achieved if a more flexible interpretation were to be 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Anything other than the approach to rural housing provision set out within the National Planning Policy Framework will require full 
justification with evidence that such is the sensitivity of Wiltshire that it should not be the subject of national policy. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



They should be higher in the light of previous examination in public which identified a need for 47,000 dwellings in the plan period 
but which was reduced to a minimum of 42,000 subject to a rapid review. That rapid review has not taken place and Wiltshir 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Impact Planning Services Ltd., is pleased to submit a response to the Wiltshire Council 
Local Plan Review consultation and offer a positive approach to how Wiltshire Council may satisfy its own aims for delivering 
targeted housing, specifically meeting the needs of older persons. This response has been formed to help meet the aims of the 
Wiltshire Draft Document: ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ that specifies the need for allocating targeted housing to meet 
established needs. 
This document proposes Policy wording that can facilitate specific forms of development that responds to demographic changes 
in Wiltshire, pressures on housing stock and supporting rural communities, based upon up-to-date evidence. 
Active older persons housing is a form of housing that responds to the ageing UK population and national housing shortfall by 
offering an attractive location and form of property that has lower maintenance and greater access to the natural environment. 
There are a number of direct and indirect benefits for providing such forms of dwelling, explored below. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural286 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Impact Planning Services 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 286; RURAL 286 A; RURAL 286 B; RURAL 286 C; 
RURAL 286 D; RURAL 286 E 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1.0 Introduction 
1.1 On behalf of the landowners: Impact Planning Services Ltd., is pleased to submit details for Land at Sandy Furlong Farm, 
Hilmarton, Calne, to be considered as a specific allocation for homes for the active older people as part of the Local Plan Review 
and site allocations process. It also refers to the case for a new planning policy for this specific type of new housing to be 



introduced which should apply across the whole of Wiltshire. This will be explained in a separate but complimentary 
representation. 
1.2 The submission for the consideration of this site as an allocation is as follows: 
• Covering Letter – Impact Planning Services 
• Site Location Plan – Impact Planning Services 
• Concept sketchbook 1: Retire Rural – Levitate 
2.0 Site description and character of the village 
2.1 The site is currently in agricultural use comprising approximately 6.96 acres (2.81 ha) 
and features a number of large agricultural buildings central to the site. The site is bound by hedgerows to the south, east and 
west, with a more disrupted pattern of scrub and hedgerow on the north of the site, as this serves as access to the wider area 
controlled by the land owner and used for agriculture. The western boundary also features a mature tree line that limits the visual 
connection of the site to the adjacent road. Immediately north west from the site the residential cul-de-sac: Poynder Place is 
situated. From the site access it is less than 10 metres to the nearest footpath on the north of Compton Road. The site is 
essentially on the fringe of the settlement immediately adjacent to the south eastern extent of the village with open agricultural 
land lying to the south east and north east. 
2.2 As a small village, Hilmarton does not have an established settlement boundary. 
Nevertheless, the village has a reasonably well defined built framework as contrasted with say a looser or more scattered pattern. 
The A3102 provides the western boundary of the village, with the established tree belt to the north and Poynder Place with its two 
additional areas to the north and south of this road, forming the eastern extent of Hilmarton. Compton Road then defines the 
southern limit of the village. 
2.3 The site has an established access at the north western corner to Compton Road that runs parallel to the western site 
boundary (north – south) and then west from the site entrance to the centre of the village. The centre of Hilmarton is 
approximately 250 metres north west from the site. 
2.4 The village has a range of public facilities and services including a number of B&B and 
guesthouses. The Hilmarton Primary School is sited approximately 250 metres north west from the site. The village also has a 
small chapel, Hilmarton St Laurence Church and Parish Church Hall. The Duke Hotel provides hotel rooms, as well as serving as 
the village’s public house and restaurant. The nearby A3102, accessed via Church Road to the west of the village has north and 
southward bound bus stops (The number 55 bus runs this route). Central Calne is approximately 2.95 miles (4.76km) south from 
Hilmarton. North from the site, Lyneham lies approximately 2.35 miles (3.78km) away on the A3102. Adjacent to the north of the 
village, Mayflower Cottage and Valivue are rentable guesthouse accommodations. 
2.5 A public right of way (HLM4) crosses the site from the site access in the north western 



point, travelling south through the site to the west of the existing buildings. The village as a whole, benefits from a number of 
public footpaths, including via the Swill Plantation and brook running westerly within it. 
2.6 Whilst Hilmarton contains a number of Listed Buildings, the site does not lie within close proximity to any formally designated 
heritage assets. The site is also not within or adjacent to a Conservation Area. The Hilmarton Conservation Area’s south eastern 
boundary is approximately 150 metres north west from the site. 
2.7 The site according to gov.uk flood risk mapping is not at risk from any form of flooding 
(from rivers, reservoirs or surface water). 
3.0 Demographic change 
3.1 The accompanying Concept Report fully outlines the rationale behind this model of 
development, meeting a recognised need for active older people’s accommodation. The changing demographic of the population 
is leading to increased attention on addressing the concerns of the ageing population; longevity, public health and social welfare 
costs and critically, loneliness. These issues are driving policy-makers to find accommodation solutions which will inevitably lead 
to the need to find sites for ageing members of the population who want to downsize and remain independent, but importantly, 
close-by their existing social scene and support networks. 
3.2 This fact is recognised in the Wiltshire consultation document ‘Empowering Rural 
Communities’, which states in paragraph 84: ‘…We were also told that, for the smaller rural settlements, there are concerns 
about one and two bed properties, often bungalows, being demolished and replaced by four or five bed houses. This effectively 
reduces the availability of smaller homes for first time buyers and those households in the community looking to down-size’. 
3.3 People will not move unless an attractive housing product is available locally, so presently many are under occupying family 
homes at a high cost, both personally and to society as family homes remain unavailable in the local housing market. This is 
shown in the latest census data for Wiltshire, which reveals that the levels of under occupancy of homes by people over the age 
of 65 in the Calne community area is 17%1. From the information in Table QS412EW of the Census, for rural Wiltshire, over 50% 
of dwellings are under occupied (they have at least two or more spare bedrooms). The added public benefit (apart from helping to 
reduce health and welfare costs) is therefore the release of family homes onto the market, increasing the range of homes 
available and enabling better utilisation and movement within the local housing stock. 
3.4 The housing needs of this increasingly large section of the community have been the subject of several All Parliamentary 
Group reports2. This form of housing has, as yet, to enter mainstream thinking within the planning and land-use system, 
particularly in the allocation of land for housing. Such allocations are conventionally within the control of developers at the point of 
confirmed allocation and rarely if ever contemplate the provision of specialist housing within such schemes alongside open 
market and affordable housing. The volume national house building companies have as yet to respond to this increasingly 
obvious element of the housing market, however there is clear support coming forward for this type of development within 
research papers and guidance moving forward. 



3.5 Importantly paragraph 61 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), anticipates that in the formulation of 
development plans, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community3 should be assessed and 
reflected in planning policies including the accommodational needs of older people4. 
4.0 Proposed allocation for development 
4.1 This site is ideally located to promote housing for ‘active older people’ accommodation 
within an attractive semi-rural setting. The enclosed draft concept booklet, illustrates how this form of development and 
landscaping might be achieved for a development of up to 35 units. As described above, those seeking to down-size between 55-
80 years old at the same time express a desire to remain within their own social networks, within reach of their GP, and wish to 
reduce domestic running costs. However, these same people will not move out of their family home unless the accommodation is 
sufficiently attractive and can be occupied at a lower running cost. 
4.2 The concept document (Appendix D) illustrates low-density single storey housing, within small groupings of units. This low-
density housing is impossible (as a consequence of land value expectation by land owners) around the immediate fringe of most 
cities, towns and larger villages where conventional volume house builders are operating and future conventional housing 
allocations are likely to be directed. 
5.0 The 5-year housing land supply 
5.1 Within the consultation documents, the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ Local Plan 
Document (January 2021), page 15 sets out the housing requirement for the Wiltshire 
Housing Market Areas (HMA). The Chippenham HMA requirement for the rural area (not including large villages as defined in the 
Wiltshire Core Strategy) stands at 1,270 dwellings. This is a much higher number than other Wiltshire HMA rural areas. It is also 
noted that at paragraph 87, that settlement boundaries have now added a 100-metre buffer, to ensure constraints are captured, 
but also be able to consider greenfield sites adjacent to settlements that are appropriate to support growth. Paragraph 92 sets out 
the stepped approach to considering these sites. 
5.2 It is established that the site does not have any overriding constraints that would prevent development and be directly located 
to an existing small village. Steps ‘D’ and ‘E’ then requires the calculation of the housing requirement to be considered in the 
context of the site’s constraints and relationship with the adjacent settlement to establish the housing density. 
5.3 It must be borne in mind that currently Wiltshire Council is currently unable to demonstrate a minimum 5-year supply of 
deliverable housing land and therefore in accordance with NPPF paragraph 11, a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development be applied. In this instance the site at Hilmarton can contribute to a faster build out rate and boost the Counci l’s 
supply (according with the aims of NPPF paragraphs 59 and 73) through an allocation for development. 
6.0 The Emerging Local Plan Review 
6.1 Wiltshire Council has, as mentioned above, published a number of documents in relation to the latest consultation on the 
Local Plan Review. A key document is the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ document published in January 2021. The function 



of this document is to provide a framework to support neighbourhood planning and to address local housing needs through an 
amended Core Policy 44. It also provides housing requirements for each Local Service Centre and Large Village to help guide 
neighbourhood plans. 
6.2 Whilst Hilmarton is not identified as either a local service centre or large village in the emerging Local Plan it does, as 
explained in section 2 above, provide a reasonable level of local services. In order to encourage a mixed community into the 
future there must be a range of new housing provided which reflects the needs of the settlement. 
6.3 The Parish has embarked on the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan and as part of 
that process commissioned a report on the housing needs survey of the village. That report was published in March 2020 with 
assistance from the Wiltshire Rural Investment Partnership. It accepts on page 4, that because of the response to the survey was 
34.8% it may not represent the views of the wider population of Hilmarton. There are two charts in the report (charts 5 and 7) 
which show the types of new homes supported. Out of six categories the top two are: ‘…cheap starter homes for young people’ 
followed by ‘older people’s accommodation’. In the type of home sought the preference is for detached and semi-detached and 
the survey confirms there is no need for 4 or more-bedroom houses. 
6.4 This report is a traditional style housing report which focusses on affordability, mortgage requirements and the needs of first-
time buyers, not the wider housing needs and opportunities for the village. 
6.5 The approach adopted in the formulation of the new Local Plan for Wiltshire maintains past approaches to the quantum of 
new housing and the need for affordable new homes. As with the Neighbourhood Plan report the Local Plan does not respond 
effectively to the issue identified in the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’, which as explained in the section Demographic change 
above clearly identifies the need for ‘smaller homes for first time buyers and those households in the community looking to down-
size’. 
6.6 It is too simplistic to just rely on past assessments of housing needs, to generate a number and then propose where and how 
that number of new homes should be delivered. The subtle nuances of the housing market need a more responsive approach. 
The clear evidence about the under occupancy of housing in the rural areas of Wiltshire demonstrated by the Census in 2011, 
should not be ignored. It is described in the national reports and more specifically in Wiltshire as set out in paragraphs 3.2 and 
3.3 above. 
7.0 Conclusion 
7.1 This missing component of housing must be addressed in the Local Plan Review in more general terms, but also with the 
addition of specific allocations for the development of active elderly persons housing. The site identified in this representation 
should be allocated for this specific type of use and thereby satisfy local housing needs, whilst at the same time assisting the 
Wiltshire Council is meeting its overall housing target. The allocation as proposed for this site, as well as oiling the wheels of the 
market, will enable the release of family housing to allow a more efficient and balanced use of the existing stock of housing, at 
the same time as allowing a more balanced community within the village. 



7.2 Wiltshire Council has recognised the need for this form of housing in their own report: 
paragraph 84 of ‘Empowering rural communities’, yet the Council has not acted on this. The emerging Local Plan Review is silent 
in policy about the need for such housing. This is a significant gap in the Plan. What makes the Plan more unsound is the fact 
that the Neighbourhood Plan evidence base limited though it is, does have a housing needs survey report form March 2020 
which identifies the need for older people’s accommodation as well as starter homes for young people. 
7.3 This evidence is from the local planning authorities and yet the Wiltshire Council has 
ignored it. This can soon be rectified by adding this site as a specific allocation for active elderly housing. Information about the 
potential details for this site can be provided should that be required at this stage. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural287 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Little Somerford Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
These houses should remain affordable and not be able to be extended. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
It appears that there is building everywhere – the countryside is being covered with concrete and tarmac at an incredible rate. 
LSPC believes that housing is being forced on areas, local people’s voices are not being heard. The large houses that are built 
are not for local people as the people working locally cannot afford these houses. Brownfield sites are not being pursued as the 



best option and towns regenerated using shops that are empty for housing. The housing has little or no gardens for people to get 
outside and improve their mental health.. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The approach seems to be outdated now we have had Covid 19 & Brexit.  The plan appears to say that for  a small village there 
are no building needs except in many circumstances….. If neighbourhood plans are being ignored or small villages do not have 
them 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The local evidence would be “Local need” for genuine local people who work locally and are generally on low wages and what 
the need is around this. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



The whole housing requirement should be recalculated. After Covid 19 and Brexit how do you know what effect this has had on 
people being able to afford their own homes. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural288 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Wrong location 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Affordable housing too over used. Younger generations are more drawn to bigger towns and better access to reliable broadband. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
No infrastructure (take a look) 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Road/traffic 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
We are described as a large village but have small village infrastructure and roads. LOWER 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



The road on and off this proposed development far to narrow for the increase in traffic, approx 168 more cars plus delivery 
vehicles! 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural289 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Copperfield 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): David Wilson Homes 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 289 A; RURAL 289 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Empowering Rural Communities  
Wiltshire is a large, rural county interspersed with a series of towns and large villages that provide a range of higher order 
services and facilities. These representations do not seek to challenge their importance, but rather they seek greater policy 
support for what is classed as ‘rural Wiltshire’, the whole of which, is proposed to be managed by a cumbersome revised rural 
exceptions policy and what appears to be a catch-all policy that relies on historic allocations, exception sites and unimplemented 
planning permissions.  



This approach does not recognise the importance of major developed sites or the potential for major employment growth outside 
the main towns in established employment locations. The Hullavington/ Stanton St Quinton/ Buckley Barracks/ Dyson area does 
not fit the catch-all approach to rural Wiltshire and should be considered independently. At the very least the Buckley Barracks 
and former Hullavington Airfield and its environs should be identified as a major developed location and an appropriate policy 
formulated.  
In terms of other matters, it is important to note that the NPPF does not enable a blanket affordable housing threshold of 5 
dwellings in all rural areas, only those designated settlements under S157 of the Housing Act 1985. For all other rural locations, 
the threshold is 10 dwelling (ie major development). Also, regarding the suggestion of moving to a blanket 40% affordable 
housing requirement, this is something that must be based on evidence of need, affordability and checked against wider plan 
delivery viability.  
Finally, it concerning that the emerging plan is considering preventing families adapting their homes by increasing their size to 
suit changing requirements. This is highly unsustainable; the emerging plan should therefore refocus on how it can use new 
growth to maintain a suitable housing profile and stock to meet local needs. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural290 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Worton Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 290 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes. Worton Parish Council agrees that the target for the number of affordable homes should be consistent across the county 
and set at a level of 40% for schemes of more than 5 dwellings. 
However the council is concerned that this may deter smaller develo 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Amending Core Policy 44 to make it more flexible and include Community Led Housing is welcomed. 



Worton does not have a very large population even though it is classified as a Large Village and when the council carried out a 
Housing Needs Survey in 2017 only four new affordable homes, of various types, were identified. The council is concerned 
therefore that the requirement to ensure that only identified and genuine local housing needs of the local community can be taken 
into account when entering into a new scheme would mean that it would be unable to have any such schemes due to the 
financial viability of say only four houses. Unless the village is of a substantial size or has an existing large housing need then 
even this improved policy may result in very few Rural Exception Sites or Community Led Housing Schemes being undertaken. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The council does not agree with the suggested approach of preventing householders from improving their own properties through 
extensions etc. Often the cost of home improvements is much less than the cost of moving home and is the only way that 
homeowners 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
See answer above. We do not believe that there is any justification in restricting permitted development rights. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Worton Parish Council believes the algorithm and methodology used by Wiltshire Council is strongly prejudicial to smaller Large 
Villages (LVs) and imposes a disproportionate level of housing upon them. The proposed allocation of housing at many of the 
sma 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. Effects of Village Size and Shape 
Worton is a long ribbon-shaped settlement, when you apply a 100m buffer you end up with a very large area compared to the 
population and dwelling numbers, much more so than a round shaped village. If you compare Worton (popn 624) with Ashton 
Keynes (popn 1400 but with a far rounder shape) you have settlement areas of approximately 0.12km2 and 0.46km2 
respectively, if you apply a 100m buffer you end up with 0.58km2 and 0.72km2 so Worton’s area with a buffer has increased by 
470% but Ashton Keynes has only increased 60%. This discrepancy is penalising some villages for their shape which is usually a 
function of geographical restraints. Tilshead, the smallest LV is similarly affected as is Chapmanslade, both are ribbon shaped. A 
100m buffer will always increase a smaller settlement’s total area proportionally more than a larger settlement but shape is even 
more impactful. 
2. Large large villages and small large villages 
There is great variety within the large village classification with Worton being at the smaller end for qualification; reading paras 29 
and 30 Worton could easily be classified as a small village. Local to Worton are Great Cheverell and Edington which have larger 
populations and a higher or similar level of services respectively and yet are small villages (both have a shop and sports facility, 
Worton does not), this classification has not been reviewed since Topic Paper 3 nearly 10 years ago and now appears outdated. 
Bishop Cannings is a small village with a population of 1784 and yet Potterne, closer to Devizes centre, is a large village? 
Large LVs such as Colerne (population 2972), Durrington (7379), Lyneham (4945) and Purton 
(3897), Morgan’s Vale (3448) are likely to have services and facilities to a far higher level than Worton (624). Larger villages will 
tend to be older and have historical and geographical reasons why they have developed whereas smaller LVs will often have 
constraints on their growth. In the case of Worton it is likely that the river and escarpment to the south and the predominantly 
agricultural basis did not historically support more growth. This type of geographical constraint is not accounted for in the 
methodology. Larger villages that are more established and more economically broad based will likely have more areas of 



significance (monuments, listed buildings, parks/gardens, ancient woodland, green belt, SSSIs local green space etc) which 
when factorised into the algorithm reduce their allocation, conversely they have more areas suitable for development plus more 
brown-field and infill opportunities within the settlement boundary. Despite their likely ability to absorb new housing more readily 
they are receiving a development discount. 
A sub-division within the Large Village bracket (large and medium, or primary and secondary) would help to distinguish those 
settlements where it might be appropriate to dial up/down the proportion of development to match the facilities, employment and 
needs, this is a primary theme of the NPPF and LP. Development to suit community needs is mentioned repeatedly within the 
consultation document yet this is not borne out proportionately in the allocations. 
3. Ratio of population to allocation 
There is opacity in the allocation calculation within Empowering Local Communities and it is impossible to compare like with like. 
A more transparent way to compare the data is to contrast proposed allocations vs population using census data. In the Annex is 
a table that shows the LVs with a larger population than Worton but a proposed allocation either the same or more often less than 
Worton - Worton is the smallest village with an allocation of 40. The ratio in the 3rd column shows how many current residents 
are needed to generate 1 new dwelling. What is obvious is that the larger LVs are having a smaller proportion of development, in 
some cases remarkably so. The 
13 largest villages have an average resident to new build ratio of 51:1 whereas the 6 smallest LVs have a ratio of 16:1. The LP 
and ELC state that the opposite should be the case and that the larger villages with more services and facilities should have 
more housing as it is needs based. 
In essence something in the algorithm is prejudicial to smaller LVs, it doesn’t seem to match the LP objectives if the smallest LVs 
are having proportionally much more housing when they have the least proven need and the fewest resources to support such 
relatively large increases. These smaller LVs like Worton and Tilshead will probably end up with a higher degree of out-
commuting for work and services, which seems in conflict with the LP and ELC. 
The average ratio for Local Service Centres (our LSC is Market Lavington) is 16.4, the average ratio for Chippenham HMA LVs is 
26, more houses are being allocated to the larger LSC as is supposed to happen. The average for Salisbury LVs is 37, Swindon’s 
35, Trowbridge’s 34. Worton’s ratio is 15.6 which generates far more houses per existing resident, in fact it is higher than the LSC 
of Market Lavington. If Worton had the average Chippenham LV ratio it would have a more manageable allocation of 24 houses, 
if it had the ratio of the Salisbury LV average it would be 17 houses. A local example of the methodology inconsistency: Bratton 
has exactly double Worton’s population but is also being allocated 40 houses, Seend is nearly double at 1132 but is only being 
allocated 30 - a ratio of 37:1 compared to Worton’s 16:1. 
The top quartile of large villages (top 15) by population size have a population of 46898 people or a 3126 average per village and 
are receiving 69 houses on average this is a ratio of 1 new house for every 45 current residents. The bottom quartile (smallest 
15) has a total population of 8965 or 578 on average yet has an allocation ratio of 1 new house per 19.7 residents, there are 



more striking individual examples. The smallest villages are on average being allocated at least double the ratio of larger villages 
- often much more on an individual comparison. 
If Worton’s ratio of 15.6 : 1 is applied to Box it would generate 225 new houses, Ramsbury 127, West Lavington 96 and Seend 72 
houses. 
4. Percentage of Population Increase (see annex table last column) 
Similarly to the ratio above the proposed percentage increase in population for each settlement seems biased against the 
smallest LVs. Assuming each new house will average 2.5 occupants the 40 proposed dwellings for Worton would increase the 
village population from 624 by 100 to 724 which is a percentage increase of 16% for the plan period. The same calculation for 
Box gives a population increase of 1.8%, Ramsbury with a population of 1989 can expect a population increase of 6.3%, Seend 
6.6% etc 
The theme is very consistent. The smallest LVs are expecting to experience the largest population increases proportionally 
despite having the least ability to sustainably absorb (less employment, facilities, shops, services, more out-commuting etc). If the 
average house occupancy is higher than 2.5 people then the disparity increases further. In the annex you can see that as the 
population and size of settlements decreases the percentage population increase goes up markedly. This seems to be the 
inverse of the intent of the LP which is to place development into the settlements that are best able to absorb them and have 
better facilities. Why are Worton and the smaller LVs being allocated a rate of population increase of between x2 and x8 greater 
than larger villages? 
5. Chippenham Housing Market Area - in the last 3 years there has been over provision of housing in Wiltshire by 140% (Housing 
Delivery Test 2020). Inspectors have at planning appeals stated that under-supply in some Wiltshire areas should not be made 
up by imposing higher delivery on other areas but this is exactly what appears to be occurring with the methodology proposed. 
New housing requirements for LVs in each HMA are based on the highest of the forecast range (why?), they are: Chippenham 
1435, Salisbury 880, Swindon 540, Trowbridge 655. LVs in many of the Chippenham HMA villages are having higher proportions 
of houses imposed on them than other 
HMA villages. Worton has been moved into Chippenham HMA from Eastern HMA which seems to have been done to facilitate 
the Council achieving its housing target by opening up more LVs to development. 
Ashton Keynes mentioned above is in the Chippenham HMA but is 23 miles or 50 mins drive from Worton. Steeple Ashton (4 
miles away or 13mins drive away) is in the Trowbridge HMA, its population is 50% larger than Worton but its allocation is 5 fewer 
houses than Worton, Seend, nearly twice as large as Worton, has an allocation of 10 fewer, why? Further questions over the 
methodology 
Why is the minimum allocation for any village 25? Why are all the numbers rounded up to the next 5? Why are the factors 
arbitrarily set at either 0, 0.5, or 1(nil effect)? Why is population not taken into account? Why are quite large allocations proposed 
for small settlements where limited evidenced need exists? 



Conclusion 
The methodology proposed is clearly prejudicial to the smaller LVs, this seems to be due to the buffer and constraint factor 
allocation and/or that population does not seem to be a sufficiently weighted factor. Smaller communities seem to be getting a far 
higher proportion of development compared to the larger large villages which is the opposite of the NPPF and Local Plan policy 
aims. A more bespoke assessment of each settlement’s ability to absorb housing would seem to be required to produce more 
acceptable allocation figures. Worton will be happy to play its proportionate part within the local plan but the residents of the 
community are likely to be very 
unsupportive of a plan that they feel is prejudiced against them by imposition of more unsustainable housing whilst favouring 
larger settlements with smaller relative quotas. 
The proposed methodology does not appear to Empower this Local Community but seems merely to be imposing a 
disproportionate burden of housing contrary to much of the NPPF and Local Plan policy through use of a ‘mutant algorithm’. 
Annex - Comparison of the villages that have a proposed allocation of 40 or fewer houses but have larger populations than 
Worton. The ratio column shows how many existing residents in each village are needed to generate each new dwelling, the last 
column shows the percentage increase in the population of each village for the proposed period based on the allocation 
assuming 2.5 person per dwelling occupancy. The table is organised by decreasing Ratio but you can see the correlation with 
Census population decreasing and the % population change increasing. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural291 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Council is currently consulting upon revisions to its Local Plan (2016-2036). 
I am writing to you to express concerns about those proposals in the Local Plan that will have an adverse impact upon Semington 
as a rural parish and as a village community. Some of my concerns are set out below. 
1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is so important. It is a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It can only function as such if it 
retains its rural character. Losing that will hit at the numbers of visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. 
2. So, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination 
for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between those 
developments and the canal. 



3. It is somewhat alarming that Staverton and Hilperton Parishes, which have some lovely rural land to their eastern 
boundaries, are to be urbanised and swallowed up by a huge (2600 homes) development, equivalent to a small town. The 
subsequent loss of open green space will make Semington much less rural than it currently is, and foreshadows the march of 
“Greater Trowbridge” into Semington Parish. I am strongly opposed to this and want a fixed boundary to the north and east of 
Trowbridge that stops it coming any closer than Whaddon Lane. 
4. I oppose any proposal to build houses on Hag Hill and to extend development across the A350 towards Great Hinton (site 
6 of the Trowbridge options). Building homes on this high ground would place a monumental blot on the landscape, destroying 
any sense or rurality for miles around. It is also very close to Little Marsh and would bring Greater Trowbridge to our boundary at 
Corestreet Lane. The hill, with wonderful long views across to the downs, is the only high ground accessible from our parish 
without having to cross the busy A350. 
5. I strongly agree with Semington Parish Council’s dismay and sense of betrayal at being moved from one Housing Market 
Area to another without being explicitly consulted. I can’t avoid concluding that this has been done so that Trowbridge can 
expand north and east, especially as site 6 (Hag Hill) could never count towards the Trowbridge housing requirement if it 
remained in the Chippenham HMA. This is undemocratic and unworthy of a local authority that once boasted “where everyone 
matters”. I want Semington to be moved back into the Chippenham HMA. 
I would be glad to have your response to my concerns, and your help in protecting the village and the wider environs as an 
actively rural community. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural292 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Bremhill Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes. Local evidence to be taken into account would be: 
• Insufficient small properties 
• People wanting to move to the parish to work locally to support the local community eg care workers looking for smaller 
properties eg 2-3 bedroom 
• Older residents wa 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Although we are a small village we agree that a greater allocation of housing to Local Service Centres and Large Villages would 
allow them to be more sustainable in terms of schooling, medical and care services and bus transport. This is even more so post 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



A greater allocation of housing to rural areas would allow them to be more sustainable in terms of schooling, medical and care 
services and bus transport. This is even more so post Covid where more people will work from home and essential services need 
to 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Overall points 
We agree that rural communities need a range of housing mix to support their communities. This includes suitable housing for 
key workers who support the community such as care workers as well as those working in agriculture. It would also allow older 
residents to downsize to smaller properties while remaining in the parish.  
We agree that Neighbourhood Plans play a vital role in allocating land for development and determining how its local area 
changes. These plans represent the views of the residents. It is local democracy in action. 
We would caution against anticipating all consultation should be online (referred to in relation to Housing Needs Surveys). Rural 
communities have an older population and poor broadband speeds. These can raise challenges for people being able to engage 
online and in turn can exclude a proportion of residents from the consultation process. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural293 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire Council Housing 
Enabling Team 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The Housing Enabling Team supports the provision of 40% Affordable Housing across Wiltshire as this level of need for 
Affordable Housing is supported by the SHMA. 
The Housing Enabling Team supports the intention to apply for Designated Rural Area status 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
This answer relates to the question on page 6 of the consultation document 



Suggested amendments to the wording of proposed revised Core Policy 44 are attached in a separate Word document as 
tracked changes. These suggestions include: 
• Restructuring CP44 to ensure a clear distinction between what would usually be acceptable on Rural Exception Sites and 
what would be additionally permissible to facilitate Community Led Housing schemes. 
• Core Policy 44 criteria (ii) – change of wording to ensure that all relevant housing registers are considered. 
• Core Policy 44 criteria (v) – need to state whether size of settlement refers to number of dwellings or area of a settlement. 
• Moving wording to ensure that Nomination Rights are secured on all units (not just Community Led Housing schemes). 
• Moving wording to ensure that self and custom build housing is only suitable for Community Led Housing. Self and 
Custom Build Housing would not usually be acceptable on a Rural Exceptions Site due to the requirement for in-perpetuity and 
inclusion in the main part of the policy may lead to speculative applications. However, it may be suitable for the market element of 
a CLH scheme. 
• Change of wording to reflect that Community Led Housing can be provided by groups other than Community Land Trusts 
e.g. co-operatives 
The above suggested amendments are considered important in ensuring that proposals on Rural Exceptions Sites only come 
forward in response to an identified local need. 
This policy will only relate to self and custom build units which come forward through Community Led Housing on a Rural 
Exceptions Site. A specific policy on Self and Custom Build Housing will be needed to assess other applications, e.g. those within 
settlement boundaries or where the proposal is for a market scheme of self-build. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 



within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Paragraph 11: There is a possibility that the Council will move to a digital Rural Housing Needs Survey, in which case the 
inclusion of additional local questions will not be possible. 
Paragraphs 13 and 14: Before a commitment is made in planning policy documents to changing the Rural Housing Needs Survey 
process or content, this should be discussed with the Housing Enabling Team and Residential Development Team to ensure that 
the focus of the surveys retains the primary purpose of enabling the provision of Affordable Housing. 
Please note that the response of Wiltshire Council’s Housing Enabling Team relates to the delivery of Affordable Housing. A 
separate response will be submitted by the Council’s Residential Development Team with respect to the Council’s housing 
development programme. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural294 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



Under the Wiltshire Council Local Plan section entitled Empowering Rural Communities paragraph 25 suggests that an option to 
retain smaller properties in such communities would be to prevent their owners from extending them.  This would be highly 
discrimi 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural295 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
I wish to challenge the housing allocation of 80 houses for Derry Hill and Studley. The allocation is amongst the highest in all 
Wiltshire  and ignores some major constraints such as the villages location centred on a heavily trafficked crossroads. It als 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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RURAL 296 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Affordable Housing 
2.34 It is noted that paragraph 18 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper explains that in the rural areas the 
Council intends to ‘simplify’ the situation and seek 40% affordable housing on all schemes of more than 5 dwe 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 
1. Introduction 
1.1 On behalf of our client, Persimmon Homes (Wessex) Ltd, Blue Fox Planning Ltd is instructed to submit representations in 
response to the March 2021 Wiltshire Council 
Local Plan Review Consultation. 



1.2 The representations set out herein are focused on the approach to the rural areas and settlements across Wiltshire and the 
proposed planning framework. 
1.3 In this context Persimmon Homes has two land interests in the rural areas, at Sutton Benger and Pewsey, which are included 
within the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA), site references, 600 and 1300. Both sites 
are assessed within the SHELAA as being suitable, available and achievable and developable in the short term. 
APPENDIX 1: SHELAA SITE 600 
APPENDIX 2: SHELAA SITE 1300 [SEE pages 19 and 21 of RURAL296b for both site plans] 
1.4 Separate representations have been submitted on specific settlements within Wiltshire as part of our response to the 
consultation. 
1.5 The emerging Spatial Strategy is one which focuses development at the top tier settlements, these being Principal 
Settlements and Market Towns. Below this level, the strategy looks to continue to protect the countryside and ensure that 
development is in response to local needs. 
1.6 The purpose of our representations is to consider the proposed strategic approach to growth beyond the top tier settlements. 
We support the reference within the Empowering Rural Communities Paper, which explains that this Local Plan Review is looking 
at ways to empower and not frustrate local initiatives and facilitate meeting needs whilst continuing to protect the countryside. 
1.7 Whilst we support the principle of empowering rural communities, we are concerned that the approach is overly prescriptive, 
with the baseline indicative housing requirements being constraint-led. In the spirit of the NPPF (paragraph 77) the approach 
should be to facilitate the growth of rural communities, particularly where this will support local services and maintain the vitality 
of rural communities. 
1.8 However, the formulaic and constraint-led approach does not, in our view, have sufficient regard to opportunities at rural 
settlements, whether this be in terms of supporting local services such as the local primary school or the local shop or even the 
viability of existing public transport connections. Moreover, there is apparently no consideration as to accessibility (via public 
transport connections) of individual rural settlements to larger centres and the higher order services and facilities that these 
locations can provide, including employment. 
1.9 We are also concerned that the disaggregation of specific housing figures to individual settlements, informed by the 
constraints-led formula, will act as a constraint on wider sustainable development opportunities that may exist in the Local 
Service Centres and Large Villages. 
1.10 The concern is that the indicative figures become a benchmark or threshold, which then becomes determinative in the 
decision-making process. 
1.11 The wider objective of protecting the countryside should be addressed by effective countryside policies, rather than the 
approach which appears to conflate levels of growth with harm to the countryside. Such an approach lacks justification and is not 



consistent with the wider objectives of providing a positive framework within which rural settlements and their communities can 
thrive. 
2. Empowering Rural Communities 
2.1 As explained in the consultation documents, each community is encouraged to determine for themselves, where additional 
development may take place through the preparation of a neighbourhood plan. 
2.2 The proposed approach to rural areas marks a shift away from the current strategy set out in the Wiltshire Core Strategy 
(WCS). Within the WCS, ‘Area Based’ policies identify indicative housing requirements on a ‘Community Area remainder basis.’ 
Meaning that those settlements where a specific quantum of development is not prescribed within the Area Based policy, will 
contribute to the ‘Community Area’ remainder requirement. 
2.3 As explained within the Emerging Spatial Strategy and Empowering Rural Communities consultation papers, the proposed 
strategy is more prescriptive, whereby specific indicative requirements are identified for each Local Service Centre and Large 
Village. Below this level, there is a general ‘rural area remainder’ allowance which is intended to be addressed through 
appropriate infill development within the county’s smaller settlements. 
2.4 The WCS predates the NPPF (paragraph 65) and the requirement for ‘Strategic Policies’ to set out a specific housing 
requirement for designated Neighbourhood Areas. It is therefore correct for the emerging Local Pan to provide the numerical 
context within which neighbourhood plans should be prepared. 
2.5 However, paragraph 78 of the Empowering Rural Communities Paper explains that the housing requirements are presented 
are for ‘rural settlements’ rather than designated Neighbourhood Areas. 
2.6 The intent of paragraph 65 of the NPPF is to ensure that the scale of growth within 
Neighbourhood Plans reflects the overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and relevant allocations. Whilst also 
minimising the need for such figures to be re-tested at the neighbourhood plan examination. 
2.7 Where it is not possible to provide a figure for a neighbourhood plan, principally because of matters related to the timing of 
the neighbourhood plan and local plan preparation, then the local planning authority should provide an indicative figure if 
requested by the neighbourhood planning body. All of which is reflects the objective to ensure neighbourhood plans are 
consistent with wider overarching Local Plan area strategy and minimising the delays at neighbourhood plan examination. 
2.8 The proposed approach goes beyond this, by extending the specific disaggregation of housing numbers to all Local Services 
Centres and Large Villages, irrespective of whether or not they have a neighbourhood or the stage of any neighbourhood plan 
under preparation. 
2.9 As set out at paragraph 41 of the Empowering Rural Communities Paper, the requirements identified by the Local Plan 
Spatial Strategy are intended to ‘give an indication of the levels necessary to support the role of the settlement.’ (Our emphasis) It 
is also acknowledged that actual levels ‘may be less or more depending on local evidence.’ 
2.10 It is not clear how the proposed formula for calculating the baseline indicative housing 



requirement takes into account the ‘role’ of individual settlements, given that it is predominantly based on the consideration of 
constraints and how these are applied to 
 educe the levels of growth proposed. There is no evidence or reference to any assessment of the role and function of the 
settlements which would fall within the remit of the Empowering Rural Communities strategy. 
2.11 Accordingly, we are concerned that the prescriptive nature of the disaggregation of 
housing requirements to individual rural settlements, premised on constraints, neither supports the assertion that these figures 
are intended to support the ‘role’ of settlements, nor does it provide a sufficiently positive framework to allow these rural locations 
to grow and thrive as required in the NPPF (paragraph 77). 
2.12 The wider objective of empowering local communities and supporting the preparation of Neighbourhood Plans is consistent 
with national policy. However, there are some concerns with this process of disaggregation to all Local Service Centres and 
Large Villages. It is an approach which is dependent upon neighbourhood plans being prepared to take forward any identified 
rates of development over the plan period. Whilst there are a number of ‘made’ plans within Wiltshire, this is not a guarantee that 
all areas across the county will prepare a neighbourhood plan. 
2.13 Paragraph 82 of the Empower Rural Communities Paper explains why indicative requirements are defined for rural 
settlements rather than neighbourhood areas. The first bullet point states: “It reflects the sustainable strategy for the rural areas in 
Wiltshire established in 
Wiltshire Core Strategy Core policies 1 and 2; and the role of Local Service Centres and Large Villages.” 
2.14 In respect of WCS CP1, given the emphasis of the approach explained in the emerging strategy regarding meeting local 
development needs, then the premise of the strategy to disaggregate housing figures to Local Services Centres and Large 
Villages is consistent with CP1. It is arguably more evidence-led as it is premised on the assumption that local needs are 
accurately defined. 
2.15 The second bullet point states: 
“It provides a clear framework for managed growth in rural areas to be delivered through neighbourhood plans, neighbourhood 
development orders, or where necessary, through site allocations in the local plan.” 
2.16 In the context of neighbourhood plan areas, the disaggregation of housing numbers is consistent with national policy and 
therefore the approach does provide a clear framework for the neighbourhood plan process. 
2.17 However, where a neighbourhood plan is not being prepared, or where progress has stalled etc, then the quantum of 
development identified for a specific settlement (above windfall), has no specific way of being achieved, unless this addressed 
through allocations in the local plan as suggested in the second bullet point. 
2.18 It is explained within the Empowering Rural Communities Paper (Paragraph 39) that site allocations at these lower tier 
settlements will generally be carried out by neighbourhood plans. Where this is not the case then it is acknowledged that it may 
be necessary for the Council to allocate sites, which may be achieved by a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan. 



2.19 It seems extremely unlikely that the local plan process will look to respond with an update to existing allocations documents, 
to address a shortfall of a relatively minimal number that is not coming forward at a Large Village. 
2.20 In the third bullet point it states: “It allows flexibility for designated neighbourhood areas where more than one parish work 
together to prepared a neighbourhood plan.” 
2.21 It is not clear what ‘flexibility’ is being referred to here. It is understood that any figure assigned to a specific settlement is not 
transferable, even with a neighbouring parish. Therefore, irrespective of whether or not parishes work jointly in the preparation of 
a neighbourhood plan, the quantum of development identified would still need to be provided for at the settlement to which the 
figure relates. 
2.22 Bullet point four states: “It ensures that those rural parish that abut urban areas such as principal settlements and market 
towns, have their own clearly defined housing requirement for the settlement, or settlements, that lie at the heart of their 
neighbourhood area”. 
2.23 This reflects the general approach of disaggregating housing requirements to individual settlements. However, in 
circumstances where a rural parish abuts a large urban centre, it is not clear what regard has been given to the functional 
relationship between the rural parish and the urban centre. 
2.24 There would be some considerable concern if the disaggregated figure to a rural settlement, where there is no 
neighbourhood plan or where a Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate specific sites, was to automatically be applied as ‘policy’ 
tool, against which development proposals at such settlements would be considered. 
2.25 It is not adequately explained how the Council intend to calculate housing land supply within the new local plan. Through the 
WCS the land supply was assessed at the Housing Market Area level and it is assumed that this approach will continue. 
2.26 What is not clear is how the indicative requirements to rural communities will be considered in the context of housing land 
supply and to what material extent does the fact that a specific rural area has met this indicative requirement, impact on the 
decision-making process. 
2.27 This point should be clarified as there are a number of rural settlements listed in the Empowering Rural Communities Paper 
(Tables 2.3 to 2.7) which already have sufficient completions and/or commitments to satisfy the indicative requirements. The 
question is whether it is the intent of the proposed strategy for rural areas to adopt a ‘no-change’ strategy for settlements where 
the proposed housing requirements has or is close to being achieved so early in the new plan period. 
2.28 Within the current WCS (paragraph 4.20) it is stated that the indicative requirements for specific settlements are intended to 
allow for a flexible approach ‘to respond positively to opportunities without being inhibited by an overly prescriptive, rigid 
approach which might otherwise prevent sustainable development proposals that can contribute to delivering the strategic 
objectives of the plan.” 
2.29 There is no such reference within the Empowering Rural Communities paper. This reinforces our concern that the indicative 
requirements identified will be applied as a target/cap. Whilst some rural settlements continue to have outstanding requirements 



based on these indicative requirements, many have either already achieved these figures or are very close to the numbers 
identified. 
2.30 Without any specific reference to the flexibility referenced in the WCS, the concern is that the approach to growth in the rural 
areas is in fact negative, contrary to the claims made in the consultation that it is empowering rural communities to deliver growth. 
2.31 The disaggregation of indicative housing figures currently suggested the emerging LPR, are based on a constraint-led 
formulaic approach which is not based on any specific up to date data on local needs. It should not therefore become a 
benchmark or threshold applied in the determination of planning applications, unless it has been demonstrated to be a robust and 
reliable indicator of local need. 
2.32 The rational and basis for the proposed approach to Local Service Centres and Large Villages is understood and generally 
supported as a matter of principle. This is particularly true where it relates to a designated neighbourhood area and where a 
neighbourhood is being prepared. 
2.33 Notwithstanding this, there is concern that outside of the neighbourhood plan process, the identification of a specific housing 
figure for a Local Centre or Large Village becomes a policy by proxy, against which development proposals at such settlements 
are appraised which could be determinative in the decision-making process. 
3. Calculating the Requirement 
3.1 Paragraph 9 of the Empowering Rural Communities Paper explains that the role of the Local Plan Review is to set an 
appropriate scale of housing growth for Large Villages and Local Services Centres over the plan period (2016-2036). It then goes 
on to state that the Council is ‘suggesting’ those scales of housing growth and these will be finalised based on the comments 
received. 
3.2 It is considered that there should be a greater emphasis on the approach, rather than seeking the views of a specific 
community or settlement on a defined figure. 
3.3 We note that the focus of this consultation is the baseline indicative housing figures, but it is evident that this is not based on 
a specific assessment of local need. This is made clear by the fact that at paragraphs 11 and 12 of the Empowering Rural 
Communities Paper, it confirms that individual communities are encouraged to carry out a Rural Housing Needs Survey and that 
such surveys are central to determining what scale of housing should be planned for. 
3.4 On that basis it is questionable what specific value the figures identified in the consultation paper have, particularly when they 
are not supported by the evidence which the council recognises as being central to the process of determining what scales of 
housing should be planned for. 
3.5 Paragraph 43 of the Empowering Rural Communities states that planning policy ‘seeks to ensure that housing in rural areas 
is constrained to preserve the countryside.’ (Our emphasis). Therefore, the approach is one which has a starting point of seeking 
to limit/constrain development based on the broad assumption that growth equates to harm to the countryside. 



3.6 We do not support this as an appropriate starting point, it has no regard to the role of any individual settlement, the level of 
services and facilities and the extent to which additional development could be accommodated to support the vitality of rural 
communities and their services. 
3.7 Outside of Principal Settlements and Market Towns, the ‘rest of the HMA’ requirement is disaggregated to the Local Service 
Centres and Large Villages and Elsewhere, in proportion to the pattern of development over the period 2006-2016. 
3.8 Whilst past levels of development can provide a useful indicator of future rates of development, this does consider the 
particular circumstances at an individual settlement, their role in the locality and what scales of growth might be appropriate to 
support the role of each settlement. 
3.9 The figure derived from the historic rate of development is then subject to further disaggregation which takes into account the 
size and population and the extent that it is affected by constraints. Again, there is no specific consideration of the role and 
function of any particular settlement, rather the approach is based on numerical indicators, such as population size. In doing so, it 
assumes that matters such as size and population are indicators that demonstrate consistent conditions across all of the 
settlements. 
3.10 The methodology for calculating the baseline indicative housing requirements is set out 
after paragraph 93. 
3.11 The starting point being Step A, to establish the size of a settlement. We question why the starting point is based only on the 
size of the settlement, it does not explain why other considerations such as the level of services and facilities, local employment 
and public transport connections do not form the basis upon which this process is undertaken. The size of a settlement does not 
necessarily provide an indicator of more services and facilities being available, or that large settlements enjoy better public 
transport connections for example. 
3.12 Step B – applies 100m buffer to the settlement boundary in order to capture constraints. In many cases the settlement 
boundaries have not been adequately reviewed for a number of years and do not always accurately reflect the built for of the 
settlement. Therefore, it is questionable as to whether a buffer applied from the defined settlement boundary can be considered 
appropriate. 
3.13 Step C – the settlement area (including the buffer) is overlain by constraints 
3.14 Step D - calculates the housing requirements for the identified areas of constraint. This is based on the specific allowances 
relative to the identified constraint. For example, in Conversation Areas the baseline annualised requirement equates to 1 
dwelling and in the AONB, this equates to 3 dwellings at Local Service Centres. There is significant ambiguity and also 
uncertainty as to how these figures have been derived and applied to specific settlements. 
3.15 Steps E & F – the final stages in this process, whereby the housing requirement for the 
remaining unconstrained area is distributed, based on the size of the settlement and the number of existing households (Step E). 
It is the sum of the outputs from Steps D and E which determines the requirement (Step F). 



3.16 There are two main concerns with this approach. Firstly, the size of a settlement and its population (Steps A and E) are key 
variables that inform this process. Yet, as we have explained previously, size and population does not provide a sufficiently 
detailed understanding of individual settlements and how future growth can support and sustain existing facilities etc. 
3.17 Secondly, the process of assigning a figure to specific constraints, lacks any level of 
detail or justification. Paragraph 95 of the consultation paper states that the figures ‘are then fed into a spreadsheet where the 
housing requirement is calculated.’ This spreadsheet has not been published as part of this consultation and when requested, it 
was the stated position of the Council not to make this available. 
3.18 It is extremely difficult to subject to the calculation process to any meaningful scrutiny, when the specific figures and 
variables applied in the calculation are not made available to comment upon. 
3.19 We question how it is possible to pass judgement on the figures determined when the methodology is only explained in 
extremely broad terms and no information provided as to how the individual ‘Steps’ impact / influence the final derived figure. 
Delivering the requirement 
3.20 It is explained at paragraph 52 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper that the housing requirements 
should be accommodated in accordance with a 
new core policy. 
3.21 The proposed wording of the new core policy is specifically set in the context of Neighbourhood Area Designations in the 
rural area. Therefore, given the context of the requirement in the NPPF (paragraph 65) for strategic policies to identify the 
housing requirement for designated neighbourhood area, a policy within the new local plan that gives effect to this process is 
supported. 
3.22 However, we would be extremely concerned if this new Core Policy is also applied to housing requirements which are not 
directly related to a designated Neighbourhood Area. To do so would elevate the housing requirement to policy status which 
cannot be supported in circumstances where there is no designated neighbourhood area. 
4. Conclusions 
4.1 On behalf of our client, Persimmon Homes (Wessex) Ltd, we welcome the opportunity to submit representations in response 
to the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper, as part of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review. 
4.2 Whilst we support the principle of empowering rural communities, we are concerned that the approach is overly prescriptive, 
with the baseline indicative housing requirements being constraint-led. In the spirit of the NPPF (paragraph 77) the approach 
should be to facilitate the growth of rural communities, particularly where this will support local services and maintain the vitality 
of rural communities. 
4.3 As expained in our representations, the formulaic and constraint-led approach does not, in our view, have sufficient regard to 
opportunities at rural settlements, whether this be in terms of supporting local services such as the local primary school or the 
local shop or even the viability of existing public transport connections. 



4.4 We are also concerned that the disaggregation of specific housing figures to individual settlements, informed by the 
constraints-led formula, will act as a constraint on wider sustainable development opportunities that may exist in the Local 
Service Centres and 
Large Villages. The concern is that the indicative figures become a benchmark or threshold which then becomes determinative in 
the decision-making process. 
4.5 The wider objective of protecting the countryside should be addressed by effective countryside policies, rather than the 
approach which appears to conflate levels of growth with harm to the countryside. Such an approach lacks justification and is not 
consistent with the wider objectives of providing a positive framework within which rural settlements and their communities can 
thrive. 
4.6 We have explained within our representations that it is extremely difficult to subject to the calculation process to any 
meaningful scrutiny, when the specific figures and variables applied in the calculation are not made available to comment upon. 
4.7 We question how it is possible to pass judgement on the figures determined when the methodology is only explained in 
extremely broad terms and no information provided as to how the individual ‘Steps’ determine the final derived figure. 
4.8 Finally, we note the proposed changes to affordable housing requirements, specifically the requirement to ‘simplify’ the policy 
to apply 40% across the rural areas. Moreover, the Council also intend to lower the threshold to 5 or more units by applying to 
designate significant areas as ‘designated rural areas.’ There is a lack of detail on these proposed policy changes, specifically in 
terms of the viability implications and overall effects on delivery across the rural areas. We therefore reserve the right to comment 
on this change in policy as the local plan progresses. 
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 297 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We consider that the 40% affordable homes target is a good aspiration, but must be driven by viability evidence, and in some 
areas a 30% target may continue to be appropriate. The threshold should not be five dwellings across the entire rural area. 
Paragr 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



People extend their homes for a number of reasons, and it would appear to be unreasonable to enact these restrictions. Firstly, 
they will only apply to a relatively small proportion of the dwellings in a settlement therefore it is unlikely to be particularly 
effective. Secondly, a key reason for extending is the lack of suitable homes in that settlement people wish to live, or because the 
costs of moving within a community are prohibitive. Essentially such an approach merely acts to disadvantage those people 
already constrained by the housing market. It is an inequitable approach. The better approach is to ensure sufficient housing is 
delivered, to meet demand, so that housing becomes more affordable overall. This would minimise the need / desire for people to 
extend their ‘small homes’ and encourage movement within the housing market, allowing people to move up the market and free 
smaller houses that are more affordable for new entrants.  The approach is diverting away from the real issue, which is that the 
rural areas need to accommodate more housing. 1.4In short, by increasing the choice of homes by increasing the supply can 
encourage residents to move within the same village to a new development, rather than feeling obliged to stay in their current 
property and extend. The focus should be on increasing the supply of homes, not putting restrictions on homes that are delivered. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Whilst not the focus of our comments, we do have some observations in respect of the proposed Rural Exceptions sites policy: 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 



 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The proposed Core Policy states site allocations will generally be made in Neighbourhood Plans. We consider that allocations 
should generally be made in the local plan. 
This will ensure that the most suitable, sustainable sites are allocated, and can cle 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Backgroundto Site This plan shows my client’s land edged in red. 1215 Heritage Homes also owns the land to the NW(edged 
blue for 5 houses)which has benefit of planning for a total of 5 houses which has been established through a series of 
applications (16/04775/FUL; 18/07786/FUL; and 18/10448/FUL), all of which were granted permission at appeal. These 
permissions have been implemented and construction of the homes are underway. [See site plan in Rural 298b] 
The land in red has been subject to several applications for development as housing with the most recent for 32 dwellings 
(19/11206/OUT) submitted in November 2019. An appeal on the grounds of non-determination was submitted in August and this 
is currently being determined by the Planning Inspectorate. The land to the north of the sitehas the benefit of planning permission 
for 50 houses and has equally been implemented by the construction of the access road and relocation of the sports pitches. This 
means that my client’s land is effectively surrounding by built up form on all four sides.  
The sitedirectly to the north of the site of Firs Road in Alderbury was refused outline planning permission (17/04001/OUT) by 
Wiltshire Council in December 2017 for The development proposed is residential development of up to 50 dwellings, associated 
parking and access (off Firs Road), open space and infrastructure, relocated guide hut, new pre-school building and land to 



extend existing primary school playing fields. This decision was subsequently overturned at appeal (APP/Y3940/W/18/3200041) 
in December 2018 following a public inquiry. The inspector addressed the issue of settlement boundaries within paragraphs 11 of 
the decision letter where it is stated that: 11.The appeal site lies within the SWCA. Amongst other things, the CS identifies: a 
minimum housing requirement of 10,420 dwellings in this part of Wiltshire and; Alderbury as a Large Village with a settlement 
boundary. The site lies outside but is adjacent to the adopted village settlement boundary. 12.The settlement boundaries were 
drawn many years ago to cater for the housing needs of the former Wiltshire Structure Plan and formed part of the Salisbury 
District Local Plan. The mere age of these boundariesdo not render them out-of-date and they remain part of the development 
plan. However, as set out within part of the LPA’s evidence base for the CS, the settlement boundaries “are out of date and do 
not reflect the current urban form” and “will need to be reviewed later to ensure that they are fit for purpose.” 13.As I saw during 
my site visit, the adopted settlement boundary for Alderbury excludes numerous areas where development has taken place since 
this boundary was identified. It was drawn to take account of a very different housing requirement to the CS and no longer 
reflects the evolved urban form of the village. In 2016 it was found, in respect of land adjacent to part of the southern edge of the 
appeal site (Wagtails), that there was “limited evidence to demonstrate that the boundary in this locality is reflective of the current 
urban form or that it reflects current local and national policy.” The LPA has not identified any new evidence that would justify 
reaching a different conclusion. 14.The divisional Member and the Parish Council’s representative both informed me that they 
consider the adopted settlement boundary for Alderbury to be out-of-date. I also note that this boundary was, in effect, set aside 
by the decision of the LPA to grant planning permission in 2017 for 28 dwellings and a health centre on land at Matrons College 
Farm (ref. 13/02543/OUT) 15.I note the findings made by Inspectors on some other sites inWiltshire where the respective 
settlement boundaries were deemed not to be aconstraint to development. However, the above noted admission by the LPA 
during the CS examination and the subsequent decisions at Matrons College Farm and Wagtails, as well as the current urban 
form of the village, significantly undermine the LPA’s argument that the adopted settlement boundary for Alderbury is not out-of-
date. 16.I concur with the appellant, the local Member and the Parish Council’s representative that the Alderbury settlement 
boundary is now out-of-date. Both main parties informed me that such a finding would engage the tilted balance, as set out within 
paragraph 11 (d) (ii) of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). 17.My attention has been drawn to the 
Consultation Draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (SAP) that was published in 2017 and the emerging Wiltshire Local 
Plan Review (eLP). Amongst other things, the SAP includes a revised settlement boundary for Alderbury. This Plan is at an early 
stage of the plan-making process and carries limited weight. As the eLP is at an earlier stage of preparation, I agree with both 
main parties that it carries very limited weight. Neither the SAP nor the eLP are determinative to the outcome of this appeal. 
Representations were made as part of the Site Allocations Plan but the settlement boundary for Alderbury remained unchanged. 
It is considered that the Emerging Spatial Strategy remains the only opportunity to remedy what has been considered to be an 
out-of-date settlement boundary. The Emerging Spatial Strategy would not be considered sound if the boundary were not 
modified to reflect this.  



Distribution of Development – Rural Communities 
As set out, Alderbury is considered to be a Large Village within the context of the Wiltshire 
Core Strategy Policy 1 which sets out the Settlement Strategy. The Emerging Settlement 
Strategy does not seek to change this hierarchy and Alderbury continues to be considered 
under the policies associated with Rural Housing. 
The NPPF sets out the approach to rural housing in paragraph 78 as follows: 
To promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will 
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify 
opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. 
Where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support 
services in a village nearby. 
The Planning Practice Guidance goes on to set out how planning policies can support 
sustainable rural communities as follows (with emphasis added): 
People living in rural areas can face particular challenges in terms of housing supply and 
affordability, while the location of new housing can also be important for the broader 
sustainability of rural communities. Strategic policies will need to be informed by an 
understanding of these needs and opportunities, especially where authorities in designated 
rural areas wish to demonstrate that it is appropriate to set lower thresholds for affordable 
housing than those which apply generally. 
The nature of rural housing needs can be reflected in the spatial strategy set out in relevant 
policies, including in the housing requirement figures for any designated rural areas. A wide 
range of settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable development in rural areas, so 
blanket policies restricting housing development in some types of settlement will need to 
be supported by robust evidence of their appropriateness 
Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 67-009-20190722 
Revision date: 22 07 2019 
The council has set out the approach to Rural Housing within the Local Plan review within 
the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ paper which is published alongside the Emerging 
Spatial Strategy. The approach to delivery of housing within Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages is set out within the Empowering Rural Communities paper as below: 
36. In rural areas, the Local Plan spatial strategy will set an appropriate more modest 
scale of growth overall and set out housing requirements for Local Service Centres 



and Large Villages. 
37. These housing requirements may be met over the plan period by several means. By: 
• Existing planning permissions and plan allocations that have not yet been 
implemented 
• New homes on sites within settlement boundaries12 
• Schemes permitted in accordance with revised Core Policy 44 (above) 
• Site allocations in plans 
Footnote 12 in relation to new homes within settlement boundaries is of relevance and 
states that: 
Generally, these will be opportunities for small infill plots and conversions, but may also 
occasionally involve the re-use of larger brownfield sites. 
This approach is then set out within the wording for the New Core Policy in relations to 
Housing Requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area. 
As set out, the site is considered by both the site owner and the council to constitute 
Previously Developed Land and would fall to be considered as a brownfield site. The land 
under the control of my client falls outside of the defined settlement but is surrounded on 
all sides by current and future development and would therefore fall under consideration of 
infilling. 
The delivery of homes from previously developed land outside of settlement boundaries has 
not been adequately considered within the Empowering Local Communities Paper or the 
Emerging Spatial Strategy in general and it is considered that there is a lack of effectiveness 
of the policies in the context of the NPPF. 
The Empowering Local Communities Paper goes on to set out the approach to assessing 
housing requirements for rural areas as follows: 
39. The general presumption against speculative housing proposals outside a settlement 
will apply. Site allocations will generally be carried out by neighbourhood plans. 
Where this is not the case, it may be necessary for the Council to allocate sites. This 
may be achieved by a review of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan. 
40. Where there is or will be a neighbourhood plan this will be the housing requirement 
for the neighbourhood area designation. The requirement, by supporting the 
strategic role of these rural settlements, supports the overall strategy for the pattern 
and scale of development in the County. 



41. Neighbourhood plans will need to have regard to the requirements that apply. The 
plan’s policies and proposals need to be in general conformity with the Local Plan. 
This is a basic condition required to be met by all neighbourhood plans. What new 
homes each community plans for will need to take account of evidence of local need 
and what opportunities exist. Requirements give an indication of the levels necessary 
to support the role of the settlement. Actual levels determined by each community 
may be less or more depending on local evidence. 
42. Elsewhere in the countryside, including areas where neighbourhood designations do 
not include a Large Village or Local Service Centre, local communities will determine 
themselves, without a requirement, what housing proposals are appropriate for their 
area, so long as they are in general conformity with the Local Plan. A community 
may wish to bring forward a housing scheme without preparing a neighbourhood 
plan. In these circumstances a neighbourhood development order or planning 
application would be considered solely against policies contained in the Local Plan. 
The Alderbury and Whaddon Neighbourhood Plan area was designated in April 2014, 
however there has been no progress in the preparation of a neighbourhood plan since. 
There is a lack of clarity within the Empowering Local Communities paper and the Local Plan 
in general on how housing requirements are to be brought forward in such scenarios. 
The Empowering Local Communities paper goes on to set out the housing requirement 
across the separate HMAs within the Council as follows: 
[See Rural298 for Figure 5 – Housing Requirements for HMAs] 
Appendix one of the paper goes onto give further guidance on the Housing Requirements for 
Local Service Centres and Large Villages. 
Table 2.5 sets out the housing requirements for the Large Villages in the Salisbury HMA as 
set out below: 
[see Rural298 for Figure 6 – Housing Requirement for Large Villages in Salisbury HMA] 
The method for calculating the baseline housing requirement for each of the villages is set 
out within appendix 1 of the Empowering Local Communities Paper. In summary this takes a 
constraints based approach to lower the baseline (Step D) before adding a housing 
requirement for the remaining unconstrained area (Step E). 
There is a full list of constraints set out for Step D but no such detail for Step E and there is a 
distinct lack of clarity in whether the approach seeks to take a brownfield first approach as 



advocated in the wider Emerging Spatial Strategy. It is also considered that this approach 
does not take into account the requirement for delivery from small and medium sized sites 
as advocated in paragraph 68 of the framework as follows (with emphasis added): 
Small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the housing 
requirement of an area, and are often built-out relatively quickly. To promote the 
development of a good mix of sites local planning authorities should: 
a) identify, through the development plan and brownfield registers, land to 
accommodate at least 10% of their housing requirement on sites no larger than one 
hectare; unless it can be shown, through the preparation of relevant plan policies, 
that there are strong reasons why this 10% target cannot be achieved; 
b) use tools such as area-wide design assessments and Local Development Orders to 
help bring small and medium sized sites forward; 
c) support the development of windfall sites through their policies and decisions– 
giving great weight to the benefits of using suitable sites within existing 
settlements for homes; and 
d) work with developers to encourage the sub-division of large sites where this could 
help to speed up the delivery of homes. 
The land under the of my client in Alderbury is capable of accommodating approximately 30 
dwellings on a highly sustainable site, surrounded by residential housing. It would fall to be 
considered as a medium sized site which can make an important contribution to meeting the 
housing requirement of the area. 
Of further concern is the high requirement for delivery under the category of ‘elsewhere’ or 
‘residual requirement’, which in the Salisbury HMA represents 590 dwellings or 11% of the 
total housing requirement for the HMA. Paragraph 89 pf the Empowering Rural 
Communities sets out the following commentary in relation to this element of the housing 
supply: 
The residual housing requirement for the rest of the housing market areas are also shown. 
These are, essentially, the expected level of windfall development (e.g. infill, rural exception 
sites, community led schemes) that could be met at Small Villages and other smaller 
settlements across the rural parts of each HMA. 
The latest Housing Land Supply Statement sets out the historic delivery from Windfall 
Permissions across the district and shows a recessionary trend of delivery from such 



permissions. 
Figure 7 – Historic Delivery from Windfall Permissions 
Paragraph 70 of the NPPF sets out the approach for councils in respect of windfall sites as 
follows: 
Where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, there 
should be compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of supply. Any 
allowance should be realistic having regard to the strategic housing land availability 
assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends. Plans should consider 
the case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, 
for example where development would cause harm to the local area. 
Delivery from windfall permissions is likely to have been derived in some part from 
permitted development rights such as office to residential conversions of which there is only 
limited supply. There is little evidence to suggest that delivery from windfall permissions will 
continue at the average rate as suggested by the council and as such the high reliance on 
delivery of windfall sites is not robust or justified within the emerging spatial strategy. 
Overall the constraints led approach being taken by the council is not considered to be 
effective for the delivery of housing from the large villages nor does it take into account the 
opportunities for brownfield development within existing large villages. The constraints 
based approach does not take into account the significant opportunity for sustainable 
development in some of the large villages such as Alderbury where there a wide range of 
services which can cater for additional development over and above many of the Larger 
Villages. 
Furthermore, the approach and high reliance of delivery from windfall sites is not considered 
to be a justified or effective approach for the delivery of housing. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Conclusions 



Overall the Council has clearly sought to take a detailed approach to the development of the Emerging Spatial Strategy. 
However, for the reasons set out, the plan cannot currently be considered sound when assessed against the requirements of 
paragraph 35 of the NPPF which requires several aspects to be complied with. 
Positively Prepared – the constraints based approach to the housing allocation for Large Villages fails to take into account the 
highly sustainable facilities of some localities such as Alderbury and the ability of these areas to accommodate additional housing 
growth. 
Justified – the council has failed to adequately assess the reasonable alternatives for an uplifted delivery from larger villages as 
required by planning guidance. 
Effective – the approach to restricting the growth of larger villages whilst failing to recognise development potential of sustainable 
locations is not considered to be an effective and sound approach. 
Consistent with national policy – the emerging spatial strategy fails to adequately respond to the requirements of the NPPF to 
prioritise the development of previously developed land in addition to small and medium sized sites. 
Further updating and modifications of the emerging spatial strategy is required in order for the plan to be found sound. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural299 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Terrence O'Rourke Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Gleeson Strategic Land 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 299 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We consider that the 40% affordable homes target is a good aspiration, but must be driven by viability evidence, and in some 
areas a 30% target may continue to be appropriate. The threshold should not be five dwellings across the entire rural area. 
Paragr 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



People extend their homes for a number of reasons, and it would appear to be unreasonable to enact these restrictions. Firstly, 
they will only apply to a relatively small proportion of the dwellings in a settlement therefore it is unlikely to be particularly 
effective. Secondly, a key reason for extending is the lack of suitable homes in that settlement people wish to live, or because the 
costs of moving within a community are prohibitive. Essentially such an approach merely acts to disadvantage those people 
already constrained by the housing market. It is an inequitable approach. The better approach is to ensure sufficient housing is 
delivered, to meet demand, so that housing becomes more affordable overall. This would minimise the need / desire for people to 
extend their ‘small homes’ and encourage movement within the housing market, allowing people to move up the market and free 
smaller houses that are more affordable for new entrants. The approach is diverting away from the real issue, which is that the 
rural areas need to accommodate more housing. In short, by increasing the choice of homes by increasing the supply can 
encourage residents to move within the same village to a new development, rather than feeling obliged to stay in their current 
property and extend. The focus should be on increasing the supply of homes, not putting restrictions on homes that are delivered. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Whilst not the focus of our comments, we do have some observations in respect of the proposed Rural Exceptions sites 
policy:1.6The need to have ‘clear support from the local community’ will be very difficult to demonstrate, if not impossible. Those 
that a 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 



Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The proposed Core Policy states site allocations will generally be made in Neighbourhood Plans. We consider that allocations 
should generally be made in the local plan. 
This will ensure that the most suitable, sustainable sites are allocated, and can cle 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural300 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Terrence O'Rourke Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Gleeson Strategic Land 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 300 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We consider that the 40% affordable homes target is a good aspiration, but must be driven by viability evidence, and in some 
areas a 30% target may continue to be appropriate. The threshold should not be five dwellings across the entire rural area. 
Paragr 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



People extend their homes for a number of reasons, and it would appear to be unreasonable to enact these restrictions. Firstly, 
they will only apply to a relatively small proportion of the dwellings in a settlement therefore it is unlikely to be particularly 
effective. Secondly, a key reason for extending is the lack of suitable homes in that settlement people wish to live, or because the 
costs of moving within a community are prohibitive. Essentially such an approach merely acts to disadvantage those people 
already constrained by the housing market. It is an inequitable approach. The better approach is to ensure sufficient housing is 
delivered, to meet demand, so that housing becomes more affordable overall. This would minimise the need / desire for people to 
extend their ‘small homes’ and encourage movement within the housing market, allowing people to move up the market and free 
smaller houses that are more affordable for new entrants.  The approach is diverting away from the real issue, which is that the 
rural areas need to accommodate more housing. 1.4In short, by increasing the choice of homes by increasing the supply can 
encourage residents to move within the same village to a new development, rather than feeling obliged to stay in their current 
property and extend. The focus should be on increasing the supply of homes, not putting restrictions on homes that are delivered. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Whilst not the focus of our comments, we do have some observations in respect of the proposed Rural Exceptions sites 
policy:1.6The need to have ‘clear support from the local community’ will be very difficult to demonstrate, if not impossible. Those 
that a 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 



 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The proposed Core Policy states site allocations will generally be made in Neighbourhood Plans. We consider that allocations 
should generally be made in the local plan. 
This will ensure that the most suitable, sustainable sites are allocated, and can cle 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 301 A; RURAL 301 B; RURAL 301 C 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The provision of affordable housing should be a key priority for the new Local Plan. Affordability of housing across the Wiltshire 
plan area is a significant issue. 
While it is ultimately for the Council to prioritise developer contributions based on robu 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
It is important that the ambitions and objectives set out in the plan are achievable, and the policies and allocations which follow 
are capable of delivering and making the vision a reality. Delivery of housing must be a key element of the Local Plan in l 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
MELKSHAM ROAD, HOLT SITE SPECIFIC REPRESENTATION.  
1.1.1 This site-specific representation should be read in conjunction with our main representation on the Spatial Strategy and 
specifically on Empowering Rural Communities.  



1.1.2 Gladman is promoting Land off Melksham Road, Holt as suitable for residential development. The site comprises 
approximately 3.7 hectares of land, situated to the east of the village of Holt in Wiltshire. It is bordered by two roads, Melksham 
Road (B3107) to the north and Great Parks to the west. A copy of the development framework plan is below and a further vision 
for the site has been provided separately.  
[See RURAL301c for site plan] 
1.1.3 Holt is a sustainable Large Village. Its ability to accommodate new development was recognised by the allocation of an 
area of opportunity within the village as part of the mixed-use regeneration of a brownfield site. It should however be noted that 
this was ‘roll-over’ designated from the previous West Wiltshire District Plan.  
1.1.4 The questions in the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ consultation document mean that the specific scope for appropriate 
future growth in Holt has not really been reconsidered in the current plan period. Holt as a settlement can play a role in meeting 
future housing need on suitable sustainable sites adjacent to the settlement edge. Given the constraints in the west and southern 
part of the village, a direction of growth on the eastern edge of the settlement would represent the most sustainable option.  
1.1.5 In 2014 an outline planning application on the site was submitted for up to 98 dwellings with associated landscaping and 
open space, with all matters reserved, except for access. The application was resolved to be refused by Wiltshire Council in April 
2015.  
1.1.6 Whilst at the time, an appeal was not pursued, Gladman believe that the reasons given for refusal can be overcome and the 
site remains a suitable site for a future housing allocation.  
1.1.7 Technical documents submitted at the time in support of the outline planning application included:  
• Site Location Plan  
• Proposed Access Drawing  
• Planning Statement  
• Sustainability Assessment  
• Socio-Economic Sustainability Statement  
• Development Framework Plan  
• Design and Access Plan  
• Landscape and Visual Impact Appraisal  
• Ecological Appraisal  
• Archaeological Assessment  
• Transport Assessment and Travel Plan  
• Air Quality and Noise Assessments  
• Phase 1 Site Investigation  
• Flood Risk Assessment and Foul Drainage Analysis  



2.1.1 There are several opportunities on the site to provide social and economic benefits:  
• Provision of high quality sustainable housing, with site access to accommodate up to 80 new homes (including policy compliant 
affordable percentage).  
2 OPPORTUNITIES 

Retention of the vast majority of the existing hedgerows and trees located within the site to maintain their ecological value.  
• Opportunity to provide new safe and suitable vehicular access to the development via Great Parks.  
• New area of publicly accessible open space, to include a children’s play area.  
• Creation of new footways connecting into the existing PROW running through the site.  
• Possibility of Sustainable Drainage System (SuDS) features which will form an integral part of the developments green 
infrastructure, designed to help maximise biodiversity benefits.  
2.1.2 Gladman would welcome the opportunity to discuss our representations and the site with the Council in more detail 
following the consultation period.  
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Terrence O'Rourke Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Gleeson Strategic Land 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 302 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
We consider that the 40% affordable homes target is a good aspiration, but must be driven by viability evidence, and in some 
areas a 30% target may continue to be appropriate. The threshold should not be five dwellings across the entire rural area. 
Paragr 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



People extend their homes for a number of reasons, and it would appear to be unreasonable to enact these restrictions. Firstly, 
they will only apply to a relatively small proportion of the dwellings in a settlement therefore it is unlikely to be particularly 
effective. Secondly, a key reason for extending is the lack of suitable homes in that settlement people wish to live, or because the 
costs of moving within a community are prohibitive. Essentially such an approach merely acts to disadvantage those people 
already constrained by the housing market. It is an inequitable approach. The better approach is to ensure sufficient housing is 
delivered, to meet demand, so that housing becomes more affordable overall.  This would minimise the need / desire for people 
to extend their ‘small homes’ and encourage movement within the housing market, allowing people to move up the market and 
free smaller houses that are more affordable for new entrants.  The approach is diverting away from the real issue, which is that 
the rural areas need to accommodate more housing. 
1.4 In short, by increasing the choice of homes by increasing the supply can encourage residents to move within the same village 
to a new development, rather than feeling obliged to stay in their current property and extend. The focus should be on increasing 
the supply of homes, not putting restrictions on homes that are delivered. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Whilst not the focus of our comments, we do have some observations in respect of the proposed Rural Exceptions sites policy: 
1.6 The need to have ‘clear support from the local community’ will be very difficult to demonstrate, if not impossible. Those that 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 



 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The proposed Core Policy states site allocations will generally be made in Neighbourhood Plans. We consider that allocations 
should generally be made in the local plan. 
This will ensure that the most suitable, sustainable sites are allocated, and can cle 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Broadly yes, for developments of 5 to 10 houses provided we really wish to reduce the incentive for developments of <10. For 
developments over 10 houses, retention of the 30% affordable could be appropriate in less favourable areas, as now. Such a 
policy 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Broadly, yes. 



The definition of Affordable could be defined more closely in planning approvals so that social rented housing could be specified, 
or shared ownership, etc. according to identified local needs. Approved policies could also specify house sizes to ensure target 
markets are served – starter homes for young families, bungalows for retirees, disabled-friendly, etc. 
Housing Needs Surveys can be meaningless if limited to a narrow target area – e.g. a parish. By definition, anyone who doesn’t 
live there is excluded but they may have a good reason to be there (e.g. to be near an elderly parent). 
Consideration needs to be given to the current availability of social housing. Some locations have a high proportion of such 
housing and any additions may risk damaging the social balance. Ghettos must be avoided. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Revised CP44 is indeed worth pursuing. CLTs have not yet taken off and the reason for this need to be analysed. 
Restriction of Permitted Development Rights could be applied universally as for conservation areas at present, which would be 
equitable! 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Good question! 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 



Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
In the Devizes Community Area, I am particularly interested in Market Lavington, Potterne, West Lavington and Worton, which 
are the larger settlements in my Division (or which I am covering for others). 
The figures for Market Lavington and West Lavington 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Little or no attention is given to the need for improved transport provision. Many rural roads are very poor and need improvement 
– even if vehicles will be electric or hydrogen in the future. Likewise, provision needs to be made for safe cycle routes and 
reliable public transport. 
This document looks less than sufficient https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/5725/Wiltshire-Local-Plan-Transport-
Review/pdf/Wiltshire_Local_Plan_Transport_Review.pdf?m=637460675515330000 
When LTP4 is considered later this year, there needs to be much more positive thinking about the transport needs of all kinds 
across the county than has occurred in the past. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural304 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes this seems like an appropriate target.  It would be useful to have a definition of ‘affordable housing’ and the qualifying criteria 
for applicants 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The essential requirements set out in the Revised Core Policy 44 for Rural Exception Sites appear to provide good safeguards to 
ensure that development is confined to meeting affordable housing to meet local need which is supported by the local 
community. 



The cross subsidiary of 25% open market housing for rural exception sites and 50% cross subsidiary of open market value  for 
Community Led Housing may encourage speculative development and is a counterproductive criteria.  In Local Service Centres 
and Large Villages there is an allocation for open market value housing in the proposed new Local Plan.  In small villages and 
other rural areas the exception criteria of permitting the building of agricultural dwellings for agricultural workers, conversion of 
redundant agricultural buildings and modest infill (1-2 houses) in small villages where there is an identified local need already 
gives the required local flexibility for communities to respond to a local identified need. 
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Restricting the permissive rights to extend new affordable houses in rural areas appears to be a positive approach to maintain the 
housing stock of smaller homes to meet local need.  It would seem to be difficult and perhaps undesirable to apply these res 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Local housing Needs  Survey 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural305 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Turley 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Bloor Homes South West 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 305 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The approach to changing and setting affordable housing percentage requirements, and the threshold at which they are applied 
in the LPR should be led by the amount of affordable housing required, determined by the relevant evidence base. This should 
be th 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



We have no comments on the revised rural Exception sites policy revised text. However, see below comments and concerns with 
the proposed delivery vehicles for meeting the full needs of the County. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
We have no comments on the community-led housing policy wording. However, see below comments and concerns with the 
proposed delivery vehicles for meeting the full needs of the County. 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
We have no comments on the community-led housing policy wording. However, see below comments and concerns with the 
proposed delivery vehicles for meeting the full needs of the County. 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
In response to this question we first consider the methodology proposed/implied in the EMC paper for delivering the housing 
requirements, and then go on to comment on the methodology for formulating those requirements. 



The methodology for delivering and m 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
LAND AT HORSEY DOWN, CRICKLADE 
On the behalf of our client Bloor Homes South West Ltd we write to provide representations to Wiltshire Council [the ‘Council’], in 
relation to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review [‘LPR’] consultation.  The representors have an interest in land at Horsey Down, 
Cricklade. A site specific location plan is provided at Appendix 1 of this representation, which confirms the extent of Bloor Homes 
land interest. Bloor Homes are an 
experienced developer with a proven track record of high quality design, and delivery of a range of site scales. We promote the 
site as suitable, available and achievable for housing development.  We have reviewed the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ 
(‘EMC’) paper in full and respond to in turn below and the relevant questions where posed. We have considered the paper with a 
view to highlighting any, in our opinion, 
emerging failings in soundness with the strategy which could be addressed at this stage to maximise future success of this 
important component in the LPR process. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural306 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Godshill Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
In Relation to National Parks – page 18 Empowering Rural Communities Document 
‘No – there are no Local Service Centres in proximity to the National Park Some housing generally of small scale is acceptable, 
in principle, at Large Villages within National Parks. Baseline annualised housing requirement = 1’ 
Downton is a Local Service Centre which is most definitely “in proximity to the NF National Park.” It is grossly out of proportion to 
suggest that a “buffer” zone of a mere 100m is sufficient to protect the extremely sensitive environment of the New Forest from 
the effects of new housing in and around Downton. 
Already the New Forest is suffering from commuter traffic to and from Southampton on the B3080/B3079. It is also the area of 
choice for dog-walking, riding, walking, playing games, etc., for much of the population of Downton and associated small villages, 
whose vehicles can be seen filling the car parks close to Hale, Turf Hill, and others. The area is a favourite of rare ground-nesting 
birds, and few dogs are under sufficient control to avoid disturbance to this delicate avian population. Any increase at all in the 
human population cannot fail to put more unwelcome pressure on the fragile New Forest National Park. 
If the New Forest is to be saved for future generations, any additional housing around it must be kept to the bare minimum for 
local needs and be carbon friendly. 



 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural307 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 307 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am writing to support your further review of outputs for Large Villages namely Bromham where the baseline indicative housing 
requirement 2016-2036 indicates 80 new dwellings being required with no completions having taken place thus far so a net 
increase of 80 new homes. 
My family have been residents of Bromham for 37 years, our children having gone to Bromham School, I have been a School 
PTA member and Vice Chair of School Governors together with being fully involved in various Village groups including the 
Neighbourhood Planning Team. 



Bromham has a unique opportunity should the Council decide on proceeding with the stated required housing number if the 
opportunity can be grasped. There could be much benefit gained through sustainable development providing community 
resources through the sharing of CIL payments. 
In addition, with careful planning the overall build environment of the Village could be enhanced by the creation of an important 
hub by linking new development with the existing village resource of School, Shops, Pub, Employment, Village Hall and Church. 
See map below for ideal village extension : (See Attachment Rural307) 
In addition, the Neighbourhood Plan could embrace the requirement for these additional homes and create a master plan and 
design pattern book to reflect the local vernacular and good design guide that any development would have to follow. It could 
also contain within the masterplan a delivery strategy whereby the 80 homes are committed over the life of the Plan 2023 to 2036 
(13 years) in releases of 16 homes every 2 years. This would ensure a sustainable level of increase in development works, new 
homes, and new families to the Village. 
Overall, these families could add positive contributions to an already terrific village protecting the School, Play School, Village 
Shops and the wider amenities. By embracing and controlling change through the NP the Village could avoid speculative 
development happening without control. 
In summary I welcome the assessment for more new homes in Bromham 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural308 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Land Value Alliances LLP 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 308 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
LVA consider the suggested target of 40% affordable homes on developments of more than five dwellings too restrictive and that 
this could affect the viability of many potential sites in rural areas. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
LVA believe proposed Policy 44 it too restrictive in terms of providing new housing in rural areas and instead encourages the 
Local Plan Review to permit proportionate, blended growth of open market led developments to provide a wide range of living 



opportunities in rural areas and settlements through the form of allocations. Associated policies should be worded to allow for 
sustainable villages to grow and allocations should be made within the Local Plan Review to compliment this. Paragraph 78 of 
the NPPF requires that “…housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Plann ing 
policies should identify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive…”.  
Large Villages and Local Service Centres should be apportioned more growth and policy should be flexibly worded to allow for 
this. The dominance of large urban-led schemes is likely to be taken up by the larger or national housebuilders leading to 
homogenous estate. LVA encourage Wiltshire to provide policies which encourage, enable and identify growth across the rural 
areas of Wiltshire.  
It is important to permit rural settlements to grow proportionately and enhance the quality of life in such settlements for all 
generations. Not to plan and allow housing in Large Villages will lead to ever reducing demands for schooling, employment, and 
shops services as the aging population grows in such settlements. Further, we will see a continuing trend of aging dependent 
populations in rural settlements lacking the care support of having families nearby as they will be forced to move to larger 
settlements due to a lack of new housing options especially those of an affordable nature that are typically found within open 
market led schemes.  
One of the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic has been the introduction of an era of home working and it naturally follows that 
this flexibility will give rise to workers feeling less inclined to live close to their workplace, which are commonly in urban areas. 
They will instead seek to retreat to life in more rural areas that provide better quality living and amenity spaces, with more value 
for their money after a year spent at home. Furthermore, after a year of isolation from friends and family, it is inevitable that 
people will want to live nearer to their loved ones, namely who are elderly or vulnerable and residing in rural settlements. The 
Local Plan Review therefore must acknowledge and cater for number of city and town residents moving to more rural areas due 
to the effects of COVID-19.  
Smaller sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the housing requirement of an area as they are generally built-
out quicker than larger sites (as per Paragraph 68 of the NPPF). In this regard they are an important element of improving the 
supply of sites. This is particularly the case for Wiltshire which contains a vast rural area where smaller greenfield sites tend to be 
more readily available than brownfield sites and large strategic sites. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
LVA do not consider the restrictive approach as set out in Policy 44 is worth pursuing. Whilst considering how rural settlements 
could grow, LVA encourage Wiltshire Council to also consider modern concepts of development. It needs to provide flexible poli 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
LVA supports the identification of housing requirements for rural settlements in the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ paper, 
however, is concerned that the proposed approach will not realistically deliver the residual housing requirement over the plan 
perio 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
LVA consider the following sites to represent logical opportunities for development in the rural areas and that they should be 
allocated for development within the Local Plan Review:  
Land at Sandleaze Farm, Worton If the Local Plan Review is to be drafted to encourage development in rural areas to be brought 
forward through Neighbourhood Planning as suggested, it could inevitability impede suitable sites in sustainable villages such as 



Land at Sandleaze Farm, Worton from being developed. The Local Plan Review must have a mechanism in place to deliver 
growth in villages where there is no ability or appetite to do so through community led planning. In the case of Worton, there 
appears no desire to consider new housing sites for the village with the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Committee having last met 
in February 2018. As such, LVA believe Land at Sandleaze Farm should be allocated for development through the Local Plan 
Review process in the absence of a Neighbourhood Plan.  
In terms of the suitability for development of LVA’s site at Sandleaze Farm, Worton, an outline planning application submitted in 
October 2020 for up to 26 dwellings was refused on 26 January 2021 (Ref: 20/07932/OUT). Four Reasons for Refusal (RfR) are 
listed within the Decision Notice being conflict with the settlement strategy of the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy despite an 
acknowledged lack of five-year housing land supply (5YHLS), landscape impact, Highways, and failure to secure the necessary 
affordable housing & infrastructure requirements to support the proposed development. LVA contest the decision and reasons for 
refusal, and wish to highlight the following points:  
Conflict with Development Plan – This RfR is based on the site being outside the defined limits of development for Worton, thus 
conflicting with the settlement strategy of the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy. It is currently acknowledged that the Council 
cannot demonstrate a 5YHLS and the Core Strategy (January 2015) is out of date on the basis it is over five years since its 
adoption. These two points materially affect the weight that should be applied by a decision maker and in this instance, it has 
been concluded that any benefits are outweighed by the adverse impacts of granting permission.  
In reviewing the sustainability of the settlement, Worton has a good range of services and facilities including a Primary School, 
Pub, Church, Village Hall, Garage, Play Area, Playing Field, Workshop/Storage Facilities, and a number of social clubs for 
residents (for adults and children). In a similar way to most rural villages, some amenities are found in Worton and a majority of 
the facilities needed on a weekly basis can be found within the surrounding settlements including Trowbridge and Devizes. 
It is therefore important to consider the material relationship between the village and the wider Community Area and the ability to 
travel to nearby towns and villages sustainably via bus and other sustainable modes of transport for work and/or leisure 
purposes. There is for instance a bus stop within 200m of the site which provides regular services to a wider range of facilities at 
neighbouring towns and villages including regular services to Trowbridge and Devizes which both contain a full range of services 
and facilities, offering a sustainable alternative to car use. In particular, the bus journey between Devizes and the stop near the 
site takes 9 minutes (no. 77).  
There is also a Convenience Store 2.5km away in Potterne which is a short bus (or cycle journey) from the site. The close 
proximity of a bus stop reduces the potential for overreliance on car use which is an important factor in terms of a proposal’s 
benefit.  
Overall, it is LVA’s view that any conflict with existing development plan policies is outweighed when considered alongside the 
need housing at district and local affordable level (4 homes as per Parish Housing Needs Survey April 2017) as well as the 
overall social, economic and environmental benefits that development of the site would bring.  



Landscape – This RfR alleges harm to the character and appearance of the area and to the visual amenities of the residents of 
the properties overlooking the site and users of local public rights of way. This though conflicts with the Landscape Officer ’s 
comment that the site could be considered infill development and that potential adverse impacts can be mitigated by enhancing 
existing boundaries with planting and landscape buffers within the development.  
Landscape comments state: ‘‘In terms of landscape character, it is acknowledged that potential adverse impacts will be localised 
and of moderate to slight effect because development will be set back from the ridgeline. Whilst this site is currently farmland it is 
bordered by existing residential development to the west and north, and the recreation ground to the southwest, and as such can 
be considered as infill development relating to this settlement edge and is in character with the settlement pattern. The proposed 
open space along the ridgeline with additional tree planting will improve the existing settlement edge.’’ (our emphasis)  
In terms of visual amenity, landscape comments state: ‘‘In terms of visual amenity, it is acknowledged that potential adverse 
impacts will be localised and of moderate to slight effect to the PROW crossing the site and to adjacent residential properties. By 
setting the properties back from the ridgeline with additional hedge and tree planting along the road edge views of the 
development from the PROW will be partly screened and filtered and the principal panoramic views to the south retained. It 
should be noted that this footpath follows a route to the rear gardens of properties along the southern side of Worton with 
glimpsed and contained views. There will be change in views from properties overlooking the site. The design parameters have 
sought to ensure that potential adverse impacts can be mitigated by enhancing existing boundaries with planting and landscape 
buffers within the development.’’ (our emphasis)  
Policy CP51 of the Core Strategy requires developments to protect, conserve and where possible enhance landscape character 
and not have a harmful impact on landscape character. Any negative impacts must be mitigated as far as possible through 
sensitive design and landscape measures. Policy CP57 requires a high standard of design in all new developments and to 
demonstrate how the development can make a positive contribution to the character of Wiltshire.  
The site is not subject to any statutory landscape designations and landscape effects would be localised in terms of undeveloped 
land being developed into housing. An important element of the proposed development has therefore been to retain the building 
line on the settlement edge including the provision of a large public open space area at the south of the site, enhancing the 
existing public right of way across the site bringing it in to regular use, and additional landscaping which results in an improved 
village edge. The indicative layout has been amended taking in to account previous landscape comments to help mitigate local 
landscape impacts including moving the development line further north, additional planting along the southern boundary, and the 
inclusion of a 3m – 5m buffer zone to the existing boundaries around the site.  
The landscape comments further state: ‘‘Developing the site would permanently alter the site from a natural overgrown vegetated 
buffer to urban residential. It would mean the permanent loss of a quantum of green infrastructure. These unplanned losses fail to 
protect and conserve landscape and therefore I must raise an objection under Core Policy 51.’’ In response to this, the site is not 
a natural overgrown vegetated buffer (it is an open field) and would also not result in the permanent loss of green infrastructure 



(as it is currently agricultural use). In fact, the proposed development would result in the addition of a large public open space 
area enhancing the existing public right of way across the south of the site. 
Importantly, the illustrative layout that accompanied the application has retained the village edge and includes further landscaping 
to help mitigate and improve any landscape views. It will also result in further improvements to the landscape quality of the area 
by including open space and ecology habitat in the two locations of the attenuation features and it illustrates significant areas of 
planting to shield the site from neighbouring properties.  
Overall, development of the site represents an opportunity to naturally round off the existing settlement edge and is in line with 
the character of the settlement pattern. Given the limited localised effects development would have and the positive benefit of the 
potential landscaping to improve the settlement edge, it should be concluded that the proposed development would not result in 
material harm to the character and appearance of the area and any negative impacts can be appropriately mitigated. The 
supporting information for the planning application demonstrates how a high standard of design can be achieved whilst protecting 
important features. It is therefore LVA’s view that the proposed development does not conflict with Policies CP51 and CP57 and 
even if any weight were to be attributed to them, this would be outweighed by the lack of 5YHLS and out of date Core Strategy. It 
is LVA’s view that the benefits of the site outweighing any landscape harm, and that it has been demonstrated that mitigation can 
overcome any landscape concerns.  
Highways - There is disagreement over the level of visibility splays that can be demonstrated as well as the survey data being 
relied upon to dictate the splays that are ultimately required. In LVA’s opinion, the level of visibility splays the Highways Authority 
state as being required is based on data that does not meet the required guidance and standards for speed surveys, carried out a 
considerable distance from the entrance to the site in a less built-up area and therefore not indicative of vehicle speeds at the 
proposed site access. LVA’s speed survey was undertaken in accordance with the relevant guidance and no concerns were 
raised by the Highways Authority on the methodology used. Notwithstanding this point, the proposed access can provide the 
level of visibility splay stated as being required and there is a disagreement over measurements. Measurements have been taken 
by LVA that confirm the required visibility splays can be achieved.  
Securing affordable housing & infrastructure requirements - This can be overcome through the submission of a S106 obligation.  
The planning application process was able to satisfy all other technical site requirements, including, drainage, flood risk, ecology 
and archaeology.  
LVA does not agree that development policies should be so restrictive to the extent they prohibit delivering sustainable 
development in a Large Village. In the particular case of LVA’s site at Sandleaze Farm, Worton there is also a demonstrated local 
affordable housing need and a confirmed lack of five-year housing land supply, the weight of which is significant. The Housing 
Needs Survey for Worton published in April 2017 found a need for at least 4 affordable homes in the Parish area up to April 2020 
and we are not aware this has been accommodated. The provision of 8 affordable homes as part of a 26-dwelling scheme is 
therefore a very significant benefit.  



Importantly, the provision of residential development in Worton where there has been very limited development in recent years 
and the introduction of new occupants will enhance its vitality by playing a role in its social functions and will spend money on 
local services and facilities along with using the local schools in the area, thereby sustaining local businesses and activities in the 
longer term and helping the village grow and thrive. In this regard, Paragraph 78 of the NPPF seeks to promote sustainable 
development in rural areas where it will enhance and retain the vitality.  
The site is acceptable in respect of technical matters and no constraints are identified that make it unsuitable for development, 
and thus should be allocated for development within the Local Plan Review.  
Land south of B3098, Urchfont LVA consider the Local Plan Review should allocate Land south of B3098, Urchfont for residential 
development to cater for the long-term housing requirements of the village. The Urchfont Neighbourhood Plan was made in April 
2017 and will soon be out of date. Given the Council cannot currently demonstrate a five-year housing land supply, the adopted 
Neighbourhood Plan can be attributed less weight. As such, to encourage plan-led development, LVA believe the Local Plan 
Review should allocate sites for development at Urchfont.  
The site south of B3098, Urchfont is developable with no constraints prohibiting its delivery for housing. A visual impact 
assessment undertaken on the site indicates it can be developed without significant harm and that development of residential 
dwellings would assimilate into the village fabric alongside mitigation. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural309 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Willis & Co 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 309 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Swindon HMA 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Previous comments relate to ESS.  
14. Planning applications in the rural area of the County are determined in accordance with the development plan. Currently this 
is primarily the Wiltshire Core Strategy. The Local Plan Review is therefore looking at ways 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 
Summary of Representations  
26. The spatial strategy sets out that forecasts predict an additional 26 hectares of land will be needed for business and jobs. The 
spatial strategy seeks to distribute these scales of growth around the county, expressed in terms of the  



amount of new homes and land for employment that each main settlement should accommodate.  
27. Planning applications in the rural area of the County are determined in accordance with the development plan. Currently this 
is primarily the Wiltshire Core Strategy. The Local Plan Review is therefore looking at ways the Council’s planning policies and 
proposals might be changed.  
28. Most services upon which communities rely are found in rural settlements. Local Service Centres, such as Cricklade, are rural 
settlements designated in the current plan that contain services and facilities that also serve a much wider local catchment. They 
support many jobs and businesses as well as often providing local goods and services vital, of course, to those sections of the 
community unable to travel easily. It is vital that planning supports the role of these settlements; that they grow in ways that 
sustain them. However, the document focuses heavily on the provision of new housing in rural areas.  
29. A key part of any local plan will be outlining how areas could be made into more sustainable locations and improve the 
sustainability of towns/villages overall. Notably, one of the key ways of retaining existing local amenities and ensuring their 
longevity and viability is through additional population as a result of additional housing. Additional housing will help support local 
services, schools and will result in increased public transport patronage which will help to maintain the viability and sustainability 
of the towns/villages; however, this need to be balanced with appropriate increases in employment and commercial development.  
30. The local plan review does not seek to allocate employment development outside of main settlement and is silent on the 
development of such sites in rural areas. The current local plan policies are considered to be inflexible and allow for limited 
opportunities to expand and develop existing industrial sites such as this that provide a significant number of local jobs.  
31. In order to improve sustainability, meet climate change objectives and support economic recovery from the impacts of 
COVID-19 the Council has accepted that planning controls will need to be less prescriptive and be more flexible in the face of 
current additional uncertainty. However, it is not clear how this is being achieved in the current Local Plan Review.  
32. It is considered that the Council seek to make Core Policy 34 more flexible to allow for business/commercial opportunities in 
rural areas, as opposed to farming/rural enterprises or that this policy or Core Policy 35 makes specific reference to the 
established industrial estates. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural310 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Downton Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 310 A; RURAL 310 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The national developers in question have also both indicated that they would only contribute the local requirement for 30% 
affordable housing despite our housing need being for such housing. The response to the question in the consultation document 
would 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
This question is asked in respect of the potential to limit planning permission on extending small homes because of the tendency 
for new owners to want to remain and extend their properties, so reducing the overall supply of smaller homes. The likelihood 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Under the section ‘Housing Requirements for Local Service Centre and Large Villages’ the consultation document identifies the 
basis on which proposals have been put forward for housing allocations to meet the Government’s identified need for more 
housing. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 



 
Downton Parish Council strongly makes the point that the allocation for Downton should be lower and, if any allocation is made, 
then permitting building under such allocation should only be at the end of the Plan period.  
Very poor drainage, the need for housing that will be different to that likely to be provided by national developers, the impact on 
local amenities, the already very difficult parking and potentially dangerous traffic and the lack of relevant employment all make 
Downton unsuitable for a further allocation of what will effectively be 108 more homes.  
Point 35 of the Consultation document states ‘Many communities have taken up the opportunity to develop their own 
neighbourhood plans. The Local Plan must provide the number of additional homes each one must plan to accommodate. 
Downton is one of those areas that did ‘take this opportunity’ but is now in a position of having that Plan considered as ‘out of 
date’. Downton and many other rural communities are already being put under pressure by developers who are aiming to submit 
planning applications even before the new Local Plan is drafted or “focused reviews” of existing Neighbourhood Plans can be 
created. Downton suggests that there should be a timed embargo on large scale speculative development, and that existing 
Neighbourhood Plans are given the maximum level of support within the legislation until a revised Downton Neighbourhood Plan 
review can be submitted or the Local Plan is finalised. Far from “Empowering” local communities, the current proposal leaves 
them unprotected in the interim period between the Wiltshire Core Strategy and a new Local Plan. Downton accepted the 
allocated figure of 190 houses in the Wiltshire Core Strategy and, during the last two years alone has absorbed and welcomed 
new people into the community in 100 new houses during the last two years and are still awaiting 17 more houses to 
accommodate new residents. Downton, as a community, needs time to assimilate new residents, allow community development 
and enable appropriate facilities to be welcoming. If a housing allocation provides yet more housing in the early part of the Plan 
period, such community facilitation will be negative. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural311 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Rural Planning Practice 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 311 A 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Wiltshire Council Local Plan – Empowering Rural Communities 2.1. The current consultation is looking for views and ideas 
relating to planning policies which deal with development in rural areas of Wiltshire – defined as all areas outside its principal 
settlements of Chippenham, Salisbury and Trowbridge, and the market towns defined in the Core Policy 1 of the Wiltshire Core 
Strategy.2.2. The proposed spatial strategy continues with focusing the development in Wiltshire into its existing settlements and 



relies on neighbourhood development plans to find, assess and allocate development sites in rural areas. While such strategy 
attempts to empower rural communities, it also has a potential to sterilise villages or areas which do not have sufficient 
motivation, resources and time to prepare and make a neighbourhood plan. 2.3. The Council acknowledges that most services 
upon which communities rely are found in rural settlements. The paragraph 78 of the NPPF states that planning policies should 
indentify opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. The NPPF further notes, 
that development in one village  may  support  services  and  businesses  in  a  village  nearby.  However,  we  are  of  the  
opinion  that  this  principle is not thoroughly explored and integrated within the consultation document. 2.4. The emerging 
policies for development in rural area are overly restrictive and do not provide sufficient support to small settlements. Such places 
should continue to accommodate new homes to make sure that the services and facilities in these rural places remain viable. 
While this is broadly accepted by the Council, the emerging policies do not make sufficient allowances for new development in 
such areas. As such, we suggest that further thought is given to the following policies:• Revised Core Policy 44• New Core 
PolicyThe proposed Revised Core Policy 44 is to be the major driver of residential development in rural areas; however, this 
policy only allows for affordable housing led development in rural areas. It remains unclear whether the level 
of affordable housing contribution demanded would, in conjunction with other developer contributions, make  evelopment on such 
sites viable. This is particularly concerning as rural sites tend to be smaller and often developed by SME builders.  The revised 
Core Policy 44 does not provide a definition of ‘community led housing’.  While the Emerging Spatial Strategy focuses on 
maximising development that re-uses previously developed land and limits the loss of countryside wherever possible, the 
Revised Core Policy 44 does not make any allowance for development of brownfield sites in the rural areas.  The support for self 
and custom housebuilding in rural area is limited only to affordable homes under the current wording of the policy. This is clearly 
not the intention of the planning legislation (Self- build and Custom 
Housebuilding Act 2015 and its subsequent amendments) which offers an alternative route to development by  granting 
permission in principle if all limitations and conditions of the legislation are complied with, regardless off affordability definitions or 
tenures.  Furthermore, footnote 26 of paragraph 61 of the National Planning Policy Frameworks makes it clear that self and 
custom-build properties could provide both market and affordable housing. 
2.10. We strongly recommend that a new standalone policy is introduced which would support self and custom build proposals. 
Wording of this new policy should be in line with paragraph 61 (and footnote 26) of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
Effective monitoring of self and custom building should be introduced in order to allow the Council to demonstrate that its duty to 
give enough suitable development permission to meet the demand for this type of development is not being compromised. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
The New Core Policy proposing housing requirements for neighbourhood area designations in the rural area is confusing and 
ineffective. It relies on Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDPs) to allocate sites for housing, but it does not clearly state how 
to 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Opportunity brownfield site for development in rural area Land at Kings Road, Easterton 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
We are of the opinion that the Council’s strategy for empowering rural communities is not effective in supporting the growth and 
housing provision in rural areas. The strategy supports housing delivery in areas with made NDPs but does not afford the same 
support to areas with no NDPs. 



The policy support for self and custom housebuilding is limited to affordable housing only which is contrary to the existing 
planning legislation. A new standalone policy for self and custom build housebuilding should be introduced. 
The strategy focuses on provision of affordable housing, but this focus may prevent delivery on sustainable located brownfield 
sites in rural areas. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural312 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Savills 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Miller Homes 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 312 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Introduction 
4.1.1. This chapter relates to the Empowering Rural Communities consultation document. Our response below is structured 
according to the sections and questions contained within the document. 
4.2. Empowering Rural Communities 
4.2.1. The introd 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 



 
It is important to ensure that in the first instance the LPR fully considers the housing needs of rural settlements through an 
evidence-based approach. This will help to inform the policy requirements needed to meet these identified needs. The overall 
intention to include a rural exception policy and help to deliver affordable housing is consistent with paragraph 77 of the NPPF 
and is supported. However, consideration should be given as to whether such a policy enables identified need to be sufficiently 
met or whether additional provision for development in rural areas is required. Additional comments on the development needs of 
rural areas are provided elsewhere in this report. 
4.2.11. Notwithstanding the above, we have several specific comments regarding the proposed revised Core Policy 44 as noted 
below. 4.2.12. Firstly, the proposed revised policy refers only broadly to ‘rural settlements’. It is important for clarity that ‘rural 
settlements’ are clearly defined in the LPR to include ‘Small Villages’, as well as Large Villages and Local Service Centres, as 
noted at paragraph 20 of the consultation paper and in the current adopted Core Policy 44. 
4.2.13. The increased threshold for rural exception schemes of up to 20 dwellings or 5% of the settlement size (compared to the 
threshold of up to 10 dwellings in the adopted policy) is generally welcomed as this will give greater allowance for the varied 
needs of rural settlements to be met. However, this threshold remains a somewhat arbitrary limit, particularly given there is a 
‘substantial need’ for affordable housing in the county, as referred to in the SHMA 2017. Instead, the appropriate scale (and type) 
of residential development at rural settlements should be informed by local needs and site-specific circumstances. 
4.2.14. Similarly, there appears to be no justification for the proposed approach to allow only ‘up to 25% open market housing’ at 
rural exception schemes, particularly when compared to the current adopted policy and the NPPF. Whilst rural exception sites 
are primarily affordable housing-led proposals, the NPPF (paragraph 77) states broadly that ‘some’ market housing should be 
considered to help meet local needs. In line with the current adopted Core Policy 44 states only that affordable housing should 
make up the ‘majority’ of the development. It is considered that the proposed revised policy should be revised accordingly in line 
with NPPF paragraph 77, more akin to the current adopted policy, in order to give greater allowance for local needs and site-
specific circumstances to be met. 
4.2.15. Milbourne, for example, is located less than 1km away from the Market Town of Malmesbury, and whilst being defined as 
a rural settlement (Small Village), it offers potential to also support the development needs of Malmesbury. The Emerging Spatial 
Strategy (page 3) identified Malmesbury with ‘potential for significant development’ but also recognises it as being a ‘more 
constrained settlement’ in the Chippenham HMA (page 12). In this instance it is therefore not appropriate to restrict development 
at Milbourne only to rural exception housing subject to the above limits. Instead sites such as Land to the west of Milbourne offer 
less constrained land which is capable of helping to meet Malmesbury’s needs. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
4.2.6. It is assumed that this question relates to the proposed approach to control development of large replacement dwellings 
and house extensions in rural areas, as set out in the preceding paragraphs 23-25 of the consultation paper. 
4.2.7. The NPPF (pa 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Supporting Rural Business, Services and Facilities 
The role of local service centres, large and small villages 
4.3.1. It is noted that the consultation paper does not propose to change the settlements designated as Small Villages but intends 
to make more 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 The positive intentions towards considering development in rural areas is supported in line with the NPPF and this must be 

reflected in LPR policies. 
 The general approach to direct development according to the relative sustainability of settlements is logical. 
 Consideration must be given to the potential for Small Villages to support the wider local needs of nearby larger settlements 

particularly where there is under-supply (e.g. the contribution of Milbourne to Malmesbury’s needs and housing supply in the 
HMA) 

 The LPR should make specific provision for housing in Small Villages, particularly where new Neighbourhood Plans do not 
come forward, to help provide certainty of delivery 

 The appropriate proportion of affordable housing provided in the rural area should be informed by up-to-date evidence of local 
needs and should not be at a level that prohibits overall housing delivery in areas of under-supply. 

 The LPR should reflect the predominant need for 3 and 4-bed market housing in the county and consider favourably greenfield 
sites and rural areas which are able to meet this need. 

 The proposed revised Core Policy 44 should be amended to enable rural exception schemes of varying scales and with 
increased levels of market housing to be delivered to meet local needs. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural313 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Knight Frank 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): n/a 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 313 A 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 
The current consultation paper ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ is however adopting a contrary stance to the direction of trave l 
at the national level by proposing to reduce affordable housing thresholds across rural areas to 5. This approach will not support 
small and medium sized builders who have been impacted by the coronavirus pandemic. To reduce the threshold is at odds with 
the government’s commitment within the Planning for the Future consultation which intends to support the country’s economic 
recovery. 
To reduce the threshold would expose SMEs operating across the rural areas to increased financial constraint as opposed to 
reducing financial constraint and encouraging the delivery of homes. The Councils proposed approach would also disincentivise 
SMEs from bringing forward schemes that are slightly larger than the proposed threshold, because it would be more profitable, as 
well as, cheaper and quicker, to deliver slightly smaller schemes. This could lead to sporadic development of small sites of fewer 
than five units across rural areas making it difficult to deliver comprehensive development proposals which bring with them 



greater benefits to local communities. The increase of affordable housing as a percentage from 30% to 40% is however 
supported, subject to viability. 
The proposed approach to direct growth towards Principle Settlements and Market Towns fails to consider functional 
relationships that exist between communities across rural areas, for example; transportation, economic and social. Ignoring these 
links creates a fundamental flaw with the strategy given that such links would ordinarily inform growth. It could be said that the 
proposed approach is contrary to the title of the consultation itself by way of inhibiting the potential of rural areas, less so 
empowering, more so stifling and constraining growth thus limiting the potential success of rural communities whilst having 
compounding effects upon the environment and climate should indicative requirements be imposed upon settlements in less 
sustainable locations as currently proposed. 
The ‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’ consultation paper also highlights the importance of functional relationships by way of making 
best use of existing infrastructure and transport links to address climate change. The Climate Change outcomes detailed within 
the box on page 4 of the consultation paper illustrate the positive outcomes that can be achieved when functional relationships 
are considered. The emerging spatial strategy represents major failures given its focus to direct growth solely towards Principle 
Settlements and Market Towns. There are certain Local Service Centres and Large Villages located within the rural areas that 
have strong functional relationships, for example, Westwood. At present the current strategy represents a blinkered approach 
and reluctance to review the Green Belt. 
The approach is not satisfactorily justified or supported by evidence. 
The NPPF is clear at Paragraph 138 that; “When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt Boundaries, the need to promote 
sustainable patterns of development should be taken into account. Strategic policy-making authorities should consider the 
consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, 
towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary. Where it has 
been concluded that it is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, plans should first give consideration to land 
which has been previously developed and/or is well served by public transport. They should also set out ways in which the impact 
of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset through compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and 
accessibility of remaining Green Belt land”. (Emphasis added). 
The proposed approach to disaggregate the indicative housing requirement across the HMA is very specific and will constrain 
sustainable development opportunities that may exist elsewhere within the rural area. This approach is further exacerbated by 
the reluctance to review the Green Belt at a strategic level. The ADS has therefore failed to assess reasonable alternatives in 
accordance with SEA/SA regulations on the premise that the Local Service Centres and Large Villages have not been properly 
considered or evaluated. The emerging strategy has not been positively prepared in accordance with paragraph 35 of the 
Framework. 



Furthermore, the prescribed requirements as proposed via the emerging strategy are problematic as they represent thresholds 
which will in turn influence the decision-making processes. This is counterintuitive and will not encourage growth within more 
sustainable rural locations, thus acting as an artificial cap to housing. If the current approach is to limit growth within rural areas in 
order to minimise impact upon the countryside, then that approach is incorrect. If there is a desire to protect the countryside, then 
this should be managed by way of countryside policies. 
It is noted that the emphasis within the consultation is that emerging policy seeks to empower communities to determine what 
additional development can take place and how this will change their area. The principle mechanism proposed to enable this to 
happen is the Neighbourhood Development Plan process. This is a different approach to that currently detailed within the 
adopted Core Strategy. 
The adopted CS principally seeks to attribute indicative housing requirements to community areas as well as identifying a 
community area remainder. Within community areas, settlements are prescribed a specific requirement and those which are not 
are expected to contribute towards the community area remainder. Unfortunately, the emerging policies within the ‘Empowering 
Rural Communities’ consultation document applies the prescriptive approach and identifies indicative requirements for Local 
Service Centres and Large Villages. The result of this is zero flexibility in relation to the delivery of indicative requirements across 
rural areas within HMAs. 
The requirements as set out at Paragraph 67 of NPPF in relation to Neighbourhood Areas as follows; …. Within th is overall 
requirement, strategic policies should also set out a housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas which reflects the 
overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and any relevant allocations” …. Paragraph 66 of the NPPF goes on to 
state: …. “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” …. 
Therefore, the approach via the current consultation is correct in terms of defining a requirement because this provides a context 
within which Neighbourhood Plans can then be prepared. However, the contention we have is that the emerging policy goes 
beyond this and prescribes an indicative housing requirement directly to the rural settlements, rather than a designated 
neighbourhood area. This is confirmed at paragraph 78 of the consultation document ‘Empowering Rural Communities’. 
The disaggregated approach proposed across Local Service Centres and Large Villages also fails to consider whether 
settlements have Neighbourhood Plans or emerging Neighbourhood Plans. The ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ paper at 
Paragraph 41 also highlights “the need to take account of evidence of local need and what opportunities exist. The requirements 
also provide an indication of he levels necessary to support the role of the settlement. Actual levels determined by each 
community may be less of more depending on local evidence.” 



The current approach does not appear to have considered the role of settlements. If this were considered it would most probably 
impact upon the levels of growth proposed to various settlements and there is an inherent lack of evidence surrounding the role 
and function of settlements. If this evidence were compiled, then it would likely result in revisions to the disaggregated approach 
across the various rural settlements and point towards some of the more sustainable development locations. 
The disaggregated approach is also reliant upon Neighbourhood Plans being prepared and for these to allocate the indicative 
requirement within their respective area. It cannot and must not be assumed that all areas across Wiltshire will prepare a 
Neighbourhood Plan. There would be no means in which to deliver the quantum of development expected across rural 
settlements if the Neighbourhood Plan process stalled, the only recourse to address this would be to allocate via an Allocations 
Development 
Plan Document and it is highly unlikely that a review of the allocations DPD will occur to address minimal shortfalls arising from 
within rural areas. A further issue with regards to the disaggregated approach and reliance upon Neighbourhood Plans is the lack 
of flexibility in relation to emerging policy. Paragraph 82, bullet three refers to flexibility however due to requirements being 
assigned to settlements then no such flexibility exists. As has already been inferred the disaggregated approach within the rural 
area fails to consider the proximity of rural settlements to principle settlements (role and function). The proximity having been 
completely ignored is also a flaw to the formulaic approach due to many rural settlements benefitting from functional relationships 
to urban centres. Where there is evidence that rural settlements share a functional relationship to urban areas then greater 
indicative requirements could and should be imposed to help alleviate the pressure upon the Principle Settlements and support 
rural communities in accordance with Paragraph 78 of the NPPF. The current approach is therefore ineffective and fails the tests 
as set out within paragraph 35 of the framework. 
The proposed disaggregation also raises considerable concern in relation to the calculation of housing land supply. At present, 
housing land supply is calculated in accordance with Housing Market Areas, however, it is not understood how it is to be 
calculated within the context of this consultation. It would appear as though the Council is looking to assess supply across distinct 
areas, these being main settlements and rural areas. If correct, then we question how indicative requirements to rural areas 
would be considered in the decision-making process in the context of shortfalls arising within main settlements. 
The concern here being that if there is not a Neighbourhood Plan or Neighbourhood Plans are not proposing to allocate then this 
could be used as a policy tool in which to assess proposals against. This would add a layer of inappropriate protection restricting 
rural locations from receiving additional growth above that defined by indicative requirements. 
Our concerns further extend in relation to NDPs and their ability to deliver across the rural area because there is a national 
picture demonstrating that take-up in relation to Neighbourhood Plans is slowing with an increased drop-off rate as 
neighbourhood areas are designated and not progressed. These findings are detailed within a research paper produced by 
Reading University, entitled ‘Impacts of Neighbourhood Planning in England’ and attached at Appendix 3. Within Wiltshire there 
are only 38 ‘made’ NDPs across 259 parishes which represents coverage across the unitary of only 14.5%, see Appendix 4. By 



way of comparable evidence, Cornwall is also a unitary authority with 213 parishes. Cornwall also has 38 ‘made’ NDPs 
confirmed, this represents coverage of 17.8%. However, the number of designated NDP areas to ‘made’ plans differ considerably 
with 83 designated across Wiltshire and 124 designated across Cornwall, as percentages these represent 32% and 58% 
respectively. Of the 83 designated areas within Wiltshire 54% are not progressing with their NDP and 69% are not progressing 
across Cornwall. These statistics further endorse the findings reported within the research published by Reading University. 
Our analysis of the disaggregation of housing to rural areas concludes that many settlements have already significantly fulfilled 
requirements by way of completions or commitments. It is therefore evident that the current strategy is not supportive of 
meaningful growth within the rural areas and by virtue the strategy does not permit rural areas to grow and thrive. This is very 
much a do-nothing strategy across the rural areas which could have an adverse effect upon communities from a social and 
economic perspective resulting in them becoming sterile locations. This approach is also contrary to that which was adopted 
within the CS. The CS sought to incorporate a degree of flexibility by not being overly prescript. 
The current approach it at odds with this and highlights further the intended approach to cap and constrain development within 
rural areas. Beyond the Neighbourhood Planning process, the indicative requirements identified via the formulaic approach could 
become policy by proxy. This would prove detrimental to the determination of development proposals within Local Services 
Centres or Large Villages. 
The current approach also ignores up to date data on local needs when applying the formulaic approach. 
The disaggregation of housing should not act as a threshold to housing within rural areas. Only 48 of the 259 parishes (18.5%) 
within Wiltshire as at January 2021 had completed a rural housing needs assessment, see Appendix 5. This statistic not only 
demonstrates the lack of engagement in relation to housing need assessments at the local level but it also demonstrates that the 
indicative requirements prescribed should not act as benchmark or threshold as needs assessments may determine otherwise. 
The Empowering Rural Communities paper also confirms that the councils suggested scale of housing growth will be finalised 
based upon comments received. The disaggregated approach across the rural areas should be guided by evidence not 
comments. The indicative figures consulted upon are therefore not predicated upon needs assessments or evidence even though 
the consultation paper confirms that individual communities are encouraged to complete needs assessments to determine 
growth. 
On the basis that needs assessments are incomplete it is difficult to gauge whether the disaggregation across the rural area is in 
fact correct given that there is no evidence to support the figures that have been attributed to the various settlements. The lack of 
evidence to inform the disaggregation is alarming and under usual circumstances Councils would rely upon evidence to inform 
the distribution of growth. 
The current approach completely disregards the value of evidence, for example, services and facilities present within a 
settlement to then help inform a strategy. Understanding these social and economic drivers is fundamental in terms of 
understanding the role and function of settlements. 



The current approach to disaggregation has also been informed by historic rates of development, acting as an indicator in terms 
of likely scales of growth that might be appropriate within each settlement. The consideration of population size and constraint 
further ignores the role and function of settlements within rural areas. The methodology for calculating disaggregation is detailed 
within Appendix 1 of the consultation paper. 
The methodology is problematic for two reasons, the first is that population size does not provide sufficient detail in relation to an 
understanding of settlements and the second is that the proposed strategy assigning figures to constraints without providing 
detail or justification. To understand the calculations in full the spreadsheet referred to within the consultation paper should have 
been made available so that these figures could be properly scrutinised, interpreted and understood. 
Finally, the emerging plan seeks to rely upon and set brownfield targets. It should be noted that brownfield targets are only 
suitable where it is known that brownfield land can be delivered and is economically viable to regenerate. Setting brownfield 
targets will not encourage such sites to be developed before greenfield sites. The proposed approach will simply leave the 
Council open to challenge in terms of maintaining a five-year land supply of deliverable sites if brownfield requirements are set. 
There are many well-known immediate challenges of redeveloping brownfield land with most requiring some sort of treatment 
before regeneration and others being complex to assemble in terms of landownership. The reliance upon brownfield through 
setting targets should not be based upon an assumed windfall. This approach is not robust, and it is recommended that it be 
excluded with 
requirements being re-attributed across the HMA. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. Introduction 
Knight Frank is instructed by the Landowner to submit these representations in response to the 
Regulation 18 Wiltshire Local Plan Review. The representations are made in respect of Land north of 
Staples Hill, Westwood, Wiltshire. 
A Site Location Plan is attached at Appendix 1 and a concept masterplan at Appendix 2. 
Where relevant, these representations will refer to the tests of soundness for local plans as per paragraph 
35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The four tests are as follows: 
• Positively prepared 
• Justified 
• Effective 



• Consistent with national policy 
2. Context 
The site comprises two field parcels on the western edge of Westwood. 
In total, the site measures circa 6.90 hectares (Ha), on account of the northern field parcel comprising 
circa 5.09 Ha and the southern field parcel comprising 1.81 Ha. 
The land is currently used as arable farmland and sits immediately adjacent to the existing settlement boundary with residential 
development to the east. The site forms a logical extension to the settlement and is well defined and contained by its rural 
character and would allow development to meet the site’s boundaries comprising road infrastructure to the north and south and 
the existing settlement to the east. Westwood offers a range of day-to-day services and facilities. Avoncliff railway station, which 
provides direct access to Bath, Bristol, Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge and London, is approximately 0.7 miles (18 minutes’ walk) 
from the sites northern boundary. 
The village is served by a frequent bus service, with two bus stops located to the south-east of the site at The Pastures and 
Boswell Road with services to Bath City Centre and Trowbridge. Buses to Bath commence at 7.23 am and the return services 
cease at 6.28 pm, thereby enabling future residents to access job opportunities that commence before 9 am and finish at 5.30pm. 
Buses to Trowbridge commence at 7.20 am and also provide adequate opportunity to access jobs starting at 8.30 am. 
The rail link provides further regular access to Bath, Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge and Westbury outside and throughout the 
aforementioned hours. These services provide sustainable transport options to and from the settlement throughout the day (5.30 
am – 11 pm). The rail link provides access to the highspeed line running from the south-west to London, with a total time of 1hr 
45 minutes. 
Westwood has numerous services and facilities with Iford Primary School, Westwood Stores, a Post Office, Westwood Social 
Club and Downside Nurseries, all within 0.5km of the site. Bradford-on-Avon and Trowbridge are the nearest largest centres to 
the site, offering an extensive range of employment, education, retail and industrial facilitates. These are located 2 miles and 3.7 
miles away from Westwood, respectively. 
The site is within reasonable walking distance to public transport, providing regular access to the locations identified above. 
The site is located within Flood Zone 1, at least risk from flooding. There are no national or locally listed heritage assets within the 
site’s boundary. A bridleway, reference WW00019 passes along the northern field boundary in a south west to north easterly 
direction. 
The site is subject to a Green Belt designation and would, at present, be contrary to the adopted spatial strategy. However, in 
assessing locations for development to inform the new Wiltshire Local Plan, sustainable rural villages should be considered for 
development. The site is well contained by robust physical features and it is considered that development of this site would 
represent very limited harm to the Green Belt. Whilst the site is currently open land it is contained by its urbanising influences and 
surrounding development resulting in minor contributions when considered against Green Belt criteria. 



The site is free from any further technical policy constraints that would preclude residential development and offers an opportunity 
for sustainable growth within a rural settlement. Westwood is recognised as a ‘Large Village’. The settlements proximity to 
Trowbridge (Principle Settlement) and Bradford-on-Avon (Market Town) significantly boosts the sites access to a range of 
required services and facilities to support additional residential development. 
It is critical to the success of the new Local Plan that an emphasis is placed on delivering growth to sustainable rural areas, which 
was largely ignored through the adopted Core Strategy and is potentially at risk of being ignored again. The existing Spatial 
Strategy limits allocations to a small number of larger sites in the urban fringes has not provided enough housing during the plan 
period, which has led to an undersupply of housing within the District. 
4. Conclusions 
The new Local Plan should look to direct growth to areas that are inherently connected to existing settlements in proximity to 
strategic employment facilities, well served by sustainable transport infrastructure and provide opportunities to maximising the 
use of both public transport and active travel routes. Prioritising growth in areas that benefit from such principles will inevitably 
help the local authority achieve a better balance between future employment and residential requirements, reduce the need and 
reliance on private transport to commute further afield whilst encouraging more active forms of transport thereby reducing carbon 
emission through healthier lifestyle choices. These representations clearly demonstrate; 
• A lack of insufficient justification and evidence to conclude that a Green Belt review is not necessary. 
• A failure to consider the role and function of settlements within rural areas based upon the formulaic constraint led approach. 
• The constraint led approach does not consider relationship of Principle Settlements and Market towns to sustainable 
settlements in rural areas. 
• The emerging strategy does not seek to promote growth and vitality within rural area, instead it seeks to disaggregate specific 
indicative requirements which are perceived to represent a cap to development. 
• The disaggregated approach across rural areas does not adequately address or consider environmental and climate change 
objectives within emerging policy. For example, there are more sustainable locations to disaggregate growth to than some of the 
proposed locations. 
• A reduction to the Affordable Housing threshold increases financial constraint and risk within rural locations and by virtue 
discourages the delivery of homes. 
• The ADS has failed to assess reasonable alternatives in accordance with SEA/SA regulations via the disaggregated approach, 
specifically Green Belt locations. 
• The disaggregated approach relies upon the NDP process to allocate. 
• Indicative requirements have been attributed to rural areas some of which are located within the Green Belt. Green Belt rev iews 
need completing at the strategic level not via NDP processes 
• There is no flexibility in relation to the indicative requirements proposed as they’re specific to settlements. 



• Indicative requirements should be dealt with across the rural area within a HMA and expressed as a ‘rural remainder’ akin to the 
existing strategy within the adopted core strategy. 
• NDP process will likely fail to allocate indicative requirements based upon performance of designated areas and how these are 
progressing. 
• A review of rural area requirement via an allocations DPD highly unlikely. 
• The disaggregated approach to the rural area raises serious concern in terms of calculating housing land supply. Is supply to be 
calculated HMA wide or will rural areas be treated differently. 
• The indicative requirements across many rural areas has already been met by way of completions and commitments, strategy is 
not supportive of meaningful growth. 
• NDP process in relation to indicative requirements could become a policy by proxy when resisting development proposals and 
is detrimental to the decision making process. 
• The indicative requirements attributed by the constraint led formulaic approach has not been informed by local needs 
assessments. These may determine otherwise. 
• The spreadsheet that generates indicative requirements needs to be made available so that it can be interpreted and properly 
understood. We believe this pays no regard to the role and function of settlements within rural areas. 
• Over reliance upon brownfield sites, informed by an assumed windfall. This is not a robust approach and brownfield targets 
should only be defined where suitable evidence exists in relation to specific sites and these being economically viable to 
regenerate. 
In light of the above it is our firm belief that all rural settlements should be considered on their own merits and through the 
Sustainability Appraisal process, the most sustainable settlement options for development being identified. We do not suggest 
that some development is then placed at each of these locations, but rather, through a more detailed assessment with input from 
statutory consultees and ongoing public consultation, the Council will reach a point where they have a list of the most sustainable 
locations to deliver their housing requirement. 
Many of the sustainable rural villages are within Green Belt in the north-western part of the authority area. As such, to inform the 
Councils development strategy, it needs to evaluate all rural settlements based on their sustainability and access to services and 
facilities, rather than location within the Green Belt. The Council needs to determine which settlements are the most sustainable 
and capable of accommodating sustainable growth. 
Westwood should be supported as a location for non-strategic growth through the Local Plan due to the settlement’s high levels 
of access to local facilities and services. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural314 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wood Group Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): The Crown Estate 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The provision of housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large Villages is supported as a way to ensure positive 
planning for neighbourhood plans, providing much needed clarity on the level of homes which need to be planned for. 
However, The Crown Estate objects to the draft New Core Policy because there is no mechanism to meet local housing needs if 
a NP fails to come forward. The policy needs to allow for the release of sustainable, suitable and deliverable sites in such areas 



via the grant of planning permissions where NPs have not been made and where a Housing Site Allocations Plan has not yet 
been progressed. This is critical to ensuring an effective policy, one of the key tests of soundness (NPPF35). 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Ridge and Partners LLP 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 315 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
CREATING SUSTAINABLE RURAL VILLAGES AND SETTLEMENTS 
4.1. As a principle, it is encouraging to see the Council have dedicated a detailed document to “Empowering Rural Communities” 
and a focus of the Local Plan Review is to set an appropriate scale of housi 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Conclusion  
• 6.1. Overall, the Estate would welcome a revised approach by the Council in meeting their development growth targets 
across the District by placing greater emphasis in delivering proportionate and sustainable growth within the rural area. Having 
reviewed the key issues identified within the emerging Local Plan, it is clear the Council are aware that there is a lack of growth in 



rural areas, however the apparatus that is proposed is, in our view, insufficient to address the affordability issues and continued 
neglect of these areas.  
• 6.2. It is our view that persistent and continued focus upon growth in larger settlements has caused the rural area to 
become less sustainable, as well as it is having an impact upon meeting the Council’s growth targets, as reflected in their lack of 
five-year housing land supply. Further, it is also our view that the Council’s approach does not wholly acknowledge the impacts of 
the recent pandemic by not seeking to promote development that reflects the changing needs of those who live and work in the 
District.  
• 6.3. It is encouraging to see that the Council is focussing on addressing the issues of climate change in a pragmatic 
manner. The view is shared that the Local Plan has an important part to play in the Council’s response to climate change, and in 
doing so we believe that greater focus should be placed on rural growth in locations that are not completely dependent on private 
car use and have access to key services and facilities, whether that be within the village itself or within surrounding areas. The 
Local Plan should maximise the opportunities for development in locations that not only have good walking, cycling or public 
transport and digital connections to access key services and facilities, but to those that could support development in another 
village or develop new services and facilities that would promote the sustainability of those settlements. In adopting a more 
considerate approach towards the role of rural settlements, the Local Plan will play a long-standing role towards addressing the 
issues of climate change helping to achieve a carbon neutral and resilient future for the whole District.  
• 6.4. It is understood that the Local Plan Review is still in its infancy and that the proposed development strategy will be 
worked on as it progresses. However, as set out in this statement, it is respectfully requested that the Council considers an 
approach that regards settlements within the rural area as realistic prospects for growth and directs the largest proportion of 
housing to the remainder of the rural area similar to “the Strategy CH – C (Focus on the Rest of the HMA)” which was considered 
within the Sustainability Appraisal.  
• 6.5. It is clear when looking at the adopted Cotswold Local Plan that a suitable local plan policy can be drafted which 
allows for small to medium sized growth in rural areas so long as it is in proportion to the size of the settlement and does not 
adversely impact upon the character of those settings, including any environmental constraints that may be contained within 
those settlements as well ensuring that no adverse cumulative impacts are caused. We would therefore like to take the  
•  
Recommendations  
• opportunity to help influence the wording of the local planning policy to ensure that sustainable growth that is proportionate 
to rural settlements can be achieved. In doing so, I refer to an adopted local plan policy (Policy DS3) contained within the 
Cotswold Local Plan (adopted 2018). This policy allows for ‘small-scale’ residential development in what Cotswold District 
Council define as ‘non-principal settlements’ subject to a criterion. The exact wording of that policy is as follows:  
•  



“Small-scale residential development in non-Principal Settlements  
1. In non-Principal Settlements, small-scale residential development will be permitted provided it:  
a) Demonstrably supports or enhances the vitality of the local community and the continued availability of services and facilities 
locally;  
b) Is of a proportionate scale and maintains and enhances sustainable patterns of development;  
c) Complements the form and character of the settlement; and  
d) Does not have an adverse cumulative impact on the settlement having regard to other developments permitted during the 
Local Plan period.  
 2. Applicants proposing two or more residential units on sites in non-Principal Settlements should complete a rural housing 
pro-forma and submit this with the planning application.” 6.6. Cotswold District Council do not have a defined list of those 
settlements that are ‘non-Principal’, but instead provide a flexible policy approach which allows rural settlements with greater 
sustainability credentials, such as having access to everyday services such as shops, post offices, schools and good public 
transport links to neighbouring towns, to grow incrementally. Further, Cotswold District Council recognise that rural settlements 
that have fewer services and facilities can still be defined as ‘non-Principal Settlements’ where they have “reasonable access” to 
neighbouring rural settlements that contain a larger range. Paragraph 6.3.4 of the Cotswold Local Plan states “distance, qual ity of 
route, topography and pedestrian safety are important issues when considering the accessibility of services and facilities.”  
6.7. The criteria attached to Policy DS3 provides a ‘safety net’ to ensure development in rural areas respects, conserves and 
enhances the rural character and appearance of the landscape as well as any other environmental constraints, having regard to 
flood risk zones and areas containing heritage assets. As such, the policy requires development to be designed to reflect the 
local character of settlements ensuring the scale of development is proportionate to the size of the settlement. Further, the policy 
requires the decision-maker to take into account any other recent development of the village to ensure no adverse cumulative 
impacts are caused from the new development. The rural housing pro-forma required to be completed for any proposals 
containing two or more dwellings ensures the applicant provides the level of detail required to ensure the policy requirements of 
Policy DS3 are met within a planning application.  
 6.8. Overall, we consider a similar policy could be contained within the emerging Local Plan to help the Council create 
sustainable rural villages and settlements without causing any adverse impacts upon the character and form of those villages, nor 
impacting upon the environmental designations likely to be contained within those areas. To that end, we would like to invite 
officers at the Council to discuss the opportunity of implementing such a policy within the emerging Local Plan.  
 6.9. Clearly there is a way forward where rural settlements can accommodate a proportionate level of growth, which 
supports the requirements of Paragraphs 78 and 103 of the NPPF. Incorporating such a policy within the Local Plan Review will 
ensure the plan is being prepared in a positive manner to help achieve sustainable development, complying with Paragraph 16 of 
the NPPF.  



 6.10. Planning for a proportionate amount of growth such as new homes, employment and key services and facilities in 
smaller rural villages and settlements can play an important role in making sure that the long-term vitality, vibrancy and overall 
sustainability of our rural communities is maintained by:  
 6.11. In turn, this approach could help stimulate new sources of growth for smaller, local builders, private individuals or 
through proposals for ‘self-build’, or those who are unable or unwilling to develop larger sites. This will also support the local 
economy, by providing and safeguarding jobs in the construction industry, to support the post COVID-19 economic and social 
recovery.  
 6.12. To that end, the Badminton Estate would be delighted to engage with the Council as the emerging Local Plan 
gathers momentum to ensure planning policies are in place to help direct proportionate and sustainable amounts of growth 
toward Smaller Villages which will in turn provide significant social, economic and environmental benefits for the District.  
• • increasing opportunities for home ownership and renting for younger people, families and an increasingly ageing 
population that want to stay in, or move back to, their communities;  
• • increasing access to education and employment opportunities in easy reach of where people live;  
• • supporting the long-term sustainability and success of education facilities, particularly those rural primary schools that 
have seen a decline in class sizes in recent years; and  
• • supporting existing and/or enhanced key services and facilities in rural communities, such as local shops, community 
centres, public houses, broadband connectivity, local employment opportunities, and the viability of public transport connections 
to towns and urban areas.  
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 316 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Empowering Rural Communities highlights the importance of understanding local housing needs, in particular affordable housing 
needs in rural areas. Rowde is currently an area where 30% affordable housing provision is sought by Core Policy 43, but we 
note 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



We welcome the proposed revisions to Core Policy 44 on Rural Exception Sites and Community Lead Rural Exception Sites, the 
policy needed updating to reflect changes to the NPPF, planning application 
(or appeal) decisions and to be more supportive to rural exception site proposals. We particularly support the raising of threshold 
to up to 20 dwellings, as 10 dwellings as currently drafted is too few and 
not a viable proposition for most sites. It is welcome that Council recognises that in some circumstances cross-subsidy will be the 
only viable option to deliver affordable homes and it also helps to ensure mixed 
and balanced community. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



As paragraph 9 outlines the role of the local plan review is to set appropriate scale of growth for large villages and local service 
centres over the plan period. It also states that: 
‘Experience has shown that some villages have been challenged by dispro 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Wiltshire Housing Requirements 
The consultation documents are imprecise about what the proposed new housing requirement will be. Paragraph 1.1 of the 
Emerging Spatial Strategy outlines that it could be between 40,840 (using the Standard Method) and 45,630 (applying a Local 
Housing Needs Assessment). As the PPG states (Paragraph: 010 Reference ID: 2a-010-20201216) that the Standard Method for 
assessing local housing need provides a minimum starting point in determining the number of homes needed in an area and 
does not accommodate changing economic circumstances or other factors that might have on demographic behaviour. The PPG 
identifies further circumstances that may justify a figure higher than the minimum LHN (ID 2a-010-20190220) which includes 
situations where increases in housing need are likely to exceed past trends because of growth strategies, strategic infrastructure 
improvements, agreeing to meet unmet need from neighbouring authorities or previous levels of housing delivery or assessments 
of need that are significantly greater than the outcome from the standard methodology. 
It is therefore imperative that the Local Plan Review significantly exceeds the minimum standard method and boosts the supply of 
new homes and address the affordability crisis by providing flexibility, choice and competition in the market. Consequently, the 
Local Housing Needs Assessment figure of 45,630 (2,282 dwellings per annum) is not considered sufficiently high enough to 
boost supply and address affordability, it is only 182 dwellings per annum above the adopted hosing requirement of 2,100 
dwellings per annum. 
It is worth noting that the planning white paper standard method changes (August 2020) proposed a minimum housing 
requirement of 2,917 new homes per annum for Wiltshire. Whilst it is accepted that the government has since revisited these 
figures, reverting back to 2017 standard method in most locations outside of the big urban centres, this figure did recognise that 
there was evidence justifying a significant increase above the existing housing requirement in the Core Strategy (2,100 dwellings 
per annum). 
Furthermore, it should be acknowledged that Housing Delivery Test results indicate that Wiltshire has been delivering above that 
local housing requirement for the last three years. The November 2020 results revealed that 2,548 dwellings had been completed 
and this should be viewed as a positive signal that the housing market is strong and developers are keen to build homes in 



Wiltshire. Instead, the Council has preferred to take a more cautious approach and reflect on its past delivery rates as success in 
achieving a retrospective housing target (i.e. starting the plan period at 2016 and including these as completions). 
Affordability is a key market signal and ONS data confirms that the median affordability ratio for Wiltshire in 2019 was 9.63. Put 
simply this means average house prices are nearly 10 times average incomes and continue to rise. This is significantly above the 
England average of 7.83 and south west average of 8.79 for the same period. With most high street lenders only offering up to 
four times a mortgage applicant’s salary, homeownership remains out of the reach of many, in particular first-time buyers. 
However, the affordability ratio figure of 9.63 needs to be considered cautiously as it is a Wiltshire-wide figure, which may 
disguise a worse affordability ratio in individual Housing Market Areas (HMA) and or specific towns, therefore the medium house 
price of £257,000 may be much greater in rural areas. 
The delivery of affordable homes should be a key priority for Wiltshire Council to address the affordability crisis. The PPG 
recognises the importance of affordable housing delivery and advises an increase in the total housing figures may be considered 
where it could help deliver affordable housing (ID 2a-024-20190220). Affordable housing should also be considered in the context 
of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and affordable developments. Clearly adopting a housing requirement above 
the minimum LHN will make some contribution towards delivering a greater number of affordable housing even if not all 
affordable housing needs can be met. 
Looking at the Council’s evidence base we note that the Swindon and Wiltshire SHMA 2019 does not appear to include a full 
assessment of affordable housing needs, the most recent assessment of affordable housing need would appear to be the 
Swindon and Wiltshire SHMA 2017. The NPPF (2019) introduced a new affordable housing definition encapsulating a variety of 
new tenures and as the SHMA 2017 predates these changes, it is now out of date with regard to affordable housing need, and a 
new assessment should be undertaken to review the demand for the new affordable tenures. It is critical that the local plan 
affordable housing policies are based on an up-to-date assessment in order to plan and 
deliver the most appropriate types and tenures of affordable housing in Wiltshire to meet its residents’ needs. 
Consequently, TKP concludes that the suggested housing requirement figures of either 40,840 or 45,630 will not significantly 
boost the supply of homes or address affordability. The Local Plan Review provides an invaluable opportunity to optimise the 
supply of suitable, available and deliverable sites for residential development. We would strongly encourage Wiltshire Council to 
be more ambitious and positively plan for growth to address the affordability crisis. 
Delivering the Spatial Strategy 
We accept that the Local Plan Review is trying to ensure that the community has a role in plan making through neighbourhood 
plans but in many cases, this has not been proactive and does not positively encourage development and the associated benefits 
included improved infrastructure provision. 
Rowde does not have neighbourhood plan but the neighbouring town of Devizes does have a neighbourhood plan. It is noted that 
the Planning for Devizes document states at paragraph 12 that the Devizes Neighbourhood Plan is currently being reviewed and 



covers a wider geographical area encompassing the neighbouring parishes of Bishops Canning and Rowde. However, the 
Devizes Neighbourhood Plan website does not provide any current updates of the plan’s progression. 
Formulating the Spatial Strategy 
We note the Council’s intention to return to HMAs after the use of HMAs was paused after the Core Strategy became five years 
old and the LHN requirement applied County wide. It is accepted that Wiltshire is a diverse County, both geographically and 
economically, and therefore different parts of the County are under varying pressure for growth. The HMAs are therefore a useful 
tool to distribute the supply of homes but the LHN for Wiltshire should be the one, and only, figure that housing supply 
performance is monitored against. 
Rowde was previously within the East Wiltshire HMA in the Core Strategy. However, the HMAs have been reviewed having 
regard to travel to work areas and Rowde, along with neighbouring town of Devizes, are located in the Chippenham HMA. Rowde 
is currently categorised as a Large Village in the Devizes Community Area in the Wiltshire Core Strategy. No reference is made 
to Rowde in the emerging Spatial Strategy but clearly it has a close function role with Devizes. The role of Large Villages is 
reviewed in the accompanying consultation document Empowering Rural Communities. 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 317 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Permitted development rights should never be removed from or restricted on agricultural developments or dwellings associated 
with farm/ farm worker use.  



Revised Core Policy 44 outlines the criteria for which new rural dwellings can be approved – including self and custom-built 
homes. These criteria must not be used to the detriment of farm dwelling conversion, construction, or expansion. Please see 
below for further comments.  
 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designation in the rural area – as set out in the New Core Policy – describes a 
‘general presumption against housing proposals outside a settlement area’. We remind the council that much agricultural 
development can 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
As you will be aware the farming community continues to face formidable challenges with increasing – and changing - regulation, 
volatile markets, and fluctuating farming returns. In response to these challenges farmers have had to consider the resources 
available to them and look at new ways of developing their businesses so that they can grow, remain competitive and compliant. 
This might include the need for modern agricultural buildings either to meet regulations, or to change the use of existing buildings 
in order to respond to changing market demand for example.  
Our members in Wiltshire are no exception and given that around 70% of the land area here is farmed the County Local Plan 
must actively support farming businesses in our area. Our vision for the county is:  
Wiltshire hosts a sustainable rural community that is underpinned by an innovative rural economy. Its thriving farming and food 
industry is profitable and supports viable livelihoods, underpins sustainable and healthier communities and enhances the 
environmental assets that are vital to our counties prosperity.  
For the farming community to achieve this vision Wiltshire Council must ensure that its own policies support the industry by: 
strengthening our farming businesses to help them build profitability and respond to new opportunities; helping to create thriving 
localities that meet the needs of their communities, businesses, and environment; and enabling farm businesses to enhance and 
maintain their environmental assets.  
We feel that it is essential the content of the Wiltshire Local Plan does not cause detriment to farm businesses or hinder their 
ability to modify, grow or diversify. Viable farm businesses underpin the local economy and food production output in addition to 
providing the best opportunities for maintenance and enhancement of Wiltshire’s natural capital – which in turn have a positive 
impact on the populations health and wellbeing. Additionally, and equally as important, it is vital that planning rules do not restrict 
high standard housing provision on farm which is essential for succession planning and securing quality staff. We ask that the 
Local Plan supports and enables farms to build new housing where required in rural Wiltshire.  
In order to maintain viable agricultural businesses in Wiltshire, the Council should seek to:  
1. Enable the next generation to take on management of farms and to support this through the provision of affordable housing to 
allow succession.  
2. Encourage the development of farming enterprises that can meet the challenges of food security through modernising and 
becoming more efficient, and that remain compliant with current domestic (or international) rules and regulations.  
3. Allow diversification of farm enterprises to meet new opportunities such as, for example, business units or tourism.  
4. Support the development of appropriate renewable energy generation which meets the needs of the businesses and/or local 
community – in turn supporting county wide renewable energy ambitions.  



To help guide any work we have developed some principles which we believe will help the Wiltshire Local Plan Review to shape 
activity in the county. These are:  
• Food security is a crucial issue for now and the future and any actions at a county level must ensure that we do not 
compromise our ability to feed ourselves as a nation.  
• The Council should support farm businesses in their efforts to increase farm productivity and decrease impact on the 
environment – enabling them to also maintain and enhance our counties natural asset base.  
• Sustainable development in rural areas can only be achieved through the integration of environmental, social and 
economic objectives.  
• Sustainable and viable farming businesses will support the wider community, and Local Plan outcomes should seek to 
underpin sustainable growth in the rural economy as a whole.  
• Local Plan outcomes should meet the needs of a diverse rural population; ensure equality of opportunity; and encourage 
links between rural areas and urban centres.  
• Not one system of farming is the ‘answer’, and all types should be supported for maximum benefit to society and the 
environment.  
• And finally: farmers and landowners should always be consulted and listened to with regard to development within the 
local area.  
Thank you for offering the opportunity for the NFU to respond to this consultation on behalf of the Wiltshire agricultural industry, 
we hope these comments are useful to the review. 
There are some discrepancies between the questions in the paper and response form and so as well as our comments above we 
could continue our response as follows:  
The farming community continues to face formidable challenges with increasing – and changing - regulation, volatile markets, 
and fluctuating farming returns. In response to these challenges farmers have had to consider the resources available to them 
and look at new ways of developing their businesses so that they can grow, remain competitive and compliant. Our members in 
Wiltshire are no exception and given that around 70% of the land area here is farmed the County Local Plan must actively 
support farming businesses in our area. Our vision for the county is: 
Wiltshire hosts a sustainable rural community that is underpinned by an innovative rural economy. Its thriving farming and food 
industry is profitable and supports viable livelihoods, underpins sustainable and healthier communities and enhances the 
environmental assets that are vital to our counties prosperity. 
For the farming community to achieve this vision Wiltshire Council must ensure that its own policies support the industry by: 
strengthening our farming businesses to help them build profitability and respond to new opportunities; helping to create thriving 
localities that meet the needs of their communities, businesses, and environment; and enabling farm businesses to enhance and 
maintain their environmental assets.  



We feel that it is essential the content of the Wiltshire Local Plan does not cause detriment to farm businesses or hinder their 
ability to modify, grow or diversify. Viable farm businesses underpin the local economy and food production output in addition to 
providing the best opportunities for maintenance and enhancement of Wiltshire’s natural capital – which in turn have a positive 
impact on the populations health and wellbeing. Additionally, and equally as important, it is vital that planning rules do not restrict 
high standard housing provision on farm which is essential for succession planning and securing quality staff. We ask that the 
Local Plan supports and enables farms to build new housing where required in rural Wiltshire.  
In order to maintain viable agricultural businesses in Wiltshire, the Council should seek to:  
1. Enable the next generation to take on management of farms and to support this through the provision of affordable 
housing to allow succession. 
2. Encourage the development of farming enterprises that can meet the challenges of food security through modernising and 
becoming more efficient, and that remain compliant with current domestic (or international) rules and regulations.  
3. Allow diversification of farm enterprises to meet new opportunities such as, for example, business units or tourism.  
4. Support the development of appropriate renewable energy generation which meets the needs of the businesses and/or 
local community – in turn supporting county wide renewable energy ambitions.   
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural318 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Blue Fox Planning Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Presscredit (Rudloe) Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 318; RURAL 318 B 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
No comment other than any requirement must also be subject to viability particularly in the case of 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Please see attached. 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
On behalf of our clients, Presscredit (Rudloe) Limited (Presscredit), we are instructed to submit representations on the Wiltshire 
Local Plan Review (WLPR) consultation which commenced in January 2021. As will be explained in the representations, 
Presscredit control circa 13ha of land that once formed part of RAF Rudloe Manor and the comments set out below are made in 
the context of securing the redevelopment of this brownfield site for new homes. 



Our response covers the following broad matters: 
• Strong support for the WLPR identifying a “brownfield target” for the delivery of new homes on previously developed land; 
• The benefits of maximising the reuse of brownfield sites; 
•  Concern that, notwithstanding the “brownfield target”, the WLPR does not seek to identify specific sites and instead 
appears to abdicate such decisions to Neighbourhood Plans; 
• Concern as to the method adopted for allocating housing requirements to the rural settlements; 
• Allied to the previous points, concern that brownfield opportunities are being given less priority in the rural settlements 
when compared with, for example, Principal Settlements and Market Towns; and 
The case for the redevelopment of the former RAF Rudloe Manor. Land at the Former RAF Rudloe Manor Appendix 1 of this 
correspondence shows our client’s land interests at the former RAF Rudloe Manor near Corsham. The plan also shows that our 
client is the freehold owner of  the northern part of the site and has an option to purchase the remaining southern part of the site. 
The site lies to the north of the A4 Bath Road and has good access to services and facilities in both Rudloe and nearby Corsham. 
Bus stops for the X31 service are located on the A4 close to the site entrance providing good public transport links to Bath, Box, 
Corsham and Chippenham. The recent Bellway Homes development, which was also previously in Ministry of Defence (MoD) 
use, also lies to the north of the A4 and is approximately 600m to the east of the RAF Rudloe site. 
The site lies to the east of the Grade 2* Listed Rudloe Manor. Immediately on the western boundary of the site is a recent 
development of detached and semie-detached properties, planning permission for which was granted in July 2014. 
The site is outside of the designated Green Belt but is within the Cotswolds Area of National Beauty. Despite operations having 
ceased by 2020, a substantial amount of the former MoD buildings and hardstanding remains as is also evident from the plan at 
Appendix 1. Since its closure, the site has unfortunately experienced trespassing and unsociable behaviour which has impacted 
on nearby homes thus requiring the presence of on-site security. 
Our client has appointed a project team to assess the potential for development on this site as follows: 
• Planning Consultants - Blue Fox Planning 
• Landscape Consultants – The Environmental Design Partnership (EDP) 
• Ecological Consultants – EDP 
• Heritage Consultants – EDP 
• Transport and Highways – Paul Basham Associates 
• Master Planning and Architecture – Urban Design Box 
As a consequence, we have a good understanding of the opportunities and constraints relevant to the redevelopment of this site 
and are confident that a high quality residential development can be delivered in the short and medium terms. Appendix 2 is a 
Constraints and Opportunities plan which has informed the preparation of an illustrative master plan (Appendix 3) which, whilst 
very much “work in progress”, demonstrates that, taking on board the constraints and opportunities, a development of 



approximately 140 new homes, together with open space, green infrastructure and community facilities could be delivered. We 
stress 
that this plan is purely illustrative at this time. 
Wiltshire Local Plan Review (WLPR). 
Given the context of our client’s interest at Rudloe, and as already explained, our representations concentrate on the WLPRs 
approach to the redevelopment of brownfield sites. As a starting point, we fully support the approach of seeking to maximise the 
level of new homes being delivered on previously used land through the setting of a “Brownfield Target” but have concerns as to 
the mechanisms for identifying and delivering such                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
• opportunities including at the rural settlements. 
Our concerns are set out based on the following WLPR documents: 
• Emerging Spatial Strategy 
• Empowering Rural Communities 
• Planning for Corsham 
• Site Selection Report for Corsham 
Emerging Spatial Strategy 
The Emerging Spatial Strategy document sets out the proposed settlement hierarchy for Wiltshire based on the Principal 
Settlement (Chippenham, Trowbridge and Salisbury), then the Market Towns followed by the more rural settlements.  The rural 
settlements are then further subdivided into Local Service Centres, Large Villages and Small Villages. We note from elsewhere 
that Rudloe is identified as a Large Village within 
the Chippenham Housing Market Area (HMA). 
We acknowledge that this approach is a continuation of that set out in previous development plans for Wiltshire and, as a point of 
principle, we have no objection to this. Our concern is that this approach fails to acknowledge that many of the rural settlements 
are both physically close to other large settlements as well as having a close functional relationship in terms of services and 
facilities. 
To apply the settlement hierarchy as a means of defining the sustainability of individual sites within settlements could in some 
circumstances be seen as something of a blunt instrument. 
To illustrate this, the close physical relationship between Rudloe and the (higher tier) market town of Corsham means that land at 
the former RAF Rudloe Manor is able to benefit from sustainable access to services and facilities in BOTH settlements including 
by non-car modes of travel. 
Importantly, the site can achieve this without encroaching on the Corsham Rural Green Buffer, designated in the Corsham 
Neighbourhood Plan (Policy CNP E5), which seeks to prevent the coalescence of the two settlements. Indeed, the very existence 
of the Buffer illustrates just how close the relationship between the two settlements is. 



We therefore seek an acknowledgement in the WLPR clarifying situations such as that at Rudloe and Corsham and specifically in 
the context of brownfield sites. 
Brownfield Target 
Paragraph 2.11 of the Emerging Strategy introduces the “brownfield target” which, as stated previously, is an approach we 
support in principle. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is clear that planning policies should set out a clear 
strategy for accommodating the need for new homes “in a way that makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or 
‘brownfield’ land.” (NPPF para 117). 
• NPPF paragraph 118 (c) further states that planning policies should: 
“…give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and other identified needs, 
and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable land.” (Our 
emphasis). 
NPPF paragraph 137 (a) also requires Local Planning Authorities to make “as much use as possible of suitable brownfield 
sites…”  
Returning to paragraph 2.11 of the Emerging Spatial Strategy, this also states that: “As land within main settlements is mostly 
built up, a requirement translates to a brownfield target. A target helps to maximise these opportunities and can reduce pressures 
to build on greenfield land.” 
Whilst we completely agree with the fact that maximising brownfield development reduces pressure to release greenfield sites for 
development, we are concerned that the WLPR appears only to be considering opportunities at the main settlements. This theme 
is continued under “Development Principles” (page 6) which states: 
“2. To maximise the use of previously developed land and support urban renewal where needed, each of the main settlements 
will have a target amount of new homes that will need to be planned for within its urban area.” (Our emphasis). 
As a consequence, it is only the “main settlements” that have a brownfield target as an indication of the number of new homes to 
be built on previously developed land. This focus only on the main settlements creates a situation whereby the Planning for 
Corsham WLPR document includes a brownfield target of 160 dwellings but the Empowering Rural Communities document, 
which covers Large Villages such as Rudloe, is silent on the matter of quantum to be achieved on previously developed land. 
On a related point, we note that the Empowering Rural Communities document does seek to identify an overall housing 
requirement for Rudloe. The document, at Table 2.4, states that the requirement for the period 2016 to 2036 is 250 dwellings 
which equates to an annualised figure of 12.5 dwellings per annum. It is important to note that this is the highest requirement 
outside of the main settlements in the entire HMA which supports Rudloe as a suitable location for development in its own right. 
However, the same table also suggests that as of 1 April 2019, there were completions and existing commitments also totalling 
250 dwellings. Whilst the evidence behind this table does not appear to be readily available and therefore cannot be tested. the 



implication is that no addition development is required at Rudloe until after 2036. Given that these requirements are a minima, it 
is important that the Plan does not allow these figures to be used to stall additional development at the settlement. 
Therefore, whilst we support the principle of maximising the redevelopment of brownfield sites, we object to the WLPRs apparent 
emphasis on the main settlements. This approach seemingly fails to appreciate the significant role that the redevelopment of 
brownfield sites can also have in more rural, but still sustainable, locations In that regard, it is important to note the quotes from 
the NPPF set out above. The NPPF refers to “suitable” brownfield sites and therefore includes a far wider assessment than 
simply the designation given to a settlement. It is therefore clear that the WLPR should assess the suitability of brownfield land, 
including whether they are accessible and sustainable, on an individual site by site basis rather than concentrating only on the 
main settlements. This includes our client’s land at the former RAF Rudloe. 
We also have concerns as to the calculation of the brownfield target. This is first referenced at paragraph 3.9 of the Emerging 
Spatial Strategy but is dealt with in more detail in Appendix 1 of that document and it is to this that refer in our comments below. 
The calculation that has been undertaken is set out in paragraph 16 of Appendix 1. In summary: 
• The calculation has taken the average annual number of units granted permission from 2009-2019 on sites of up to 100 
units for Principal Settlements, and up to 50 units for Market Towns. 
• A delivery rate (assessing permissions granted from 2008-2014 districtwide) has then been applied which takes into 
account non-implementation of permissions. 
• The output provides the anticipated average annual number of completions for each settlement which determines the 
brownfield target. 
Whilst we acknowledge that predicting delivery from brownfield sources is a complex matter and, indeed, may not be an exact 
science, we do have the following concerns as to this approach: 
1. It is effectively a “one-size” fits all approach; 
2. It relates only to Principal Settlements and Market Towns; 
3. By virtue of (2) above, it fails to consider opportunities in lower tier settlements; and 
4. It is not clear whether actual brownfield sites have been identified as part of informing 
the process. 
Notwithstanding the above concerns, a central issue is how these targets will be considered as part of the process. It is in our 
opinion vital that the WLPR clarifies that the targets are just that and that they are not a cut-off point for further brownfield 
development on suitable sites. 
We put this question to the Council during the recent online consultation webinars and received the answer that the Council 
would look to go over and above these targets (that is to say, maximise brownfield opportunities) and that the target would not be 
used as a limiter. We welcome this response and believe that the Plan would benefit from an explicit statement 
to this effect. 



We note from the Site Selection Report for Corsham that, whilst the brownfield housing target is identified as 160 dwellings 
between 2021 to 2031, the options considered through the site selection process are all greenfield. This is despite the former 
RAF Rudloe Manor site being clearly visible on the maps supporting the document; please refer, for example, to “Figure 4: Final 
pool of potential sites for further detailed assessment.” 
This shows the proximity of our client’s site to Corsham and we would ask that consideration be given to allocating this land 
which, in turn, may provide justification for not developing on some greenfield site(s). 
This point is also linked to the final matter that we wish to raise which relates to how brownfield sites will be identified and 
assessed. Appendix 1 of the Emerging Spatial Strategy attempts to throw some light on this by stating at paragraph 18: 
“The register of brownfield land is a starting point, as is the Council’s Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability 
Assessment (SHELAA) evidence.” 
Paragraph 19 further states: 
“By engaging closely with their communities and by contacts with landowners and developers, neighbourhood planning is well 
placed to identify many opportunities and allocate them in their plans.” (Our emphasis) 
Paragraph 22 then continues: 
“Other large landowners, public or private, may also instigate redevelopment of their land.” Whilst it is understood that these are 
all ways in which brownfield (and greenfield sites) can come forward, it is unclear as to why, in a plan lead system, the WLPR in 
its own right does not seek to identify brownfield sites. The apparent abdication of identifying and allocating brownfield sites to 
others could also be used to both undermine the WLPRs suggested prioritisation of such sites to avoid the unnecessary 
allocation of greenfield sites. 
By way of example, if the Council is truly relying on Neighbourhood Plans to identify sites, what happens if such a Plan is not 
being prepared? For example, the Box Parish Neighbourhood Plan (which covers Rudloe) appears to have stalled at an early 
stage with the Steering Group not having met for over twelve months. 
We therefore ask that future iterations of the WLPR seek to identify significant brownfield sites, both to ensure the Plan is 
positively prepared and to ensure its evidence base is robust. 
Further, the testing of such sites through the Plan’s site selection process would also ensure that they were “suitable” in the terms 
of the NPPF. The former RAF Rudloe Manor is, in our opinion, a highly suitable candidate for allocation, although we also 
reserve the right to bring forward a planning application outside of the plan making process. 
Conclusions 
We welcome the opportunity to respond to the January 2021 consultation and, whilst we recognise that many of our comments 
above are critical, they are made with the intention of being constructive. 
We support the Plan’s intention to maximise opportunities for residential development on brownfield sites and have suggested 
issues and matters that, if addressed, would in our opinion make the WLPR both more robust and positively prepared. 



In summary, we suggest that the WLPR must: 
1. Fully recognise that suitable brownfield opportunities exist in sustainable locations beyond the suggested Main Settlements 
and that these represent an important potential supply of new homes; 
2. State clearly that the brownfield target is not an upper limit (that will not be exceeded) and that the Council will positively seek 
to exceed the identified figure when and where suitable brownfield sites present themselves; 
3. Adopt a more proactive approach to identifying those brownfield sites that are already known to be available and assess their 
suitability rather than leaving this to either Neighbourhood Plans or individual landowners. This includes land at the former RAF 
Rudloe Manor; 
4. Recognise the functional relationship of Rudloe and Corsham; and                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
5. Recognise that the land at the former RAF Rudloe Manor represents a suitable and sustainable opportunity to deliver new 
homes on a brownfield site, in accordance with the Plan’s emerging strategy, as well as delivering significant local benefits. 
Finally, we would welcome any opportunity to discuss these representations and the land at the former RAF Rudloe Manor with 
representatives of Wiltshire Council. In summary: 
We note that the Empowering Rural Communities document does seek to identify an overall housing requirement for Rudloe. 
Table 2.4, states that the requirement for the period 2016 to 2036 is 250 dwellings 
which equates to an annualised figure of 12.5 dwellings per annum. This is the highest requirement outside of the main 
settlements in the entire HMA which supports Rudloe as a suitable location for development in its own right. However, the same 
table also suggests that as of 1 April 2019, there were completions and existing commitments also totalling 250 dwellings, the 
implication being that no addition development is required at Rudloe until after 2036. This is not representative of a positively 
prepared Plan. Further, and given that the housing requirements are a minima, it is also important that the Plan does not allow 
these figures to be used to stall additional development at the settlement, including the redevelopment of brownfield sites. 
Again, would be contrary to the emerging Spatial Strategy and the approach of prioritising and maximisingmdevelopment on 
brownfield sites. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural319 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Tisbury Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Timing 
Along with other similar bodies we have requested an extension to this consultation process. Many of the interested parties are 
unpaid volunteers giving of their own time. Allowing only 5 weeks between the initial briefing and submission deadline is simply 
inadequate and fails to recognise and value the role of the parish councils.  Many parish councils for instance may only meet 
once per month.  We therefore respectfully suggest that this consultation has at best been poorly planned and at worst is biased 
against the volunteer community. 
Access and Discrimination  



We are struggling to discover where facility has been provided for those without internet access to respond to this consultation.  
We note that there is an option to request the provision of hard copies of the consultation documents – but that facility is buried in 
the documentation, which is only available online.  This is discriminatory. 
Lack of Maps  
We have found it difficult to pinpoint the defined areas mentioned, without the inclusion of easily referenced maps in the 
documents and without online links to the relevant maps. In our particular case, we have a housing target allocated to Tisbury, as 
the Local Service Centre. We have no clear indication of the geographic boundaries of this area and we have been forced to 
assume that the Local Service Centre is defined by the housing policy boundary – which, we believe, is itself not officially 
adopted, as the map on the Wiltshire Council website still says that the revised map is a draft. 
Location definitions and indicative housing requirement calculations  
The Housing requirement calculation for Tisbury uses the Local Service Centre as the relevant entity. In the threshold for 
Affordable Housing calculation the entity is clearly stated as the Parish. We know the boundaries of the Parish. We do not have 
confirmation of the physical boundaries of the Local Service Centre, although as stated above, we assume the LSC equates to 
the area of housing policy boundaries.  It should be noted that the boundaries of Tisbury Parish are not the same as the housing 
policy boundaries, which include parts of West Tisbury Parish and exclude parts of Tisbury Parish. 
We are very grateful to Louise Tilsed for her quite brilliant explanation in writing to us of the housing requirement algorithm.  
Louise is clearly very expert in this field. The rest of us are not and a much simpler explanation should have been provided in the 
Local Plan documentation. Even Louise does not explain the derivation of the baseline for Large Service Centres of 100 homes 
i.e. 5 per year over the period of the plan.  How was that figure determined? 
Our understanding of Louise’s explanation for Tisbury Service Centre is that our allocated requirement over the period of the plan 
is 135 dwellings. With 70 already produced or committed since 2016, the outstanding balance is 65.  We do find this acceptable, 
but once again we would like confirmation of the geographic area it refers to as “Tisbury Service Centre” as it is different from the 
Parish boundaries.  
Neighbourhood Planning and the 5-Year Housing Supply  
The consultation documents refer continually to neighbourhood plans and their importance. However, Neighbourhood Planning 
will cease in Wiltshire if the Council is unable to properly manage the 5-year housing land supply.   
The construction of these plans requires enormous commitment and giving of time by volunteers and they will not continue to do 
so if plans can be over-ruled after just 2 years. It would be appropriate to see some recognition of the Council’s responsibility in 
this regard in the local plan.  
This is a matter of paramount importance and Wiltshire Council needs to recognise its role in liaising proactively with land-owners 
to, to bring allocated land forward for development. 
 



 



 
Rep ID: Rural320 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Macra Ltd 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 320; RURAL 320 A 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The threshold for triggering affordable housing is not consistent with national policy, as set out at paragraph 63 of the NPPF, 
when applying current rural areas designated under section 157(1) of the Housing Act 1985. 
The clarification at footnote 6 is 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



It is agreed that most communities do not imagine local housing needs solely in terms of affordable homes. This is also reflective 
in national policy that makes clear that size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community should be 
assessed and reflected in planning policies. The NPPF continues at paragraph 77 to define that planning should be responsive to 
local circumstances and support housing developments that reflect local needs. For these reasons, Rural Housing Need Surveys 
should no longer focus on affordable housing needs. Instead, a broader questionnaire should be prepared that will elicit a 
response from a greater proportion of residents, which will provide more detailed evidence to the Council and stakeholders on all 
typologies of housing actually required by communities. 
ML are supportive of the principle of widening routes to deliver homes in rural communities. However, the proposal to widen the 
ambit of Core Policy 44 to be permissive of ‘community-led’ schemes does not adequately grasp the urgent need to change 
policy to ensure that it is responsive in the manner advocated by the NPPF. Please see the response to the subsequent question 
concerning the revised Core Policy 44. 
ML are very concerned by the restrictions placed under this exception to limit schemes for up to 50% open market housing 
exclusively to ‘Community Land Trusts’ (CLTs). While CLTs should be recognised in the context of rural exemptions, the delivery 
of community- led housing can be met by means other than CLTs. 
CLTs cannot function at an economy of scale. The scale of a housing project makes it daunting for a community group to 
consider how to raise finance independently. The process of setting up a CLT, securing land, and developing housing which 
answers to community need is long and arduous, and is not best positioned to address the critical shortage of affordable, decent 
housing. 
The CLT model represents just one opportunity for community voices to inform more responsive planning decisions on local 
needs. The prominence of community engagement in developments gives a voice for stakeholders to influence and shape how 
needs are met. 
Core Policy 44 should be improved by removing the final section on Community-led Housing, which is unjustified by defining one 
model of delivery with such favourable terms upon which to bring forward development. Instead, the existing sub-section of 
Cross-subsidy / Market Housing should be amended to refer to up to 50% open market housing. 
There are also cases where rural exception sites are desirable by communities because of how they will maintain or enhance the 
vitality of the rural community, including the role of housing socially and economically in supporting local services and facilities. 
Core Policy 44 should be expanded to be properly responsive to local circumstances and will enable consideration of the impact 
of development on the need to maintain or enhance rural communities as part of the decision-taking process. 
Our experience of working under a similar policy in Test Valley Borough Council has proven the value of an LPA adopting a 
responsive framework to deal with the sustainability needs of rural communities. Test Valley Borough Local Plan is permissive of 
rural development as an exception to normal planning policies and has enabled the approval of a development of up to 35 homes 
and open space within the village of Over Wallop in May 2015 (14/02739/OUTN). Evidence was presented to that LPA to identify 



and respond to unmet demonstrable open market and affordable housing needs, alongside evidence that demonstrated how the 
development would maintain or enhance the sustainability of the community having regard to the baseline conditions. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
We consider that the implementation of such a policy in Wiltshire would address a significant gap in the Core Strategy’s 
compliance with the NPPF. These Government policies recognise the value of rural development to the vitality of communities 
and the ne 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
Paragraphs 23 to 25 set out proposals to maintain an existing stock of ‘smaller dwellings’ in the countryside. Suggestions are 
made to explore controls on replacement dwellings and extensions, including the removal of permitted development rights. The fir 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Spatial strategy for the rural areas 



Paragraphs 26 to 32 of the Empowering Rural Communities consultation paper define the role of rural settlements. It is 
disappointing that the LPR does not seek to change those settlements designated as Small Villages, 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
ML wish to reiterate their commitment to working with Wiltshire Council to deliver the proposed development of ‘Mayflower Farm, 
Codford’ identified as Site Reference 3491 within the Wiltshire Council Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (2017). 
ML is committed to deliver both open market and affordable housing. The proposed development should be allocated within the 
LPR as (1) there is a need for at least 30 dwellings at Codford in the period to 2036 and (2) there is no designated 
neighbourhood area for Codford meaning there is a need to ensure surety of supply within the LPR through the allocation of land. 
Site description 
The site is located towards the north-western end of the village of Codford, and is located just north of the A36. Codford is 
located between Warminster and Salisbury on the A36.  
The greenfield site extends to a total area of 3.46 hectares comprising of agricultural land which is split into two fields divided by 
a hedgerow. The site is general flat and low-lying. The site borders High Street to the south-west, New Road to the north and 
fairly modern residential development to the east. The village itself lays to the south and is connected to the site via both a 
footpath and a highway (High Street). The Murco petrol station and Budgens sit on the western corner of the fields. 
  
The site has no footpaths running across it and is located within Flood Zone 1, at lowest risk from fluvial flooding. There is no 
pluvial surface water flood risk at the site. The site is within an AONB, but has limited intervisibility with the open landscape and 
would have a limited impact on the designation.  
The site is effectively surrounded by existing residential and commercial development on most sides, so future development of 
these fields would not extend the village into the open countryside.  
Proposed development 
The Empowering Rural Community document states under the Large Villages Trowbridge HMA that Codford is required to deliver 
30 dwellings in the Local Plan period, 10 of which have already been delivered. We believe there is an opportunity create a 
phased development in this location that would see around 20 to 30 dwellings brought forward in the current Local Plan period. 
This would meet the unmet need of 20 dwellings in Codford; with a possible phase 2 in the future if it was deemed appropriate by 



the Council. This low-density scheme could be sensitively designed with plenty of green space surrounding it, whilst also 
providing additional benefits to the commercial area to the west (Murco and Budgens). 
The erection of up to 20-30 homes proposed as a mix of 1, 2, 3 and 4 bedroom homes would include 40% affordable housing. A 
proportion of open market homes and affordable homes will be Category M4(2) accessible and adaptable homes, including 
bungalows. 
A new vehicular and pedestrian access would be formed onto the High Street, linking to the existing footpath network and a few 
moments drive to the A36.  
SHELAA 
ML agree with the conclusions of the SHELAA that confirms the site is available, developable and deliverable in the short term.  
ML would like express our interest in the land as a strategic land promotion company who are working with the landowners to 
bring this development opportunity forward. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
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RURAL 321 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Wheatland Homes note the proposed spatial strategy for the villages set out in the 'Empowering Local Communities’ paper. They 
are pleased to note that the paper rightly references the statement in the National Planning Policy framework that planning 
policies should identify opportunities for villages to ‘grow and thrive’, especially where this will support local services.  
As the paper notes, a number of communities across Wiltshire have developed neighbourhood plans. However, that cannot be 
said of all parishes, and Whiteparish is one such example where no neighbourhood plan exists or is in preparation.  
Table 2.5 of the paper identifies a baseline indicative housing requirement for each of the villages within the Salisbury Housing 
Market Area. For Whiteparish the requirement is stated to be around 40 homes. It is noted that a number of the other villages 
have similar or higher needs in areas without neighbourhood plans. It is considered that in this circumstance it would be 
appropriate for the Local Plan Review to identify appropriate sites for the larger villages where no neighbourhood plan exists. 
Doing so will still give the community early opportunity to comment on the site selection but will also enable provide certainty and 
enable needs to be met in a timely manner.  
Land South of Romsey Road, Whiteparish 



Wheatland Homes have an interest in a parcel of land approximately 6 hectares in area situated south of Romsey Road, 
Whiteparish as shown edged red on the enclosed site location plan. Wheatland Homes consider that the land is a well-located 
site that abuts the current settlement boundary of Whiteparish and that it is therefore a logical location for an extension to the 
village. The site is already seen in the context of housing at the southern edge of the village and it is therefore an appropriate 
location for new residential development that would be in keeping with the established character of the area. The site has 
potential access from Romsey Road and there are no known constraints to it development. The land can therefore come forward 
for development in a timely manner and its development can make a meaningful contribution towards the supply of housing in the 
Salisbury Housing Market area.  
The land shown on the enclosed plan is broadly flat and does ot contain any significant landscaping constraints, it is not at risk of 
flooding and there are no known ecological constraints. Wheatland Homes therefore consider that the land can accommodate a 
quantum of housing development that can contribute towards the overall supply new homes to be delivered in the Salisbury 
Housing Market area over the plan period. At this stage we consider it reasonable to consider that around 40 homes could be 
accommodated on the site and to comprise a policy compliant proportion of those as affordable homes.  
We conclude that a sympathetic development of the site could be undertaken whilst preserving the landscape character. The 
relatively low density of development that would be achieved through the construction of 40 homes on the site would leave ample 
space for landscaping.  
The site neighbours existing properties on Romsey Road. We consider that the amenities of those properties could be 
appropriately preserved at the detailed design stage.  
It is considered that development of the land south of Romsey Road, Whiteparish can make an important contribution to the 
delivery of affordable housing in the district. For the reasons given above therefore, Wheatland Homes consider that site offers 
an appropriate opportunity to provide new housing in a location that is well located in relation to existing development and that 
the sites is of a size that warrants inclusion in the Local Plan Review. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Carter Jonas 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Leafield Logistics Limited is the owner of Lea Park, a site which provides an opportunity for a sustainable, brownfield residential 
development to the south of Corsham. As demonstrated in the attached masterplan, the site is suitable to accommodate up to 
1.66 hectares of development land which could incorporate both residential and commercial development. 
The site has the potential to deliver a number of social, economic and environmental benefits to the area through the delivery of 
new market and affordable housing of varying types and sizes; provision of green infrastructure to benefit the existing and 
proposed landscape; provision of employment land as well as financial contributions towards infrastructure improvements 



through Wiltshire Council’s CIL and S106 mechanisms. The site’s opportunities and constraints, together with the site vision, are 
explained in more detail in the attached vision document. 
1.LEA PARK, MONKS LANE, CORSHAM, WILTSHIRE, SN13 9PH 
Site Context 
The site, originally a stone mine in the early 20th Century, was formerly used as a Royal Navy store depot and extends 
approximately 6.57 acres (2.66 hectares) with additional underground facilities extending the gross site area to 18.68 acres (7.56 
hectares). The site accommodates several industrial units with associated parking and hardstanding. The units are dated and are 
in a rundown condition. 
The village of Gastard is situated approximately 0.5 miles east of the site. The Harp & Crown and Travis Perkins are located in 
Gastard amongst a couple of local businesses. There is also a bus stop located in the centre of Gastard on the B3353 providing 
services into Bowerhill and Trowbridge. 
The town of Corsham is situated approximately 1.5miles north of the site. Corsham provides a range of facilities and services 
including Springfield Community Campus, Corsham Library, Corsham School and The Hare & Hounds and the Co-op 
supermarket. 
The large historic market town of Chippenham is located approximately 6 miles north east of the site. Chippenham railway station 
provides regular services into London Paddington (60 minutes). The site falls within the Corsham Neighbourhood Development 
Plan (NDP) Area. The Corsham Neighbourhood Plan was ‘Made’ in November 2019. 
Our client is due to move its business premises elsewhere due to the overheads and operating costs of continuing to run the 
business out of the Lea Park premises becoming unsustainable. Costs associated with the maintenance of the site, which over 
the years has become run-down, have increased, which has rendered the site unviable for continuing business use. It is also not 
feasible for our client to continue to retain Lea Park as secondary premises. Accordingly, our client has undertaken an extensive 
open marketing campaign of the property through commercial property agents, JLL. The site has been actively marketed for over 
18 months without success: no interest has been expressed; and no proceedable offers have been forthcoming. 
Site Characteristics 
The site’s characteristics, together with key constraints and opportunities, are summarised below. For more detail, please see the 
attached Vision Document. 
Topography and Flood Risk 
The site falls entirely within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore at low risk of flooding. The site is relatively flat gently sloping down 
towards the north. 
Heritage 



There are no listed buildings on the site. However, the Grade I listed congregational chapel sits to the immediate west of the site 
and there are two further Grade II listed buildings on the eastern edge of Monks Lane. Redevelopment of the site provides an 
opportunity to improve the current setting to these listed assets. 
Landscaping 
There is significant existing landscaping along the site’s boundaries screening the site from the majority of views including views 
from nearby footpaths and listed buildings. There is also potential to increase landscaping provision on the site. This would not 
only help screen the new development but would improve the existing landscape impact of the site and in particular the impact on 
the surrounding listed buildings. 
Access 
The site is well located to access existing pedestrian and public transport infrastructure, including an 
established Public Rights of Way network, which has the potential to cater for local commuting and 
recreation trips. There is a bus stop located at Gastard (approximately 500m from the centre of the site) which can be accessed 
by the existing footpaths. 
The site’s vehicular access is taken from Monks Lane, a single-track road which links into the B3353. 
Empowering Rural Communities 
We consider that the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ paper downplays the importance that Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages contribute to meeting the County’s residential and employment needs and that it is a flawed approach to take for these 
higher order settlements. Indeed, some Local Service Centres such as Pewsey contain more facilities (eg train station and 
secondary education) than the Market Towns. The onus should not be placed on Neighbourhood Plans to meet the identified 
housing requirements as town and parish Councils are not equipped or, in some cases reluctant, to embrace such a challenge. 
Whilst it is welcomed that guidance will be prepared by the Council to support Towns and Parishes on the selection of the most 
appropriate sites for development, there does not appear to be a policy requirement for these needs to be met. Additionally, a 
single combined policy devalues the settlement hierarchy and does not provide a positive vision for the future of each area, 
contrary to NPPF Para 15. We are concerned with the ambitious blanket target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of 
more than five dwellings in the rural area as this goes far beyond the minimum 10% requirement of NPPF Para 64 and fails to 
recognise the level of affordable housing actually required in the area. Indeed, this target may result in fewer sites coming 
forward for development as local communities may resist such levels of social housing. 
Whilst one policy reference for assessing planning proposals to meet local housing needs at rural 
settlements simplifies the Local Plan Review, it is inappropriate to consider Local Service Centres and Large Villages under the 
same umbrella as Small Villages due to their varying levels of population, facilities and services (Para 20). The NPPF Para 67 
recognises the important contribution that small and medium sized sites can make to meeting the housing requirement of an area 
and it is considered that due to the level of housing required to be met by the ‘rest of the HMAs’ (1,435 dwellings at Large 



Villages in the Chippenham HMA), this necessitates the need for additional allocations to be made now outside the Principal 
Settlements and Market Towns. 
Rural Settlements, by their very nature, have limited access to public transport therefore the revised Core Policy 44 (iii) 
requirement of proposals not being reliant on travel by private car is aspirational but unfortunately considered unachievable due 
to the level of public transport provision in the rural settlements. 
We therefore suggest that the policy is amended to remove this requirement. Additionally, we consider that an arbitrary cap of 20 
dwellings per settlement as proposed in Core Policy 44 (v) will prevent suitable and sustainable sites from coming on both 
greenfield and particularly brownfield sites where densities are likely to be higher if apartments are considered. This is in conflict 
with NPPF Para 122 in that it fails to support development that makes efficient use of land. This draft policy is also contrary to 
NPPF Para 123 in that it will encourage lower density development and will not ensure that developments make optimal use of 
the potential of each site. 
Due to the large requirement for additional dwellings in the Local Service and Large Villages (1, dwellings in the detailed in the 
Table on Page 9, we consider that the LPR should seize the opportunity now to make additional housing allocations in these mid 
tier settlements in the form of additional allocations. Due to the delay in the adoption of the Core Strategy, subsequent CSAP and 
SADPD, we suggest that the LPR should address the housing requirement across all tiers of settlements now due to the levels of 
housing need identified rather than wait for a review of the SADPD. 
In conclusion, we consider that the housing requirements for the Local Service Centres and Large Villages should be higher as it 
is not appropriate for these mid-tier settlements to be grouped with small villages as they benefit from a far greater level of 
services and facilities and are therefore more able to receive sustainable growth. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Delivery Principles – Neighbourhood Planning 
Whilst the Wiltshire community has to a large extent embraced Neighbourhood Planning, there are still parishes that have not 
sought to produce a Neighbourhood Plan. Consequently, there is concern that the LPR’s reliance on sites being identified and 



coming forward through this mechanism to address the recognised need is aspirational. Therefore, it is considered that it is the 
responsibility of Wiltshire Council through the LPR, to allocate sites outside of the Principal Settlements and Market Towns where 
Neighbourhood Plans are not being produced, or where Neighbourhood Plans do not allocate sites for residential development to 
meet their recognised local housing need. 
Additionally, we do not consider the need to phase the construction of Greenfield sites as, logistically, large sites do not come 
forward in one lump due to the nature of construction. Indeed, due to Covid restrictions on construction, the building out of sites 
has decelerated due to socially distanced working requirements. Later provision of large consented schemes, that have 
undoubtedly had many years of promotion and planning, only seeks to delay deliverability and constrain the market resulting in 
increased property prices. Such interference is unhelpful. Pewsey Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ in 2015. The site is not 
included in the Neighbourhood Plan Area. 
Empowering Rural Communities 
We consider that the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ paper somewhat downplays the importance that Local Service Centres 
and Large Villages contribute to meeting the County’s residential and employment needs and that it is a flawed approach to take 
for these higher order settlements. Indeed, some Local Service Centres such as Pewsey contain more facilities (eg train station 
and secondary education) than the Market Towns and this needs to be recognised. The onus should not only be placed on 
Neighbourhood Plans to meet the identified housing, social and environmental requirements. Some town and parish Councils are 
not equipped or, in some cases reluctant, to embrace such a challenge, although our clients particularly welcome engagement in 
the Pewsey proposals. 
Whilst it is welcomed that guidance will be prepared by the Council to support Towns and Parishes on the selection of the most 
appropriate sites for development, there does not appear to be a policy requirement for these needs to be met. Additionally, a 
single combined policy devalues the settlement hierarchy and does not provide a positive vision for the future of each area, 
contrary to NPPF Para 15. We are concerned with the ambitious blanket target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of 
more than five dwellings in the rural area. This goes far beyond the minimum 10% requirement of NPPF Para 64 and fails to 
recognise the level of affordable housing actually required in the area. Indeed, this target may result in fewer sites coming 
forward for development as local communities may resist such levels of social housing. 
Whilst one policy reference for assessing planning proposals to meet local housing needs at rural settlements simplifies the Local 
Plan Review, it is inappropriate to consider Local Service Centres and Large Villages under the same umbrella as Small Villages 
due to their varying levels of population, facilities and services (Para 20). 
The NPPF Para 67 recognises the important contribution that small and medium sized sites can make to meeting the housing 
requirement of an area and it is considered that due to the level of housing required to be met by the ‘rest of the HMAs’ (1,080 
dwellings in the Swindon HMA), this necessitates the need for additional allocations to be made now outside the Principal 
Settlements and Market Towns. Rural Settlements, by their very nature, have limited access to public transport therefore the 



revised Core Policy 44 (iii) requirement of proposals not being reliant on travel by private car is aspirational but unfortunately 
considered unachievable due to the level of public transport provision in the rural settlements. We therefore suggest that the 
policy is amended to remove this requirement. Conversely, access to alternative transport provision, including rail and bus 
services should be recognised. 
Additionally, we consider that an arbitrary cap of 20 dwellings per settlement as proposed in Core Policy 44 (v) will prevent 
suitable and sustainable sites from coming foreward on both greenfield and particularly brownfield sites where densities are likely 
to be higher if apartments are considered. This is in conflict with NPPF Para 122 in that it fails to support development that makes 
efficient use of land. This draft policy is also contrary to NPPF Para 123 in that it will encourage lower density development and 
will not ensure that developments make optimal use of the potential of each site. 
Due to the large requirement for additional dwellings in the Local Service Centres and Large Villages detailed in the Table on 
Page 9, we consider that the LPR should seize the opportunity now to make additional housing allocations in these mid tier 
settlements in the form of additional allocations. Due to the delay in the adoption of the Core Strategy and SADPD, we suggest 
that the LPR should address the housing requirement across all tiers of settlements now due to the levels of housing need 
identified, rather than wait for a review of the SADPD. 
In conclusion, we consider that the housing requirements for the Local Service Centres and Large Villages should be higher; it is 
not appropriate for these mid-tier settlements to be grouped with small villages as they benefit from a far greater level of services 
and facilities and are therefore more able to receive and benefit from sustainable growth. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 



within. 
 

 
Marlborough, Pewsey or Royal Wootton Bassett Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Whilst it is welcomed that guidance will be prepared by the Council to support Towns and Parishes on the 
selection of the most appropriate sites for development, there does not appear to be a policy requirement for 
these needs to be met. Additionally, a s 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1. Land at Swan Road, Pewsey 
Site Context 
The site is located at the south western fringe of Pewsey, approximately 800m from the village centre.  
The site area extends to approximately 71.78 acres (29.05 hectares). 
The site is bound to the south by the A345 (Salisbury Road) which also provides one of the accesses to the site. The site is 
bound to the east by Swan Road (again with accesses) and to the north by the existing residential development off “The 
Crescent”, to the north west by further agricultural land and to the west by a sewage treatment works and Salisbury Road 
Business Park. The site comprises greenfield agricultural land that is bisected by a number of mature hedgerows and mature 
trees. 
The topography of the site gradually slopes from the site’s northern and southern boundaries, forming a shallow valley towards 
the River Avon, which runs east to west across the centre of the site. A mature tree belt runs alongside the meadows which 
transect the site. 
Site Characteristics 



The site’s characteristics, together with key constraints and opportunities, are summarised below. For more detail, please see the 
enclosed Vision Document for the site included with this submission. 
Highways and Access 
An initial access appraisal has been undertaken to review the opportunities available for access to the land. In addition to the 
three existing access points, access to the site can also be achieved via points onto Swan Road to the east of the site and the 
A345 Salisbury Road to the south of the site. A further access point could also be provided on Swan Road opposite the existing 
petrol station. 
In terms of connectivity, there are existing local pedestrian routes which connect the site to the village centre and Pewsey 
Railway Station. Pedestrian or cycle links could be provided to the north towards the village centre to connect to existing public 
rights of way. It is proposed that the existing public right of way along the northern boundary would be retained within the 
development and the possibility of improvements would be explored. 
There are also bus stops close to the site on Swan Road and Salisbury Road which offer regular peak and off-peak services to 
Swindon, Marlborough and Salisbury. 
Ecology 
The site is not covered by any international or national statutory designations. However, within 10km of the site, there are three 
internationally important designated sites, namely Pewsey Downs Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Salisbury Plain SAC/ 
SPA and the River Avon SAC. Any potential impacts on these sites would be considered through the planning application 
process and if required, mitigation would form part of the proposal. 
Archaeology / Heritage 
The site does not contain any designated heritage assets, such as scheduled monuments or listed buildings. As a result, there 
are no ‘in principle’ archaeological or heritage constraints to the future development of the site.  
There are a number of listed buildings situated within 1km of the site with several located along Church Street, c 150m east of the 
site, surrounding the Grade I listed Church of St John the Baptist. The vast majority of these listed buildings fall within the 
Pewsey Conservation Area, which lies immediately east of the site, beyond Swan Road. 
There are no world heritage sites, scheduled monuments, registered parks and gardens or registered 
battlefields within 1km of the site. 
Landscape 
The site is located within the North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). There are no other designations 
that lie adjacent to or within any part of the site. The White Horse Trail promoted route runs east, south and west of the site within 
a 2km radius and the Open Access Land upon Pewsey Hill’s northern slopes contains the cultural attraction of the Pewsey White 
Horse. 
The site is located within the ‘Vale of Pewsey’ Landscape Character Area. The Vale of Pewsey Landscape 



Character Assessment determines that the Vale of Pewsey is generally attractive countryside with a strong agrarian character 
based on its good soils and sheltered position. 
The proposal involves a mixture of high-quality design and landscaping. The settlement boundary could also be enhanced by 
high quality development and impacts on the significant views into the site can be mitigated by suitable landscape buffers. 
 Conclusion and Summary 
These representations and the attached Vision Document demonstrate the potential that land at Swan Road, Pewsey has to offer 
in providing a new residential neighbourhood within walking distance of the town, that can deliver up to 400 dwellings in a 
landscaped setting, including a mix of market and affordable housing. The development proposals respond positively to the site’s 
surroundings by creating a new linear park along the River Avon connecting into the existing public rights of way network, 
releasing a significant usable open space for leisure and recreation whilst retaining and enhancing the site’s biodiversity. 
We are pleased to have had the opportunity to comment on this stage of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review. We trust that the 
information provided assists the Council with its ongoing work as part of the LPR process. However, please do not hesitate to 
contact me should you have any queries. We look forward to further and continued dialogue with the Council regarding 
development options at the Land at Swan Road, Pewsey and would welcome the opportunity to meet with the Council to discuss 
our proposals in more detail. We look forward to arranging this meeting in due course. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Whilst it is encouraging to see the Council has dedicated a detailed document to ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ the strategy 
and approach set out within that document identifies a limited range of circumstances in which new housing can come forward in 
suc 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
As set out above, Edenstone is concerned that the ESS is seeking to continue to direct growth toward the Principal Settlements 
and Market Towns as the current WCS does. However, the majority of those settlements have already received a significant 
amount of growth and there are existing allocations within the WCS that are yet to come to fruition that continue to be identified 
as part of the ESS. It is considered that by replicating the WCS strategy this is likely to impact on the Council’s ability to maintain 



a five year housing land supply in the future but also stifles development in the more rural areas, such as the Large Villages, 
hampering their vitality and sustainability as well as potentially worsening the affordability issues experienced in these areas. The 
Local Plan Review presents an important opportunity for the Council to reconsider its spatial strategy and take a ‘plan-led’ 
approach to potential growth in the rural communities. Planning for some level of growth in appropriate rural villages and 
settlements, in addition to encouraging the preparation of Neighbourhood Plans, will play a critical role in making sure that the 
long-term vitality vibrancy and overall sustainability of Wiltshire’s rural communities is maintained and secured for the future. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural326 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Woolley & Wallis 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The strategy to protect the countryside is supported as a matter of principle, but this should not be applied as an overriding 
justification for constraining or frustrating the achievement of wider opportunities for sustainable levels of development.  Whe 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Land at Lover - Land  controlled  by  my  client  is  referenced  within  this  consultation  response  to  demonstrate  potential  for 
suitable patterns of development to be achieved at Lover, as part of the wider strategy of housing delivery to support the role and 
function of neighbouring higher tier rural settlements.It  should  be  made  clear  that  the  land  identified  within  these  
representations  is  defined  by  existing  field boundaries and provides a wider land area than would be anticipated to be suitable 
for development.  The opportunity exists from within the two land parcels identified, to achieve modest levels of growth at Lover, 
principally focused on the continuation of the dominant characteristic of road frontage development along the Old School Lane 



and Besomer Drove. This would provide for a sensitive and appropriate development quantum that reinforces the general 
character of the existing settlement, and in doing so, supporting development needs of neighbouring higher tier rural settlements.  
Whilst we understand that the proposed Spatial Strategy does not look to allocate specific sites below the Market  Town  level,  
the  information  set  out  within  these  representations  is  intended  to  demonstrate  that suitable opportunities do exist at small 
rural settlements, which can support the role of adjacent villages asexplained within our representations. Summary and 
Conclusions: We support the emphasis in the consultation document that seeks to provide framework for the rural areas in order 
to bring forward development that supports the role of Local Service Centres and Large Villages.     
Below this level, the smaller rural settlements across the county are not identified to accommodate any specific levels  of  growth,  
other  than  appropriate  and  limited  infill  development  as  part  of  the  overall  rural  areas ‘Elsewhere’housing figure.We  are  
concerned  that  the  general  approach  to  housing  outside  of  the  main  settlements  of  Wiltshire  is determined by the 
starting assumption that levels of development should be constrained in order to protect the countryside.  Whilst we support 
appropriate policies that protect and enhance the countryside, to assert that harm to the countryside is an automatic 
consequence of growth, fails to take a proper and detailed review of development opportunities within the rural areas.We also 
consider in our representations the approach to rural communities and the delivery of the indicative housing requirements for 
Local Service Centres and Large Villages.  In this regard, we explain that in some circumstances,  the  physical  relationship  and  
connectivity  between  smaller  villages  provides  genuine opportunities for future development requirements to be provided 
within this group of settlements.  In doing so, supporting the role and function of the higher tier settlement.  In this contextwe 
highlight how the small rural settlement of Lover, due to its close proximity and physical relationship to the Morgan’s 
Vale/Woodfalls ‘large village’, has the potential to contribute to the future housing delivery and in doing so support the role and 
function of Morgan’s Vale/Woodfalls.Such opportunities are not considered in the rural communities paper.  We urge the Counci l 
to assess the opportunities that exist for rural settlements to support each other in the delivery of sustainable patterns of 
development.Blanket restrictions applied to small rural locations, based on the assumption that growth is harmful to the 
countryside, frustrates the ability of suitable development opportunities at such settlements, including those that would support 
the role of neighbouring higher tier rural settlements. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural327 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Little Somerford Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
These houses should remain affordable and not be able to be extended. Development in a village should be kept to a minimum in 
line with facilities available ie school, shops, transport. Parish Councils should be allowed to determine the need. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
It appears that there is building everywhere – the countryside is being covered with concrete and tarmac at an incredible rate. 
LSPC believes that housing is being forced on areas, local people’s voices are not being heard. The large houses that are bu ilt 
are not for local people as the people working locally cannot afford these houses. Brownfield sites are not being pursued as the 



best option and towns regenerated using shops that are empty for housing. The housing has little or no gardens for people to get 
outside and improve their mental health. Small villages should remain so, and infill kept to a minimum in keeping with the village 
design. Urban sprawl should be discouraged. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The approach seems to be outdated now we have had Covid 19 & Brexit.  The plan appears to say that for  a small village there 
are no building needs except in many circumstance.. If neighbourhood plans are being ignored or small villages do not have them 
t 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
The local evidence would be “Local need” for genuine local people who work locally and are generally on low wages and what 
the need is around this.  
Development should meet the needs of the local community, not being dictated by Government policy. Neighbo 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 



 
The whole housing requirement should be recalculated. After Covid 19 and Brexit how do you know what effect this has had on 
people being able to afford their own homes. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Village design, capacity and infrastructure have to be paramount in any local development assessment, alongside the 
requirement for affordable housing for local working low income people. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural328 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Cotswolds Conservation 
Board 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 328 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
The Cotswolds Conservation Board acknowledges that a target of 40% affordable homes is an improvement on the 30% target 
that is currently required in some parts of Wiltshire. However, in the AONBs, we would encourage Wiltshire Council to consider 
setting 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



The Cotswolds Conservation Board supports the criteria specified for rural exception sites as these criteria reflects most of the 
principles that the Board advocates for such sites. 
We are pleased to see that the policy sets a maximum of 25% market housing on rural exception sites. This should help to avoid 
the scenario that has arisen in other parts of the Cotswolds National Landscape where such sites have provided up to 49% 
market housing, which we consider to be completely inappropriate. 
It would be helpful if the policy explicitly stated that the starting point, when considering such sites, should be 100% affordable. 
This would help to reinforce the primary purpose of such sites. 
We are also pleased to see the criteria relating to the size of rural exception sites (i.e. 20 dwellings or fewer and no greater than 
5% of the size of the settlement) – we consider this to be an appropriate interpretation of the requirement for such sites to be 
‘small’. 
It would be helpful if this requirement was expanded to state: 

 (i) 20 dwellings or fewer and (ii) no greater than 5% of the size of the settlement or no greater than 5% of the number of 
dwellings in the settlement, whichever is less. 
This will help to set a limit on the number of dwellings, in addition to the limit on the size of the scheme. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
no comment 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
no comment 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 



 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The Cotswolds Conservation Board considers that the four bullet points, which set out the way in which housing requirements for 
Local Service Centres and Large Villages, will be met are appropriate. 
We also support the general presumption against housing 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
see RURAL328 for footnote refs 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural329 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Persimmon Homes 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 329 B; RURAL 329 C 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Rural Exceptions Sites and Community Led Housing Policy 
56. The Rural Communities Paper sets out a revised policy wording for adopted Core Policy 44 relating to Rural Exceptions Sites 
and Community Led Housing. With regards to Community Led Housing, the p 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Housing Requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area Policy 



57. The Rural Communities Paper also sets out a new policy on the Council’s approach to the delivery housing growth at Local 
Service Centres and Large Villages. The policy states that Site Allocations will generally be made through Neighbourhood Plan 
but, where this is not the case, it may be necessary for the Council to allocate sites (potentially as part of a Site Allocations Plan). 
The Council should be cautious about placing too much reliance on the delivery of new sites through neighbourhood plans. There 
is considerable uncertainty as to whether neighbourhood plans will be progressed / reviewed (the Downton Road Neighbourhood 
Plan is a case in point), and even where Plans are reviewed, there is not a requirement in national policy for new housing to be 
included within the scope of a plan. The Policy is also non-committal in terms of whether a Site Allocations Plan will be produced 
to identify new allocations where a Neighbourhood Plan have failed to do so. Indeed a Site Allocations Plan is not timetable 
within the LDS. As stated above, particularly with regards to Downton where there is considerable uncertainty as to whether a 
Neighbourhood Plan will be reviewed, the Council should look to proactively allocated sites now in the Local Plan Review. The 
Council should clearly sets out whether or not if intends on producing a Site Allocations Plan and this timetable confirmed in an 
updated LDS. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Salisbury 
 



 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
RURAL COMMUNITIES 
49. The Council has published an Empowering Rural Communities report which sets out the number of new homes to be 
delivered in ‘Local Service Centres’, ‘Large Villages’ and ‘Elsewhere’ (i.e. those settlement outside of the tier one and t 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural330 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sedgehill and Semley 
Parish Council (SSPC) 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
This seems like an appropriate target, but new schemes of 5 houses or more should only be considered against wider climate 
and bio-diversity targets (The figure shouldn’t be a legal measurement). It would be useful to have a definition of ‘affordable hous 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
The essential requirements set out in the Revised Core Policy 44 for Rural Exception Sites appear to provide good safeguards to 
ensure that development is confined to meeting affordable housing that matches “evidenced” local need AND is supported by the 
local community. Before the Local Plan is revised in 2023, WC should work with PCs to define settlement (including hamlets and 



business sites) boundaries. The 100m buffer may be too much for small villages. The cross subsidiary of 25% open market 
housing for rural exception sites and 50% cross subsidiary of open market value for Community-led Housing may encourage 
speculative development and is counterproductive. In Local Service Centres and Large Villages there is an allocation for open 
market value housing in the proposed new Local Plan. In small villages (Sedgehill and Semley) and other rural areas the 
exception criteria of permitting the building of agricultural dwellings for agricultural workers, conversion of redundant agricultural 
buildings and modest infill (1-2 houses) in small villages where there is an identified local need already gives the required local 
flexibility for communities to respond to a local identified need. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Restricting the permissive rights to extend new affordable houses in rural areas appears to be a positive approach to maintain the 
housing stock of smaller homes to meet local need. It would seem to be difficult and perhaps undesirable to apply these rest 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
SSPC conducted a Local Housing Needs Survey in 2018 and this indicated that there was no desire to have extra housing built in 
the small parish of S&S. How often should these surveys be conducted? We suggest every 5 years or more frequently if the local 
P 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 



 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The parish of Sedgehill and Semley contains a Small Village(as defined by WC)and many small hamletsin SW Wiltshire. This 
indicates a development figure of 1-2 houses for infillas stated above. We feel that all future developments, whether in LSCs or 
LVs, should be compliant with the county’s 2030 carbon neutral policy (improving the climate and bio-diversity needs). Housing 
developments should only be completed if sustainable public transport, employment and amenities are in place to support the 
increase in population. 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Rural communities must be empowered (with legal support from WC) to protect and manage all developments within their 
boundaries in close cooperation with the County Planning Office. Noting that WC needs to build 45,600 new homes by 2036, we 
feel that most of these should be on brownfield sites or within clearly defined (agreed) town and village (settlement) boundaries. 
In the Salisbury area the 20-year target for smaller villages is 590 homes. We feel that these should be built in villages that are 
already supported with public transport. We would expect Salisbury Planners to consult early with all small villages BEFORE 
deciding where the 590 homes will be built (covered in the revised Local Plan 2023). 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural331 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Bradford on Avon, Trowbridge, Warminster or Westbury Community Area 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I have studied the local plan for this village with great interest. My main observation is that all building plans should be referenced 
to issues of global warming and Wiltshire County's plans for zero emissions. 
Building in any village will inevitably create more traffic and therefore more emissions. Homeowners will have to travel to places 
of work when this one more able to do so. Steeple Ashton has no school and although there is a school bus provided many 
parents choose to transport their own children. I would suggest that the number of houses be limited and all planning permissions 
should ensure each dwelling has some form of alternative energy to have minimum impact on the environment. 
I have seen the comments made on behalf of the Friend's of Steeple Ashton and would endorse them. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural332 
 

 
Consultee code: Statutory Body 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Natural England 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 332 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Revised Core Policy 44 
iv. Suggest bolstering, ‘development will not negatively impact upon national and international biodiversity and landscape 
designations’. Rural exception sites should also provide net gains for biodiversity and where adverse impacts on landscape 



designations are unavoidable then appropriate compensation measures that will help deliver the objectives of the AONB 
management plan should be sought. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural333 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
Yes – I think as a target this works, whilst there is still an evidence for needing to increase the number of affordable homes. 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Yes – it is worth looking into.  A sensitive issue no doubt – but if one of the reasons for such a shortage of affordable housing is 
the scale of permitted development then it might be in the wider public interest to find ways of managing permitted develo 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
The Baseline indicative housing development for the villages of Shaw and of Whitey in the Chippenham HMA seems 
unsustainable.  I don’t understand from the info presented how a figure of 95 can be justified.  As a local resident I think this 
would be unsusAs above.  We need to be really careful in development large villages that we maintain rural villages as separate 
and sustainable communities.  Setting too ambitious development figures, especially in large villages that are close to other large 
village a 
 

 



If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural334 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Bromham Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Calne, Chippenham, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury or Melksham Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Bromham Parish Council has considered the proposal for the Wiltshire Council Local Plan dated January 2021 
  
We believe that the figure for the number of houses allocated to the Bromham settlement is too high and suggest a figure of 60 
for the period 2016 to 2036 
This is also reinforced by the draft Neighbourhood plan currently in consultation for Bromham 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural335 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Swallowcliffe Parish Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 335 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
Swallowcliffe Parish Council supports the general tenor of the document regarding housing development in smaller villages and 
rural areas. In particular it supports para 39 that "there is a general presumption against speculative development outside earma 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural336 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): PlanningSphere Limited 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): [NAME REDACTED], [NAME 
REDACTED], [NAME REDACTED] and [NAME REDACTED] Ltd. 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 336 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
1.0 Introduction 
1.1 PlanningSphere have been instructed to make representations to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review (Regulation 18) on behalf 
of the owners of the subject site, [NAME REDACTED], [NAME REDACTED] and [NAME REDACTED]. The subject site lies to the 
south west of Petticoat Lane, Dilton Marsh and is on the Site Location Plan shown at Appendix A. 



1.2 The technical delivery of the site has been established through preliminary technical assessments in respect of access, and 
other high-level assessments following the identification of the site constraints. 
1.3 This representation contends that in order to meet the required plan making test of ‘soundness’ and maintain mixed-tenure 
housing delivery in the Trowbridge Housing Market Area over the plan period to 2036, it will be necessary for the Council to 
consider the allocation of the subject site in the Local Plan Review. 
1.4 We would welcome an opportunity to discuss the evolution of more detailed technical evidence and the promotion of the site 
through success stages of the Local Plan Review plan making process with representatives of the Council’s Spatial Planning 
Team in due course. 
2.0 Relevant Background Information 
(i) Site Description and Context 
2.1 The subject site extends to 0.98ha and is located within the village of Dilton Marsh albeit outside the defined village 
settlement boundary. The site is bounded by existing residential dwellings to the east and north, and western boundary adjoins 
the Dilton Marsh Social Club. Open countryside lies to the south. The site boundary is shown in the Site Location Plan at 
Appendix A. [see attachment RURAL337 for appendices] 
2.2 The site lies within a relatively central location of a large village, which benefits regular bus and several daily train services 
(Dilton Marsh Train Halt). The village offers a good range of services and facilities, including a post office, shop and primary 
school. Further services and facilities (including a secondary school) can be found in the nearby market town of Westbury. The 
town boundary falls within 300m of the Village. In addition to the employment opportunities offered by the town and the large 
trading estates on its perimeter, Westbury mainline railway station provides commuting opportunities with regular direct services 
to Bath, Bristol and London. Despite its village location, the subject site therefore benefits from good levels of non-car 
accessibility. 
2.3 The site is relatively flat and is reasonably well contained from longer range views by residential properties, the Social Club 
and a mature tree belt on its southern boundary. 
2.4 No listed buildings lie proximate to the site. 
2.5 The site lies within Flood Risk Zone 1 on the EA’s Flood Map for Planning. 
(ii) Existing Lawful Use and Planning history 
2.6 The site is currently in residential use as a single dwelling. There is no relevant planning history on the Council’s 
(iii) Existing planning policy context 
2.7 The Development Plan for the site comprises: 
• Wiltshire Core Strategy (adopted January 2015); 
• Wilshire Housing Site Allocation Plan (adopted February 2020). 



2.8 The subject site lies within the ‘Large Village’ of Dilton Marsh. The site sits within and just beyond the defined settlement 
limits of the village. 
2.9 Following designation of a neighbourhood planning area in 2018, and establishment of a Steering Group, there has been no 
further progress. 
2.10 An extract from the Wiltshire Core Strategy proposals map is shown in Figure 1 below: [see attachment RURAL337 for 
figure] 
Fig 1. Extract from the Warminster Wiltshire Core Strategy proposals map. The subject site is lies within the red circle. The site is 
not subject to any landscape or other restricted designations. 
[see attachment RURAL337 for figure] Fig 2. Extract from the existing settlement boundary from the Local Plan proposal map –
NB.the subject site lies partially within the existing settlement boundary. 
(iv) Promotion history 
2.11 The site has not been previously promoted but a SHELAA reference was set up in September 2019 (Ref: 3665). 
3.0 Suitability of the Site for Mixed-Use Tenure Housing Allocation 
(i) Legal ownership and delivery. 
3.1 The freehold interest of the subject site is owned by four parties: [NAME REDACTED], [NAME REDACTED], [NAME 
REDACTED] Ltd, and [NAME REDACTED]. In the event that an allocation is secured, the landowner will seek to partner with a 
local SME developer to deliver the site. It is anticipated that the site could be delivered early in the plan period. 
(ii) Development Parameters 
3.2 The Parameter Plan at Appendix B and extracted in Figure 3 [see attachment RURAL337 for figure] below identifies the 
potential developable area of the subject site. On this basis we consider that the site has potential to accommodate up to c.25 
dwellings and public open space following the demolition of the existing dwelling. 
Fig 3. Extract from the Proposed Parameter Plan 
3.3 Key points to note in respect of the proposed parameter are summarised below:  
• Access: vehicular access can be formed from Petticoat Lane as described in the accompanying Transport Technical Note at 
Appendix C. 
[see attachment RURAL337 for figure] Fig 4. Extract from the Transport Technical showing the geometrical layout of the 
proposed access to the site. 
• Landscape / Ecology: the site is not prominent in the wider landscape. A perimeter landscape buffer will be proposed to provide 
screening and wildlife corridors. It is considered that it will be possible to deliver mandatory 10% biodiversity net gain on site in 
accordance with the provisions of the Environment Bill, when enacted. 
• Drainage Strategy: foul drainage will connect to existing mains surveys. A scheme of surface water attenuation will be design 
into a combined green and blue infrastructure proposal for the site. 



3.4 Noting that the subject site has not been assessed as part of the Site Selection Report for Westbury, as this was only 
undertaken in principal settlements and market towns, we  have undertaken our own preliminary assessment using the same 
traffic light assessment, as summarised in the table below: [see attachment RURAL337 for table] 
WC Traffic Light 
Assessment 
PlanningSphere Assessment 
Accessibility The site is situated in a highly accessible location with good noncar access to a wide range of village services and 
amenities, and public transport accessibility to nearby towns and beyond (Bath, Bristol and London) 
Flood Risk The site is located in Flood Zone 1 on the Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning. The site is proposed for low 
density development with sufficient space for onsite surface water attenuation. 
Heritage The site does not have a sensitive historic context and low archaeological potential. 
Landscape The site is not subject to any AONB or local landscape designations. The site is primarily bounded by built 
development and a mature tree boundary to the south. Where there is a more open boundary on the west of the site, the existing 
narrow strip open field/landscape is bounded by built development of the village. There is scope for significant new screening 
where required to mitigate the impact of new built development. 
Traffic The Transport Technical Note at Appendix C confirms that it will be possible to form a point of vehicular access from 
Petticoat Lane. 
(iii) Further work 
3.5 In the event the site is considered by Wiltshire Council for allocation, the landowner would undertake the following work to 
evolve a technical evidence base: 
• Infiltration testing and drainage design 
• Detailed access design and traffic surveys 
• In-season ecology surveys 
• Landscape appraisal 
3.6 Proposals will then be formulated and tested through a pre-application enquiry, which would feedback into the evidence base 
for the site. 
5.1 In strategic planning terms, we are concerned that the growth distribution strategy set out in the Regulation 18 consultation 
draft is too weighted towards large scale complexsites adjacent to principal settlements. Having regard to societal and 
technological changes that have been accelerated by the covid-pandemic, we advocate a more decentralised strategy to meet 
the growth requirement with more development distributed to market towns and rural areas. Such an approach would enable the 
SME housing building sector to play a greater role in the delivery of the housing requirement, which would ensure a more diverse 



and even supply of new housing over plan period. SME developers also tend to deliver housing at a higher build and design 
quality than volume home builders, as has been shown in consumer satisfaction surveys. 
5.2 In summary, the allocation of the subject site would deliver the following benefits: 
• A site suitable for delivery of circa 25 homes by an SME home builder and viable to deliver a 30% element of affordable housing 
provision. 
• A safe and suitable vehicular access solution from Petticoat Lane. 
• The ability to mitigate the impact of development on wider landscape through new planting. 
• The ability to address ecological constraints and deliver a biodiversity net gain on site. 
• Development on land located in Flood Zone 1 and the ability to attenuate surface water on site. 
• Provision of publicly accessible open space. 
5.3 Given we have demonstrated that the subject site is suitable and technically deliverable, we request the Council revises its 
spatial strategy, and acts proactively to plan for housing need at Large Villages and allocates site 3665 for approximately 25 No. 
dwellings and associated public open space. 
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2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Preshute generally support this document. We appreciate that overall, the Local Plan Review concentrates on planning for 
housing and new employment for the period 2016 to 2036. Quite naturally, the document Empowering Local Communities 
concentrates on large villages and service centres in the rural areas, and focuses on meeting local housing needs in those larger 
rural settlements. However, it says very little, if anything, about rural areas that do not contain large villages or service centres. 
There is also very little about areas designated as AONB, or the need to protect the landscape and environment. In the AONB 
this is of national importance and serves also to avoid urban sprawl or sporadic development. 
Core Policy 44 - The document sets out a Revised Core Policy 44 which addresses Rural Exception sites for housing and 
Community led housing. The revised policy only appears to apply in ‘rural settlements'. We have no comment on this policy. 



Core Policy 48 - We would suggest that the Empowering Local Communities document also makes reference to Core Policy 48, 
which allows for very small numbers of local needs affordable housing in suitable locations in rural areas outside actual 
settlements. This level of local development can be essential to support agriculture and other rural businesses. By supporting 
these local and essential enterprises they will in fact add to sustainable rural areas. The document could also draw attention to 
the provisions in Core Policy 48 regarding re-use of agricultural buildings. The policy could also refer to the benefits of conversion 
and re-use of existing buildings in retaining historic structures and reflecting historic patterns of settlement etc. The criteria as to 
what constitutes conversion however looks too onerous to apply to many buildings and structures that may otherwise be lost. 
Derelict unused buildings do harm to the landscape, attract fly tipping and can be dangerous. A more generous or flexible 
definition of what constitutes re-use or conversion would have benefits and would still have limited, but important applicability; 
Core Policy 48 does not address the need for, or benefits of, rural employment in new buildings either which can be a source of 
important local jobs. 
We therefore request some amendments to Core Policy 48: 
-to specify a number, perhaps up to 6, of new build houses to meet local needs for affordable housing in a rural parish.  
-to amend the policy allowing conversion or re-use of existing rural buildings to make the criteria less onerous in order to facilitate 
re-use of more redundant buildings, and 
-to add a provision supporting new build local employment buildings in rural areas in suitable locations and to include criteria 
about size of buildings, location and need for the applicant to demonstrate the benefits of locating in the specific local area. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Empowering Local Communities 
14. Whilst it is noted that there is a focus on empowering rural communities and neighbourhood planning, that focus does not 
extend to supporting explicitly the guidance in NPPF 172 that development within AONBs should be limited, or the guidance in 
the Planning Practice Guidance paragraph 041 of the landscape section of the Natural Environment chapter that within AONBs 
policies for protecting these areas may mean that it is not possible to meet objectively assessed needs for development in full 
through the plan making process. It would also be helpful to both developers and local communities to remind them of the other 
emphasis in that Planning Practice Guidance that all development in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will need to be located 
and designed in a way that reflects their status as landscapes of the highest quality. 



15. The explanations of how the housing numbers have been arrived at are appreciated. It does, however, read as though 
neighbourhood planning is more than a bit open ended regarding the allocation of housing sites, especially in relation to rural 
areas. The experience of this AONB, in another LPA, is that protection by a settlement boundary is relatively worthless as the 
neighbourhood planning process simply expands the boundary to accommodate development sites, in one case to allocate 600 
dwellings! This AONB does, therefore, strongly advise that compliance with the Local Plan is robustly adhered to. 
16. CCAONB welcomes the approach to simplifying the housing provision situation in villages. However, it still seems quite 
complex for a local community to appreciate the different approaches. This AONB recommends there should be greater 
emphasis on local need because the numbers of houses being built seem to be significantly greater than the local people seeking 
housing. 
17. The proposal to seek 40% affordable housing is welcomed, along with the proposal to operate the threshold of 5. However, 
NPPF 63 refers to ‘a lower threshold of 5 units or fewer’ whereas paragraph 18 of your ELC document states ‘more than 5 
dwellings where possible’. That does not seem quite as robust as it should be. 
18. This AONB recognises the situation described whereby extensions to small dwellings create large houses, and replacement 
small houses for first homes or down-sizing are not provided. It does, therefore, support in principle the revised Core Policy 44. 
However, it is very concerned that whilst there could be limit on the size of individual projects there is currently no limit on the 
number of projects in a locality. There is also potentially a bit of a ‘Catch 22’ if all of a project is affordable housing they are 
clumped together rather than following the acknowledged social principle of being a percentage distributed more or less evenly 
throughout a development. Conversely, allowing more than a few market dwellings risks the revised policy being misused. 
19. The experience of CCAONB is that communities, and especially their Neighbourhood Plan groups and Parish Councils, get 
very frustrated when told that only two years after their plan has been ‘made’ it carries little weight in planning decisions, 
especially opposing development on unallocated sites. In view of all the community effort invested in preparing a Neighbourhood 
Plan, and the focus Wiltshire Council is giving to NPs in this Local Plan Review consultation, this AONB strongly advises that 
Wiltshire Council gives full weight to NPs for at least 5 years. 
20. The experience with strategic allocations [600 dwellings] being made via a Neighbourhood Plan makes this AONB 
Partnership very cautious about the apparent ‘free for all’ being offered to neighbourhood groups in this Local Plan Review [para 
42]. Our advice is that compliance with the Local Plan should be a top priority. 
21. The focus on community led development seems open to interpretation, with numbers in small villages being promoted way 
beyond the ‘residual’ figures set out in the tables on pages 19-21. As mentioned above, there are 4 Local Service Centres on the 
edge of, or within, this AONB. Within Wiltshire, CCAONB falls in both the Trowbridge and Salisbury Housing Market Areas. 11 
villages are identified in the category of ‘large villages’ that are within or adjoin this AONB, namely Codford, Corsley, Heytesbury 
and Sutton Veny in the Trowbridge HMA, and Broad Chalke, Coombe Bissett, Dinton, Fovant, Great Wishford, Hindon, and 
Ludwell in the Salisbury HMA. The ‘residual’ dwellings of 290 seem quite significant for an area nationally designated to conserve 



and enhance natural beauty. I see that the annual build in each of those villages for the period to 2036 is indicated as being 
between 1.3 and 1.5 buildings per annum. The big concern is, of course, how the figures can be kept down to those levels to 
protect the designated landscapes. 
22. I have not noticed a single reference to the location of housing being related to landscape character or the ability of the local 
landscape to absorb development. Paragraph 037 of the landscape section of the natural environment chapter of the PPG 
advises on Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Assessments as well as Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments in these 
situations. In a County with such a range of sensitive landscape these methodologies should be embedded in the processes of 
site selection and development design. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
In responding we make the assumption that the definition applied to affordable homes is the standard government definition: 
Affordable housing is social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing, provided to eligible households whose needs are 
no 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



The revised Core Policy 44 provides a good basis for the provision of Community Led Housing and designating Rural Exception 
Sites. One element of concern is bullet iii ‘The proposal is within, adjoining or well related to the existing settlement without 
reliance on travel by car’. How will ‘adjoining or well related to’ be defined? This requires greater clarity. We support the ‘without 
reliance on travel by car’ requirement but suspect this is largely impossible for many rural communities given the poor public 
transport links. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
Simplifying and standardising the approach to assessing planning proposals for rural communities would be helpful as long as 
standards are maintained, and these are applied consistently. Should it be decided to apply restrictions on the expansion of small 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 



The only large village within the parish of Calne Without designated for further development is Derry Hill and Studley. We have 
already commented on the allocation of some 80 dwellings and the incorrect premise on which this allocation has been made. A 
mi 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Neighbourhood Planning 
We note that smaller village communities will be encouraged to identify their specific local housing requirements when preparing 
a Neighbourhood Plan (NP) and where a NP is not being prepared the Council has the option of allocating sites through a review 
of the Local Plan. 
We note and welcome the Council’s commitment to produce guidance for NP communities on site selection and framing 
proposals within their Plans that will help to ensure the historic environment is appropriately considered. Historic England would 
welcome the opportunity to help in the preparation of such clear and effective advice. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Winterslow has been highlighted for a significant number of houses. The roads in the village are already treacherous, with narrow 
pinch points and no pavements. Building a lot of houses right in the middle of the village would cause significant problems on the 
village road. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
5.4 Whilst some new rural residential development may be suitable to accommodate 40% affordable housing, others may not 
be and therefore we do not suggest that this approach is applied to all rural housing sites. Instead, the Council should set a target 
o 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 



5.7 Whilst we support the protection of the countryside and agree that affordable housing should be one of the reasons for 
allowing development in such locations, we do not agree that it should be the ‘primary purpose’ as set out in Revised Core Policy 
44. We believe the policy should be worded as follows: 
“At rural settlements, development proposals will be supported where their primary purpose is to provide both market and 
affordable housing to meet identified local needs, provided:…” 
5.8 This amendment reflects the Council’s requirement to provide the appropriate number, type, size and tenure of housing to 
meet the objectively assessed need. 
5.9 We also believe some amendments should be made to the criteria set out in Revised Core Policy 44. Criterion iii. requires 
proposals to be within, adjoining or well related to the existing settlement without reliance on travel by private car. Whilst we 
support that proposals should be well-related to existing settlements to reduce the reliance on a private car, the Council must 
acknowledge that in a rural district, opportunities which do not rely on a private car for a key mode of transport are limited. 
Therefore, this criterion should be reworded to reflect this and should aim to ‘reduce’ the reliance on private car, not eliminate the 
reliance entirely. 
5.10 In addition to the criteria set out in Revised Core Policy 44, we believe that the Council should include a criterion which 
requires efficient use of land, and where possible prioritising the redevelopment of farmsteads and agricultural buildings in, 
adjacent or well-related to existing settlements. Longford Estates have several sites which are redundant barns, farm buildings 
and dairy’s in rural locations which are in sustainable locations would provide suitable ‘rural exception sites’ for development. 
These should be considered for allocation in Neighbourhood Plans in accordance with the housing requirements for designated 
neighbourhood areas set out in the Local Plan Review. Such a strategy is in accordance with the paragraph 65 of the NPPF 
which requires strategic policies to set out a housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas. The sites could also come 
forward as small-scale windfall sites which appears to have been the historic strategy in the district. 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 



 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
5.11 We largely agree with the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large Villages set out in page 9 of the 
Empowering Rural Communities Consultation Document as they are based on a methodology which considers 6 factors set out 
in Appendix 1 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
5.0 Response to Empowering Rural Communities 
5.1 Whilst we encourage Neighbourhood Plans to allocate homes to emphasise a ‘bottom-up’ approach, we encourage the 
Council to ensure that new homes which are being allocated and built in rural areas are sufficient to meet local needs. 
5.2 A Rural Housing Needs Survey will appropriately assess the local housing need and inform the Neighbourhood Plan 
accordingly. We therefore encourage these to be undertaken to establish the size, type and tenure of homes which are needed to 
meet housing requirements in different rural locations. 
5.3 We would like to highlight the lack of provision currently made for rural worker dwellings in the Empowering Rural 
Communities Consultation Document. Given Wiltshire is a largely rural district, we would expect there to be a Local Plan Policy 
which allows for rural worker dwellings. Such provision should include dwellings for agricultural, forestry and rural estates workers 
where it is a need for workers to live at, or close to, their site of work. Policies for rural worker dwellings are common and are 
included in nearby Local Plan’s such as the New Forest District Local Plan and the South Down National Park Local Plan. 
 



 
Rep ID: Rural344 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Ridge and Partners LLP 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Beechcroft Land Ltd. 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
4. ASSESSMENT OF AREA AND SITE SUITABILITY FOR DEVLEOPMENT 
4.1 The following section assesses the suitability of the site ‘Land at Purton Road’ for development, demonstrating the site is a 
sustainable location for development that is achievable and available now. 
Location of Development 
4.2 The site ‘Land at Purton Road’ is located immediately west of Swindon sitting within the administrative boundary of Wiltshire 
District Council. It measures a size of approximately 3.44 hectares and comprises agricultural land which forms part of a wider 
parcel of agricultural land under the same land ownership. 
4.3 The site’s boundary to the north is not formally demarcated but all other boundaries consist of tall, dense and mature 
hedgerow. Several field boundaries within the wider parcel consist of hedgerow and tree lines. Beyond the wider parcel of the site 



lies Old Purton Road which is bound to its south eastern boundary. A railway line sits to the south-west and The River Ray sits to 
the north west. Further north is the Protected Route of the Wilts and Berks Canal and Mouldon Hill Country Park. 
4.4 More widely, the Wainhomes, Moulden View development for up to 200 dwellings is situated to the south-east of the site (ref. 
N/08/00403/OUT) and the Taylor Wimpney, West Point development at Ridgeway Farm for up to 700 dwellings is to the south-
west (10/04575/OUT). The site sits within the apex of these two developments where it has a tangibly built backdrop, making it a 
logical site for residential development to meet housing needs. 
4.5 There are a number of services and facilities that are within walking distance of the site including a Co-operative, a Morrisons, 
two primary schools, a post office, doctors’ surgery, two industrial parks, a business park and two academies. In addition, two bus 
stops lie approximately 0.6km from the site, providing frequent services to Swindon and surrounding residential areas. 
4.6 Swindon town centre is located to the south east of the site and offers a wide range of services for employment, education 
and leisure and a healthy mix of convenience and comparison retail. Swindon train station is also located in its centre, 
approximately 4.8km from the site, providing regular intercity trains to London Paddington as well as frequent services to Bristol, 
Cheltenham Spa and Cardiff. 
4.7 Given the above, the site is considered accessible to an extensive range of services, facilities and employment opportunities 
with opportunity to access these via sustainable modes of transport. Equally, with the intention that the site’s delivery will provide 
housing respective of Wiltshire’s housing need, and not Swindon, it is considered this site provides opportunity to deliver housing 
for the residents of Wiltshire whilst reducing commuter travel within the District, being in considerably close proximity to Swindon. 
Site Constraints 
4.8 The site does not comprise any statutory landscape or historic constraints and does not sit within the Green Belt. It does 
however sit within a County Wildlife Site (CWS) (a non-statutory designation) That being said, the Inspector as part of an appeal 
for residential development of the site stated: 
“I am satisfied that suitable mitigation and enhancement measures could be put in place to ensure that the quality of the 
remaining fields within the CWS would be improved, potentially returning them to priority habitat status. Such improvements are 
unlikely to be achieved by other means and would compensate sufficiently for the loos of the area where new homes would be 
built. Measures could be secured by condition through a requirement from a LEMP. Furthermore, as much of the CWS would be 
retained and enhanced connectivity with other wildlife and ecology resources would be maintained.” 
4.9 He then went onto state: 
“The ecological benefits that would arise would also, in my view, outweigh the loss of part of the CWS to development. Having 
regard to all of these matters, the ecology benefits attract significant weight, sufficient to outweigh the limited conflict with policies 
CP50 and PP4 in this case.” 
4.10 Clearly, the site’s designation as a CWS should not be seen as a constraint to development. 



4.11 Further, the site is defined as Flood Zone 1 by the Environment Agency’s mapping service and therefore is at the lowest risk 
of flooding. 
4.12 No public rights of way (PROW) run through the site, but toward the western part of the wider parcel lies a PROW (ref. 
PURT77) which links Purton to the west with Mouldon Hill Country Park to the north east. An informal footpath also runs along 
the south bank of the Canal to the north of the River Ray. 
Deliverability 
4.13 Paragraph 59 of the NPPF states “to support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is 
important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed” and “that the needs of groups with 
specific housing requirements are addressed.” 
4.14 Paragraph 67 of the NPPF states strategic policy-making authorities should have a clear understanding of the land available 
in their area through the preparation of a strategic housing and employment land availability assessment. From this, planning 
policies should identify a sufficient supply and mix of sites, taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic 
viability. Planning policies should identify a supply of:10 
a) “specific, deliverable sites for years one to five of the plan period; and 
b) Specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible for years 11-15 of the plan.” 
4.15 Annex 2 within the NPPF defines ‘deliverable’ as the following: 
“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing 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 five years.” 
4.16 The following demonstrates the deliverability of the site in its entirety as per the definition above. 
Availability 
4.17 The site comprises primarily agricultural land and is being actively promoted by a well-established land promotor on behalf 
of a single landowner. There are no known legal arrangements, complex land ownerships or significant constraints which would 
prevent the site coming forward in a timely manner. The site can, therefore, be considered to be developable and available. 
Suitable 
4.18 The site has no physical constraints that would prevent or delay development coming forward. The site is suitable and 
sustainably located for residential development with good accessibility to local services and facilities. The site is clearly a suitable 
location for residential development. 
Achievable 
4.19 The site borders the western boundary of Swindon and is close proximity to good transportation links. Allocating the site for 
development would enhance those services and facilities and would reduce the rate of out-commuting within the District. Further, 
the site can be considered achievable within a 5-10 year period. 
Concluding Comments 



4.20 Taking into account the above and the proposed site allocations at Royal Wootton Bassett, summarised at Appendix 1, it is 
considered ‘Land at Purton Road’ constitutes a suitable location for development that contains limited constraints when 
compared to the proposed site allocations. Whilst it is not the intention of this exercise to question or dispute the deliverability of 
these sites, it is reasonable to suggest that ‘Land at Purton Road’ could offer a level of development that would contribute not 
only to the Swindon HMA’s housing need but also the wider District whilst reducing the rate of out-commuter travel, a key aim of 
the adopted Core Strategy and the proposed ESS.  
4.21 As above, the site has been considered by an Inspector determining an appeal for development of 
up to 78 dwellings to be suitable and acceptable when having regard to all its technical and11 environmental considerations. The 
local plan process provides opportunity for the Council to reconsider its spatial strategy and in doing so support development 
west of Swindon which is unconstrained, such as ‘Land at Purton Road’. 
4.22 We therefore respectfully request that this site is looked upon favourably by the Council in identifying proposed site 
allocations for development to help meet the required housing need up until the plan period. 
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Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Seend Parish Council 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Firstly, we would like to comment on the Consultation Response Form. The questions asked do not flow with the “Empowering 
Rural Communities” document and it is not always clear what questions are referring to as they seem out of order. 
We have therefore decided to respond in letter form, rather than on-line survey so that we can make our comments clear. 
REVISED CORE POLICY 44 
v. The proposal consists of 20 dwellings or fewer and will be no greater than 5% of the size of the settlement. 
We strongly disagree with the proposed increase from 10 dwellings to 20 dwellings in the Rural Exception sites policy. We feel 10 
is appropriate as it is a more intimate size and allows for better integration into the community. 
NEW CORE POLICY 



Section 55.Once existing commitments and allowance for small site completions have been deducted, communities may consider 
how they meet the remainder of the homes required. They should do so on as good an understanding of local needs as possible. 
They are encouraged to carry out a local housing needs survey to inform their work. 
Seend has recently had two housing need surveys in 2016 and 2019. The current C.L.T. project accommodates most of the need 
from the 2019 survey and as it is now two years on from this survey the housing currently proposed in the C.L.T. project may not 
correlate directly to that need due to the passage of time. We are concerned that Wiltshire Council will not have the resources 
available to undertake all requests for Housing Needs Surveys from the rural communities. 
How often do Wiltshire Council plan to undertake these surveys in each Parish? 
HOUSING NUMBER ALLOCATED. 
There is a figure of 30 Houses proposed for Seend. We do not feel this is unreasonable. We already have the C.L.T. 11 houses 
in the planning process and several other individual developments to come off which will leave less than 20 over the rest of the 
plan period. 
MARKET HOUSING and the 40% affordable housing question (pages 4 & 5). 
The Council in points 17 & 18 are keen for communities to identify sites for market housing and now plan to apply 40% affordable 
housing in the policy. 
As most of the development in rural areas will be outside of settlement boundaries, all development will have to be built to fill an 
identified need and not just to fulfil numbers allocated by Wiltshire Council. 
This being the case, then Exception Sites are the tool to bring this forward . 
It will be very difficult in a community to start allocating market housing sites where everybody knows everybody and implications 
of financial gain for building development are involved. 
In rural communities the identified need for all development must come first. 
COMMUNITY NEEDS & DWELLING SIZE (page5) 
Point 24. We agree that there is a tendency for occupants to extend their dwelling size if they are unable to move up to a larger 
property in the same village and in time there is a loss of smaller dwellings. The withdrawal of permitted developments on small 
houses would be a way to stop this practice. However in terms of Open market Housing we see this as being complicated and 
could raise questions of discrimination. The only way this would work is through the control of Community Led Housing, and also 
the creation of a mixture of dwelling sizes in these schemes. When we talk of affordable housing it seems to team up with the 
word ‘small’ and this doesn’t have to be the case. 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 346 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Empowering Rural Communities 
We consider that the ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ paper downplays the importance that Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages contribute to meeting the County’s residential and employment needs and that it is a flawed approach to take for these 
higher order settlements. Indeed, some Local Service Centres such as Pewsey contain more facilities (eg train station and 
secondary education) than the Market Towns. The onus should not be placed on Neighbourhood Plans to meet the identified 
housing requirements as town and parish Councils are not equipped or, in some cases reluctant, to embrace such a challenge. 
Whilst it is welcomed that guidance will be prepared by the Council to support Towns and Parishes on the selection of the most 
appropriate sites for development, there does not appear to be a policy requirement for these needs to be met. Additionally, a 



single combined policy devalues the settlement hierarchy and does not provide a positive vision for the future of each area, 
contrary to NPPF Para 15. 
We are concerned with the ambitious blanket target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings in 
the rural area as this goes far beyond the minimum 10% requirement of NPPF Para 64 and fails to recognise the level of 
affordable housing actually required in the area. Indeed, this target may result in fewer sites coming forward for development as 
local communities may resist such levels of social housing. 
Whilst one policy reference for assessing planning proposals to meet local housing needs at rural settlements simplifies the Local 
Plan Review, it is inappropriate to consider Local Service Centres and Large Villages under the same umbrella as Small Villages 
due to their varying levels of population, facilities and services (Para 20). The NPPF Para 67 recognises the important 
contribution that small and medium sized sites can make to meeting the housing requirement of an area and it is considered that 
due to the level of housing required to be met by the ‘rest of the HMAs’ (1,435 dwellings at Large Villages in the Chippenham 
HMA), this necessitates the need for additional allocations to be made now outside the Principal Settlements and Market Towns. 
Rural Settlements, by their very nature, have limited access to public transport therefore the revised Core Policy 44 (iii) 
requirement of proposals not being reliant on travel by private car is aspirational but unfortunately considered unachievable due 
to the level of public transport provision in the rural settlements. We therefore suggest that the policy is amended to remove this 
requirement. 
Additionally, we consider that an arbitrary cap of 20 dwellings per settlement as proposed in Core Policy 44 (v) will prevent 
suitable and sustainable sites from coming on both greenfield and particularly brownfield sites where densities are likely to be 
higher if apartments are considered. This is in conflict with NPPF Para 122 in that it fails to support development that makes 
efficient use of land. This draft policy is also contrary to NPPF Para 123 in that it will encourage lower density development and 
will not ensure that developments make optimal use of the potential of each site. 
Due to the large requirement for additional dwellings in the Local Service Centres (1,070 dwellings in Salisbury HMA) and Large 
Villages (1,435 dwellings in the Chippenham HMA) detailed in the Table on Page 9, we consider that the LPR should seize the 
opportunity now to make additional housing allocations in these mid tier settlements in the form of additional allocations. Due to 
the delay in the adoption of the Core Strategy, subsequent CSAP and SADPD, we suggest that the LPR should address the 
housing requirement across all tiers of settlements now due to the levels of housing need identified rather than wait for a review 
of the SADPD. 
In conclusion, we consider that the housing requirements for the Local Service Centres and Large Villages should be higher as it 
is not appropriate for these mid-tier settlements to be grouped with small villages as they benefit from a far greater level of 
services and facilities and are therefore more able to receive sustainable growth. 
3. [NAMES REDACTED] Land in Colerne – north of C151 



Our client’s land north of C151 in Colerne is a greenfield site extending to circa 18.3 acres / 1.12 hectares. The site, which is 
predominantly flat and currently in agricultural use, is adjacent to the Rugby Club and south of the area known locally as ‘Three 
Hangars’. Further north of the site lies Colerne airfield and Azimghur Barracks beyond. It is considered that our clients land could 
be developed for employment and community buildings, providing a community work hub with meeting rooms and cafe for the 
wider community in addition to new public open space provision. However, it will be necessary for an element of housing to be 
part of any proposals for this site to enable these uses to come forward as a mixed-use scheme. 
Development north of the C151 could enhance the transport infrastructure in proximity of the site and include an active travel 
route through the site providing improved connecting links between the village and the airfield and barracks. Development in this 
location could facilitate a reduced speed limit along the C151, provide new pavements and safe pelican crossing points for 
pedestrians to the primary school and to the facilities in the village. Parking associated with the community hub could provide 
electric charging points, with further electric charging points provided throughout the residential development. 
4. [NAMES REDACTED] Land in Colerne – North of Bath Road at Paynes Field 
‘Payne’s Field’, north of Bath Road, on the western perimeter of Colerne village extends to circa 2.77 acres / 1.12 hectares and 
abuts residential development to the east with Colerne recreation grounds immediately to the north and west with the villages’ 
allotments further west. The site is acknowledged to be a sustainable location and, despite its Green Belt status, should be 
allocated for development to meet the long term housing needs of the village in the absence of suitable sustainable alternatives. 
Due to the Local Plan Review, now is an ideal time for the County to make amendments to the Green Belt boundary in this 
location to enable the site to come forward expeditiously for housing. This approach is supported by NPPF Para 136. Payne’s 
Field is an unconstrained greenfield site in a sustainable location, not burdened by flooding, bats or historic assets and does not 
fulfil the five criteria of Green Belt designation. It is therefore considered that exceptional circumstances exist for the site’s 
removal from the Green Belt and a residential allocation be made in this loction. 
Summary 
These representations seek to encourage the authority to make additional allocations outside the Principal Settlements and 
Market Towns to address the identified local housing need in the Large Villages in the Chippenham HMA. Both sites, which are 
considered to be sustainable, have the potential to become a natural logical extension to the Large Village of Colerne to help 
meet the established local housing need. [NAME REDACTED]’s land at Colerne provides the village with the opportunity for a 
community work hub, meeting room facilities, community café, public open space and residential development supported by 
electric car charging points, active travel routes and enhanced biodiversity. 
We are pleased to have had the opportunity to comment on this stage of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review. We trust that the 
information provided assists the Council with its ongoing work as part of the LPR process. However, please do not hesitate to 
contact me should you have any queries. We look forward to further and continued dialogue with the Council regarding 



development options Colerne and would welcome the opportunity to meet with the Council to discuss our proposals in more 
detail. We look forward to arranging this meeting in due course. 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:  
RURAL 347 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Amesbury, Mere, Salisbury, Southern Wiltshire, Tisbury, Tidworth or Wilton Community Area. 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
The Site 
The Site is situated on the north eastern edge of Shaftesbury, which falls within Dorset  (formerly North Dorset).The Site is 
c.11ha and is bound by the A350 to the east (to which there is direct access) beyond which is Littledown Business Park and the 
Blackmore Down housing development. Wincombe Business Park lies to the south, whilst the Site is encompassed to the north 
and east by Shaftesbury Solar Farm (which whilst falling within the same land ownership are proposed to remain as a solar farm, 
particularly since permission has recently been granted to extend the planning permission from 25 to 40 years). It is fairly 
unconstrained in landscape terms, as demonstrated by the ‘North Dorset Strategic Landscape and Heritage Study Stage 2 



Assessment’ Shaftesbury’ (LUC, 2019) which concludes that Assessment Area J within which the site falls, has a moderate 
landscape sensitivity overall, and a low to moderate heritageasset sensitivity. We estimate that site would be able to 
accommodate up to.250 homes. 
The Site is in agricultural use and is generally fairly level, but with some undulations. It falls within Flood Zone 1 and lies outside 
of the AONB. There is a pedestrian footway up to the boundary of the site and it is within walking distance of shops, services and 
other facilities. Vehicular access issues have been considered and there is scope to provide a junction directly onto the A350. 
There is a Public Right of Way, DSTM4, along the eastern boundary of the Site which connected to NI/3, which in turn leads 
directly to the centre of Shaftesbury. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
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listed below:  
RURAL 348 
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
Swindon HMA 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
4.0 Representations to ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ paper 
4.1 The  consultation  material  classifies  local  service  centres  and  large  villages  such  as  Purton  as ‘rural’, and it  is 
therefore necessary  to  respond  to  the  consultation  paper  concerning  rural communities. 
4.2 The  paper  allocates  a  total  of  540  dwellings  to  the  large  villages  in  the  Swindon  HMA  over the plan  period  2016  to  
2036  and  distributes140  dwellings  to  Purton.It  is  noted,  however,  that completions and commitments at Purton as of April 
2019 already  amount  to 140 dwelling. The Local Plan Review, therefore, does not allow for any additional growth at Purton.  



4.3 The  consultation  paper,  however, states  that  the  Local  Plan  Review  should  support  the  role  of large  villages  and  
local  service  centres.  The  paper  also  recognises  relevant  NPPF  paragraphs which  state: “Planning policies should identify 
opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services”and“...strategic policies should also 
set out a housing requirement for designated neighbourhood areas which reflects the overall strategy for the pattern and scale of 
development and any relevant allocations.” 
4.4 For Purton, TW suggest that a more strategic view is taken of the role of the settlement and how it might contribute to 
meeting cross-boundary development needs in the long term.  
4.5 The   consultation   paper   clarifies   that   a   general   presumption   against   speculative   housing proposals outside a 
settlement will apply and that historic delivery of homes in these areas has largely  been  through  small-scale  windfall  planning  
permissions.  Local  Plan  allocations  have usually  been  focussed  on  the  Local  Service  Centres, but it  is  acknowledged  
that more  recently the  Wiltshire  Housing  Site  Allocations  Plan  (WHSAP)  has  also  facilitated  supply  at  some  of  the large 
villages. 
4.6 In  the  absence  of  allocations  at  Purton/west  of  Swindon  in  the  Local  Plan  Review, TW  would support a review of the 
WHSAP as a means for allocating additional sites in large villages in the Swindon  HMA. Such  allocations  could address  
shortfall  in  delivery  of  existing  sites  and  the realistic  possibility that  Swindon Borough  is not  able  to  meet its housing  
need  within its own boundary as currently anticipated. 
4.7 TW  would  also  support  scope for  further  allocations  in  a  review  of  the  Purton  Neighbourhood Plan  in  line  with the  
following  sentiment  set  out  in  the  consultation  paper: “The requirements should  not  be  seen  as  a  ceiling  to  
development.  Where neighbourhood  plan  groups  wish  to deliver more homes in line with the Local Plan, they will be 
supported”. Additional allocations in Purton would  allow  the  settlement  to  realise  its  long-term  strategic  potential with  
regards  to delivering housing for both Wiltshire and Swindon. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
I am writing to confirm that 'Land at Wisma Farm, Berwick St James’, identified as Site Reference S198 within the Wiltshire 
Council Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (2017), is available for development. I am the joint owner 
of the land and would like for it to be considered as part of Wiltshire's Local Plan Review. I also welcome the opportunity to share 
my views on the issues and opportunities associated with LPR in respect of tourism which will help to shape future growth in the 
area over the plan-period 2016 to 2036. 
Please find enclosed: 
• Location Plan for SHELAA Site S198 - Land at Wisma Farm, Berwick St James. [see attachment STRAT207 for site plan].  
• (Please note the site is now known as Summerfield House & Stonehenge Campsite) 



• Edge of Village 9 Acres 
The site benefits from a number of  planning permissions in relation to the 'Stonehenge Campsite& Glamping' and Summerfield 
House and an live permission for B1/B8 uses (Ref: S/2011/0518). Therefore, I request that the SHELAA be updated to reflect the 
fact that the site is 'available' and is brownfield/PDL. On this basis I request that the site is considered as a future housing 
allocation. 
I would also like to highlight that, with the new emphasis on 'staycations' and the ongoing interest in Stonehenge, Wiltshire must 
use its assets to maximise the opportunity that tourism can bring to the area; the added economic benefit of money being spent 
and the jobs created in the local area should be given a greater prominence in the Local Plan.  
Facilities like 'Stonehenge Campsite & Glamping' should be supported by the Local Plan by forming flexible Planning Policies 
which allow campsites to grow and encourage more tourism in Wiltshire. Flexible Planning Policy can help small businesses in 
this post-COVID19 world and boost the local economy at the same time. So far, it seems that the Local Plan is all but silent on 
such matters. 
I suggest that Core Policy 39 from Wiltshire Core Strategy (2015) is, at the very least, retained as a saved policy. However, this 
should be reviewed in terms of more people wanting to holiday in Wiltshire so the need for additional accommodation will become 
acute; especially outside of the Principal Settlements and Market Towns. More accommodation near to main attractions, such as 
Stonehenge, would reduce the number of vehicle trips needed in the area which would help preserve the local environment.  
If you require any further information please advise. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
3.0 Empowering Rural Communities 
3.1 We welcome the Council’s theme of ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ and attempting to provide appropriate mechanisms 
to empower and not frustrate local initiatives and facilitate meeting needs. However, the current approach is not robust and does 
not properly assess the housing need or locational sustainability of centres, particularly Larger Villages which have capacity to 
absorb future housing needs in locations with good accessibility and close to larger urban centres. 
3.2 There is no doubt that Wiltshire has a thriving rural community and many of the larger villages contain everyday services 
and facilities that also serve the wider rural hinterland. To ensure centres remain vibrant, we agree that it is vital that planning 
supports the role of these communities by providing a proper policy framework that encourages sensible growth so that these 



centres can continue to sustain and indeed improve the level of services and facilities they have to offer in addition to providing 
housing needs in full across all tenures. 
3.3 We agree the role of the LPR should set an appropriate scale of housing for Large Villages and Local Service Centres 
over the plan period. However, we disagree with the proposed approach which appears to be based on constraints mapping and 
not reflecting sustainability credentials such as the level of services and facilities, education provision, transport and proximity to 
larger urban centres (whereby the focus is on reducing travel time and ensuring shorter journey times). 
Meeting Local Needs and Market Housing 
3.4 Setting a housing requirement for community areas is a strategic policy and therefore it must be led by the LPR. 
Designated Neighbourhood Plan areas cannot be left to define their own housing needs as proposed – this is flawed and the LPR 
will likely be found unsound if it progresses this approach. The LPA must therefore prepare the evidence and lead on preparing 
housing needs assessments for community areas in order to determine a robust housing requirement figure for each area. 
Adopting this approach would ensure that the evidence is tested at examination allowing for NPs to implement the housing 
requirement figure without challenge and make allocations (through non-strategic policies) as they see fit. This approach is 
advocated at Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20190509 of National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG). 
3.5 In defining non-strategic policies in NP areas, we would advocate that the LPR includes an appropriate policy framework 
that allows for NP’s to include landowner’s agents/developer partners given their expertise and professionalism. 
Community Needs and Dwelling Size 
3.6 A clear definition of ‘smaller’ dwellings needs to be provided in the LPR. 
3.7 We disagree with the approach to remove permitted development rights on smaller properties. There is no compelling 
case to do so. Providing the right level of new homes in any location should ensure a flow is maintained in the housing market. 
The issues relating to smaller homes in village locations being extended is primarily due to lack of new supply in those locations 
and therefore no choice for people to move to as and when needed. The provision of a mix of new homes on any one site should 
be the absolute priority. 
Revised Core Policy 44 
3.8 The amended policy is welcomed but it must not limit development size. Whilst the increased threshold is supported in 
principle, we feel the limit of 20 dwellings is overly restrictive and defeatist. It is at odds with the objective of boosting housing to 
meet needs in addition to creating potential conflict with the proposed indicative requirements at larger villages for example. 
3.9 Other planning policies will and can control scale of development and ensure size of proposals are appropriate to each 
settlement. 
3.10 Alongside a revision to Core Policy 44 must also be a revision to Core Policy 1 whereby settlement boundaries are 
allowed to be flexible in order to meet needs and a new definition of small sites is required to align with NP allowances to make 
site allocations. The current limit of 10 will no doubt limit and restrict supply. 



40% affordable homes target 
3.11 We welcome the initiatives to boost affordable supply across all the HMAs. However, we have not seen any clear evidence 
that would support a blanket policy of 40% affordable housing across the rural areas. There are clear differences between the 
HMAs in terms of affordability and as such policy must reflect the differing locational circumstances. 
3.12 The approach needs to start at boosting supply and ensuring a positive policy framework is provided for which allows 
supply of affordable homes to be delivered not just through ‘Exception site policies’ but alongside market homes and on sites 
above 10 and indeed 20 dwellings. 
Proposals for New Housing 
3.13 We welcome the LPR will set out housing requirements for Local Centres and Large Villages. However, in doing so, the 
housing requirement for each settlement is a ‘strategic policy’ and must be based on robust evidence and should be tested 
against local plan objectives. National policy aims to promote sustainable development in rural areas and outlines that housing 
should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. It is expected that the LPR will identify 
opportunities for villages to grow as advocated at Para 77/78 of the NPPF 2019. 
Calculating the Requirement (Rural Areas) 
3.14 NPs should support the strategic development needs set out in the Local Plan. They should not promote less development 
than set out in the Local Plan, undermine its strategic policies or be used to constrain the delivery of a strategic site allocated for 
development in the Local Plan. 
Delivering the Requirement – New Core Policy 
3.15 The policy only works where a robust housing requirement for each area has been agreed and tested at Examination as 
part of the LPR process. The policy is an implementation policy and must therefore have regard to the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development (Para 11 NPPF 2019). 
Housing Requirements – Indicative Outputs for Local Service Centres 
3.16 It is recognised that Local Service Centres have a higher role than Large Villages. However, we would advocate that an 
updated reassessment is undertaken to assess the function of the current centres and define whether additional Local Services 
Centres should be included. For example, and based on evidence, it is clear that Purton performs well as a Local Service Centre 
in terms of its characteristics. It has a large population (over 2,000), is a significant employment base and has a secondary 
school. The road network is local but its accessible and no more constrained that the road network at Market Lavington and 
Pewsey, which both lie further from strategic networks and main urban centres. 
Housing Requirements – Indicative Outputs for Large Villages Chippenham HMA 
3.17 We presume further work will be undertaken to define and test the robustness of the housing requirement for each area 
such as progressing a local housing needs assessment as part of the LPR. With this in mind we are concerned with the emerging 



approach as it overly focusses on Chippenham. In this case, as set out earlier, we would advocate that a slightly more dispersed 
strategy is adopted which increases housing provision to the larger villages within the HMA. 
3.18 HSL is promoting land at Christian Malford. An NP is in place since 2018 and covers the period 2015 – 2035. It makes 
several small-scale housing allocations totaling around 30 dwellings across 6 sites. Each site ranges from 4 dwellings to a 
maximum of 6 dwellings. However, given the scale of the allocations no affordable provision will be provided and the settlement 
remains no better off in terms of meeting local housing needs. Since 2006, a total of 6 affordable homes were delivered at 
Christian Malford and although a NP is in place that covers the period to 2035 it is highly unlikely to generate any further 
affordable provision at the settlement. Planned development in Large Villages must be through larger sites where mixed 
communities can be delivered and the necessary infrastructure to support new development can be properly provided for. 
Housing Requirements – Indicative Outputs for Large Villages Swindon HMA 
3.19 We presume further work will be undertaken to define and test the robustness of the housing requirement for each area 
such as progressing a local housing needs assessment as part of the LPR. With this in mind, we make the following 
observations. 
3.20 We are concerned with the emerging approach as it focusses housing to unsustainable locations in sensitive areas. For 
example, we note that of the 10 large villages within the Swindon HMA, 6 are located within AONB designation. As we 
understand it, such locations would be restricted to an annualised baseline of 1 dpa but the table 2.6 indicated higher annualised 
rates are envisaged at these constrained often remote settlements despite their ‘large village’ status. Realigning the annual ised 
baseline requirement of 1 dpa at these sensitive settlements would mean that a further 65 dwellings is required on top of the 191 
residual need. This would mean a total residual need of 256 dwellings to be delivered within the HMA across only four 
settlements. 
Housing Requirements – Indicative Outputs for Large Villages Trowbridge HMA 
3.21 We presume further work will be undertaken to define and test the robustness of the housing requirement for each area 
such as progressing a local housing needs assessment as part of the LPR. With this in mind, we make the following 
observations. 
3.22 We are concerned with the emerging approach as it focusses housing to unsustainable locations in sensitive areas. For 
example, we note that of the 15 large villages within the HMA, 3 are located within an AONB designation. As we understand it, 
such locations would be restricted to an annualised baseline of 1 dpa but table 2.7 indicates higher annualised rates are 
envisaged at these constrained often remote settlements despite their ‘large village’ status. Additionally, we note two of the 
settlements are constrained in part or whole by Green Belt and as such cannot be expected to deliver without further evidence to 
justify green belt exceptional circumstances. By removing these constrained locations and/or reducing scope of dwellings, it 
would mean that a further 75 dwellings needs be added to the residual of 371 dwellings. This would mean that a total of at least 



446 dwellings needs to be planned for across the remaining 11 settlements of which the focus must be to those large villages 
which score the highest in terms of sustainability and provision of services. 
3.23 The higher order larger villages would no doubt support an annualised housing requirement of at least 5 dwellings a year. 
The larger villages must therefore be prioritised and ranked to assess future requirements and the proper spatial distribution of 
growth across the Trowbridge HMA. 
3.24 The two top settlements that perform extremely well over and beyond others are Semington and Dilton Marsh. Semington 
lies on the primary road network with good access to the strategic bus network and has potential to encourage model shift by 
improving means of travel other than the private for shorter journeys particularly given its proximity to the larger urban centers of 
Melksham and Trowbridge. Dilton Marsh has the benefit of rail access and given this uniqueness to create model shift in this 
regard then it must also be highlighted as a priority settlement. 
3.25 We would advocate that at least 80 dwellings is directed to Semington (4dpa) and an additional 100 dwellings to Dilton 
Marsh (5dpa). 
  
Appendix 1: Semington and Land at Turnpike Close – Trowbridge HMA 
1 HSL is promoting land at Semington for residential led housing to meet local needs. 
2 As we highlighted, the Trowbridge HMA requires at least a further 446 dwellings to be found (based on the current 
indicative figures presented in the consultation documents). We advocate that the LPR set out a ranking order of sustainable 
larger villages. 
3 Our analysis shows that Semington is a high-ranking Large Village and is capable of absorbing some growth over the plan 
period. 
4 HSL has been promoting land at Turnpike through the Development Plan process for some years now. The site measures 
6.43 acres and lies outside any protected landscape area and the site is not within a functional floodplain. 
5 Semington lies 2 miles south of Melksham and 3 miles northeast of Trowbridge with an existing population of 930 people 
(Census 2011). The surrounding highway network provides good connectivity to local urban areas, both by car and bus. 
6 The village has a range of employment, services and facilities. These include; 
• Saint George’s C of E Primary School 
• Saint George’s Semington Church 
• Village Hall, 
• Social Club, 
• Post Office (Part-Time) 
• The Somerset Arms Public House 
• Football Club 



• Tennis Courts 
• Stems Florist 
• Bridge House B&B 
7 The village benefits from a ‘strategic’ bus service, providing regular public transport connections to Melksham, Trowbridge 
and Chippenham every half hour (the x34 service) as well as hourly services to Swindon, Devizes and other surrounding towns 
(the 49 service). Both stop directly outside Turnpike and offer sustainable forms of transport for potential future residents. 
8 Employment opportunities are available nearby namely at the school, Semington Turnpike and at Hampton Park and 
nearby industrial estates all of which are within short journey times by either public transport or alternatively by walking/cycling. 
9 In terms of existing supply, there are two sites in Semington which currently have planning consent for a collective total of 
44 dwellings: 
• St Georges Road Hannick Homes 24 dwellings (inc 30% affordable homes) (Ref 19/07938/REM) 
• St Georges Road, Greystoke Land – 20 entry level affordable homes (Ref 20/01306/OUT / Appeal Ref 3236860 
10 Assuming the above will contribute to supply and Semington has capacity to absorb at least 80 homes over a 20 year 
period there is potential for at least another 40 dwellings to be delivered. 
11 The settlement has capacity to accommodate a modest proposal of around 40 dwellings (with 40% affordable housing). 
Given the location of the site i.e., access from Turnpike and from the a361 we envisage a future proposal to include a village 
shop and children’s nursery. The location of which is appropriate given the ease of access from the primary road network and the 
potential to sustain these village services. [see Rural350 for site location plan]  
Appendix 2: Land at Restrop Road, Purton – Swindon HMA 
1. HSL is promoting land at Restrop Road for residential development. A planning application has been submitted for 61 
dwellings providing a range of smaller homes to family sized properties in addition to bungalow provision. 
2. The Site lies east of Restrop Road, south of the High Street and to the west of Reid’s Piece and extends to approximately 
3.56 hectares. The northern boundary of the eastern field abuts residential properties accessed from High Street, whilst the 
northern boundary of the western field abuts an existing area of allotments and a residential development, accessed from 
Restrop Road, currently being built out by Persimmon Homes. The Site’s western boundary is formed by Restrop Road. 
Residential properties at Reid’s Piece, Kibblewhite Close and Willis Way abut the entire eastern boundary. 
3. Access to the Site is from an existing field gate on Restrop Road and from High Street (via a footpath through the eastern 
field). 
4. The Site lies entirely within Flood Zone 1 with reference to the Environment Agency Flood Map for Planning. There are no 
listed buildings within the Site, nor is any part of it either within or adjacent to a conservation area. 



5. Purton centre is approximately 150m to the north of the Site and provides access to a range of amenities including local 
shops, community facilities, public houses, a primary school and a secondary school. The majority of these facilities and services, 
including the Secondary School, are within an acceptable walking distance. 
6. The nearest bus stop is located on Restrop Road, approximate 390 metres from the centre of the Site. The No. 53 bus 
service can be accessed from this location, providing services to Cricklade, Purton Stoke, Greatfield and Swindon town centre. 
7. The centre of Swindon is located approximately 7.5km from the Site, and provides a wide range of employment, retail and 
leisure opportunities. The nearest large supermarket is the Asda Superstore, located in the West Swindon Shopping Centre, 
which can be accessed via a 13-minute bus ride (via the 53 bus service). 
8. Swindon Train Station is the closest rail station and can again be accessed via the No. 53 bus service. The station 
provides frequent rail services to a wide range of destinations on the Great Western Main Line including large accessible / 
commutable employment centres such as London (58 minutes), Bristol (39minutes), Oxford (40minutes), Reading (25 minutes) 
and Gloucester (52 minutes). 
9. The land immediately to the north of the western field has permission for 38 dwellings (Application Ref: 16/10513/FUL) 
and is currently under construction. 
Local Facilities 
10. The Site is in an accessible location and is located within close proximity to a number of key local amenities including 
primary services, as well as retail and leisure facilities. The 2,000 metre pedestrian catchment specified in the TA illustrates that 
the majority of Purton can be accessed along various amenities such as Spice Express, One Stop convenience store, Lloyds 
Pharmacy, Purton Surgery, Royal George Inn public house, Bradon Forrest School, The Angel public house, St. Mary’s Church 
of England Primary School and Best One convenience store. 
  
11. The various shops and services, including a One Stop convenience store, within Purton are accessible within an 
acceptable walking distance of the Site. 
12. Purton Surgery lies 630m to the north-west of the centre of the Site and can be reached in a 7 minute walk. Purton Dental 
Practice is a 12 minute walk away or 7 minutes via the 53 bus. [see Rural350 for site location plan]  
Appendix 4: Land at Nine Elms, Swindon (Wiltshire) Swindon HMA (west of Swindon) 
1. HSL is promoting 3.8 acres of land at Nine Elms for residential led development to meet the needs of the west of Swindon part 
of the HMA. [see Rural350 for site location plan]  
Appendix 5: Land at Station Road, Christian Malford, - Chippenham HMA 
1. HSL is promoting land at Station Road for residential development to meet local housing needs (SHLAA Ref 3248). The 
land off Station Road would be capable of accommodating at least 40- 50 homes. It can provide homes in a sustainable manner 
that would be consistent with national and local planning policies. 



2. The site is well related to the existing built settlement and culs-de-sac off Station Road. Its development could reflect the 
character of the existing development off Lime Trees and its relationship with Church Lane. Good design can be achieved and 
importantly, the development could provide much needed starter homes/affordable housing, as well as homes that are suitable 
for lifetime occupation. 
Benefits of planned growth 
3. Whilst we understand the current NP choose not to propose any modest sized allocations, we are also mindful that doing 
so does not allow for planned growth over the Plan period in line with spatial policies. 
4. We support the view that additional development to meet housing demand and local need would provide an increased 
customer base and potentially a financial benefit in the form of developer contributions either via CIL or S106 agreement’s used 
to provide/fund community facilities/improvements to infrastructure. 
5. By taking a positive approach in line with national guidance, planned growth at Christian Malford would help ensure the 
needs and desires of the community could be delivered, such as those already identified by the Parish Council such as; 
• Contributing to delivery of ‘an outdoor classroom’ for the primary school; 
• Redevelopment of the Village Hall; 
• Fibre optic broadband; 
• Traffic calming measures along Station Road. 
6. Additional development in accordance with the capacity of the settlement and in line with a robust evidence base on 
housing demand and need, would inevitably assist in delivering the above and more. Modest development would also help 
sustain existing services and facilities such as the village store/ post office. A future Neighbourhood Plan should be encouraged 
to identify specific housing allocations of suitable scale to enable planned growth and ensure local housing needs are met in full 
and the necessary infrastructure along with community benefits are delivered in line with the core objectives of the Local Plan. 
[see Rural350 for site location plan] 
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2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Response to Empowering Local CommunitiesEmpowering Local Communitiesproposes that the Local Plan would set the 
appropriate scale of housing growth in each of the Local Service Centres and the Large Villages, and that Neighbourhood Plans 
would allocate housing sites to meet these housing requirements.This accords with NPPF paragraph 65and the Localism 
agenda, so Newland Homes would support this.  We also note that the recent NPPF consultation does not propose to alter NPPF 
paragraph 65, although it is proposed to become paragraph 66 as a result of changes elsewhere, so this principle can be 
expected to remainas national policy.Appendix One of Empowering Local Communitiessets a housing requirement for each Local 
Service Centre and Large Village.  The baseline indicative housing requirement for 2016to 2036 for Crickladeis 385 dwellings, or 
19.25 dwellings per annum if Neighbourhood Plans choose a different plan period.The indicative housing requirement for 



Cricklade appears to be of an appropriate order, given the existing scale of Cricklade compared with other settlements.However, 
we would caution against giving Neighbourhood Planning bodies too much flexibility in terms of the Cont/d... 
plan period for Neighbourhood Plans.  The NPPF notes that “the planning system should begenuinely plan-led”(para 15) so, 
although the NPPFdoes not specify a minimum plan period for non-strategic plans, in our view a Neighbourhood Planning 
Bodyshould be required to demonstrate sound planning reasons for choosing a shorter plan period than the 15 years minimum 
required for strategic policies.Finally, Appendix One notes that 149 dwellings are completed or committed at Cricklade up to 
1stApril 2019.  This implies a need to find another 236 dwellings between 1stApril 2019 and 31stMarch 2036.  The implication is 
that this will be Cricklade Neighbourhood Plan’s housing requirement, and that sufficient allocations should be identified in the 
Neighbourhood Plan to deliver this requirement.It would help to specify that this is the case, subject of course to changes that 
might result from additional completions and commitments between now and the Local Plan’s adoption.The Stones Farm SiteAn 
application for residential development and an associated Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) was submitted in 
relation to the Stones Farm site in 2016, and later withdrawn(reference 16/12052/OUT).The development would be accessed via 
the existing development of 25 homes permitted via applications referenced15/01159/OUT and 19/02537/REM.This development 
demonstrates Newland Homes’ commitment to producing high quality residential developments incorporating a mix of market and 
affordable homes.We enclose a brochure relating to this siteat Enclosure 2.The most significant issue that led to the withdrawal 
of the 2016 application was the potential impact of the new dwellings’ occupants on North Meadow, which formspart of the North 
Meadow and Clattinger Farm SAC.Natural England requested substantial furtherevidence, including visitors’surveys, to enable 
them to consider the impact of the proposal on the SAC.  As a result of the time it would take to produce this evidence, the 
application was withdrawn.The Stones Farm site was included in the 2017 SHLAA (reference 696).Both the application and the 
SHLAA site included two existing agricultural fields, with the southern field proposed for residential development and the northern 
field proposed as a SANG. Cont/d... 
We submitted details of the Stones Farm site to you on 30thJanuary 2019, and submitted a pre-app for the site to your 
Development Management colleagues on 29thJune 2020(reference 20/05669/PREAPP).By this time,informed by the outcome of 
further discussions with Natural England, the site had been expanded to include an additional field to the north westof the 
proposed residential area, to enable the provision of a larger SANG.The pre-app raised similar concerns about the ecological 
impact of the proposals.Since then, we have held further discussions with Natural England.In those discussions Natural England 
explained thatLUC are instructed to draft a management strategy for the SAC, which will set out the mitigation required to enable 
the delivery of new residential developmentswithin the SAC’s zone of influence.In our discussions with Natural England, they 
expressed support for theprinciple of the two fields north of the residential development being proposed as what they describe as 
an “ecological support area”.This would include:•an extension/recreation of the North Meadows habitat type, potentially with 
fritillaries planted in the flood plain, i.e. more a local nature reserve than a SANG; •some elements of a SANG, e.g. an area for 
dog walking, but this will be a secondary purpose, with no need to rigidly meet the SANG specifications, e.g. the 2.4 km walking 



route; •access from theresidential development, and design measures to encourage newand existing residents to visit the support 
area rather than the SAC; •potentially car parking, but to be located and designed so as toencourage people to visit the support 
area rather than the SAC;•development within a yet to be defined zone of influence funding measures proposed in the SAC 
management strategy, potentially with a claw back mechanism for the Stones Farm development as the fritillary enhancement 
area is created. A draft note of the meeting with Natural England is attached at Enclosure 3,for your information.We are currently 
working up a revised layout for the housing development and ecological support area, and will provide this to you when it is 
available.In our view, the Stones Farm site has strategic advantages over otherpotential housing sites around Cricklade.  Much of 
the land on Cricklade’s northern and easternboundaries Cont/d... 
is at risk of flooding, and land to the south would be affected by the local community’sconcerns about coalescence with 
Swindon.This leaves the potential for the allocation of housing sites on the western side of Cricklade, and in our view the ability of 
the Stones Farm site to deliver an ecological support area adjacent to the SACis a substantial advantage because it would 
enable the SAC’s habitat to expand whilstprotecting the SAC from recreational pressures.We understand the important role that 
Cricklade Town Council will play in determining where new housing should be allocatedat Cricklade, and we will be discussing 
the Stones Farm site with them.  However, in our view, the Local Plan should note the importance of any development in or near 
Cricklade delivering the type of mitigation proposed at Stones Farm.Finally, in response to the climate emergency acknowledged 
by Wiltshire Council and others, we would note that Newland Homes is looking to achieve zero carbon (energy) housingon all 
developments. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
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within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Empowering Rural Communities JM Stratton and Co agree with the sentiments of paragraph 3 in that planning controls prevent 
sporadicdevelopment and manage widespread speculative pressures for new buildings. Codford is a ‘Large Village’ within the 
TrowbridgeHMA  and  has  been  identified as  having  an indicativehousingrequirement  (for  2016-2036)of 20units.This  figure,  
taking  into  account  completions, should be viewed as a minimum requirement.Providing the development in a single allocation 
allows for the community benefits to be delivered that wouldnot otherwise be realised through smaller, piecemeal, schemes.JM  
Stratton  and  Co  is concerned  that  the strategy  for  empowering  rural  communities  only supports:•Infill development•Rural 
exception affordable housing sites where they benefit from local support•Neighbourhood Plan allocationsInfill developments can 
ensure the effective use of land however infill sites are unlikely to deliver wider public benefits in the form of infrastructure or 



affordable housing, particularly in a village such as Codford where much of the village is subject to flood risk, and or heritage 
constraints.JMStratton  and  Co  are  concerned  that  the  complicated  metrics  approach,  which  supresses  the housing 
requirement in areas of constraint has led to an artificially low housing requirement for Codford that would not enable it to fulfil its 
potential.Rural  exceptions  sites  can  provide  a helpful  mechanism  to  deliver  affordable  housing  schemes and  we  are  
encouragedby  the  acknowledgement  within  the  emerging  strategy.    However,by their  very  nature,  the  appetite  
andlocation  of  rural  exceptions  sites  are  hard  to predict.    We suspect that annual delivery through this route across the 
Housing Market Area is low.   
Finally,it  is  notable  that  some  areas,  such  as  Codford do  not  benefit  from  a  designated Neighbourhood Plan Area.Nor 
would there appear to be an appetite within the Parish Councilto progress one.  Where they are in train, Neighbourhood Plans 
have an important partto playin the deliveryof  new  homes,  butit  should  not  be  assumed  that  all areas  will  progress  a 
Neighbourhood Plan.  It is respectfully suggested that a new policy is required to fill the vacuum.DorsetCouncil  is  in  the  
process  of introducinga  policy  which  seeks  to  allow  speculative applications in villagesto support their vitality.  It is 
noteworthy that the Policy applies within the Dorset AONB. It reads:  OUTSIDE THE GREEN BELT, APPLICATIONS FOR 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WILL BE PERMITTED ON SITES ADJOINING THE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES OF 
TOWNS, KEY SERVICE VILLAGES, LOCAL SERVICE VILLAGES AND OTHER VILLAGES WITH A SETTLEMENT 
BOUNDARY (AS LISTED IN THE SETTLEMENT HIERARCHY), PROVIDED THAT: A.  THE  SCALE  OF  PROPOSED  
DEVELOPMENT  IS  PROPORTIONATE  TO  THE  SIZE  AND  CHARACTER  OF  THE  EXISTING SETTLEMENT, UP TO A 
MAXIMUM OF; I. 30 HOMES ON ANY SINGLE SMALL SITE ADJOINING A TOWN; II. 20 HOMES ON ANY SINGLE SMALL 
SITE ADJOINING A KEY SERVICE VILLAGE; III. 15 HOMES ON ANY SINGLE SMALL SITE ADJOINING A LOCAL SERVICE 
VILLAGE;IV. 5 HOMES ON ANY SINGLE SMALL SITE ADJOINING OTHER VILLAGES WITH A SETTLEMENT BOUNDARY; 
B. INDIVIDUALLY AND CUMULATIVELY, THE SIZE, APPEARANCE AND LAYOUT OF PROPOSED HOMES DOES NOT 
HARM THE CHARACTER AND VALUE OF ANY LANDSCAPE OR SETTLEMENTS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY THE 
PROPOSALS;  C.  THE  DEVELOPMENT  WOULD  CONTRIBUTE  TO  THE  PROVISION  OF  A  MIX  OF  DIFFERENT  
TYPES  AND  SIZES  OF  HOMES (INCLUDING  AFFORDABLEHOMES) TO REFLECT THE COUNCIL’S EXPECTATIONS IN 
POLICIES H9 AND H11 OR, WHERE EXPRESSED IN A NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN, THOSE OF THE RELEVANT LOCAL 
COMMUNITY; D. THE SITE DOES NOT LIE WITHIN A NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN AREA WHERE SMALL SITES HAVE BEEN 
ALLOCATED TO MEET IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS IN A MADE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN; AND E. THE IMPACT OF 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON EUROPEAN SITES, ALONE OR IN COMBINATION WITH OTHER EXISTING AND  
PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT,  WILL  BE  SCREENED  FOR  LIKELY  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS  UNDER  THE  
CONSERVATION  OF HABITATS  AND  SPECIES  REGULATIONS  (AMENDED)  (EU  EXIT),  2019.  WHERE  THIS  IS  
FOUND  TO  BE  THE  CASE  AN APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT (TO INCLUDE ANY NECESSARY MITIGATION) WILL BE 
REQUIRED (TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE LIFETIME OF THE DEVELOPMENT) TO SHOW HOW THE DEVELOPMENT WILL 



AVOID ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE INTEGRITY OF THE RELEVANT EUROPEAN SITE(S). It   is   respectfully   suggested   
that   a similar   policycould   be   adopted   in   Wiltshire,   where Neighbourhood Plans are either absent or out of date.JM 
Stratton and Cowould wish to impress upon the Council the importance of allocating sufficient sitesto ensure arollingfive-year 
supply on adoption of the plan, something that can be bolstered by small to medium-sized sites that can be built out quickly. 
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2. Summary of Castlewood’s Development Proposals 
2.1. As  part  of  this  consultation  response,  Castlewood is promoting  land  South  Pavenhill  Farm,  Purton  for residential  
allocation  in  this  Local  Plan  Review.  This  site  relates  to  land  to  the south of the road named Pavenhill and is located 
immediately adjoining the existing urban area (see Site Location Plan at Appendix 1).  
2.2.The  site  has  previously  been  identified  by  the  Council  in  its  Strategic  Housing  and  Economic  Land  Availability 
Assessment (SHELAA). The SHELAA identifies Castlewood’s site as being Site 3469 (i.e. Land at South Pavenhill Farm). The 
SHELAA concludes in relation to Site 3469 that the site is suitable (i.e. no suitability  constraints),  available,  achievable  (i.e.  for  



residential),  deliverable  and  developable  (i.e.  in  the  short term). The SHELAA also states that the site area is 5.1501 
hectares and the development capacity is 157 dwellings.  
2.3. Castlewood agrees  with  the  conclusions  in  the  SHELAA  that  the  site  is  available,  achievable  (i.e.  for residential), 
deliverable and developable (i.e. in the short term).  
2.4. In  relation  to  the  developable  area  of  Castlewood’s  site  which  is  identified  in  the  SHELAA,  Castlewood  notes that it 
is only promoting the northern part of the site for residential development in the Local Plan Review (i.e. land parallel with 
Ringsbury Close). The rectangular southern part of the site is not proposed for built development and could be used for public 
open space and/or for Biodiversity Net Gain. As a result, the development capacity is not 157 dwellings, as stated in the 
SHELAA, but approximately 50 dwellings.2.5.The Site  Proforma  which  is  included  in  the  SHELAA  for  Site  3469 also  refers  
to ‘All  Constraints’.  This  indicates that Castlewood’s site is located within 2km of a SSSI,  is    within a Source Protection Zone 
(SPZ) and is within an area of Grade 1 Agricultural land. In this regard, Castlewood notes that all sites in Purton which have been 
identified in the SHLEAA are identified as being with the SPZ and comprising Grade 1 agricultural land. In addition, Castlewood 
notes and supports the conclusion reached in relation to its site in the SHELAA that there are no applicable suitability constraints 
to development at South Pavenhill Farm, Purton. 
The Site 
2.6. The site is an agricultural field, is in single ownership and extends to 5.1 hectares. It is  located immediately to the west of 
the existing built up area of Purton, which includes a residential area at Ringsbury Close, and is located to the south of Pavenhill. 
Directly to the north of the site is South Pavenhill Farm House and a residential street (Upper Pavenhill). To the south and west of 
the site are agricultural fields. 
2.7. The site is not subject of any statutory environmental or landscape designations. 
2.8. The site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1. The site, along with the whole of Purton and the surrounding area, is also 
located within a Source Protection Area. 
2.9. The site is also unlikely to be contaminated given its current agricultural use. 
2.10. The site is flat and direct vehicular access can be made on to Pavenhill.  
2.11. A  Public  Right  of  Way  (PRoW)  runs  along  the  western  edge  of  the  site  in  a  southwards  direction  from  Pavenhill 
to Kingsbury Camp (PURT95). This PRoW connects to other public rights of way running to the west  (namely  PURT99,  
PURT100  and  PURT101).  PRoW  PURT99  also  runs  along  part  of  the  site’s  southern boundary and provides eastward 
connection to Restrop Road. The two public rights of way thatrun  inside  the  western  and  southern  edges  of  the  site  will  be  
retained  along  their  current  courses  and  incorporated  into  future  development  proposals  for  the  site,  which  could  
include  access  to  public  open  space within the southern part of Castlewood’s proposed development.  
2.12. Whilst an overhead powerline crosses the southern edge of the site, this part of the site is not proposed for built 
development. Land further to the south of the site includes a Scheduled Ancient Monument (Kingsbury Camp). To the south and 



west of Kingsbury Camp is a SSSI (including Brockhurst Wood). These heritage and  ecological  areas  are  separated  from  
Castlewood’s  site  by  agricultural  fields  and  the  proposed  development of land at South Pavenhill Farm is not considered 
likely to have an adverse effect on them. 
2.13. As identified in Core Policy 19 of the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy (2015), Purton is classified as a Large Village. In Core 
Policy 1, Large Villages are defined as “settlements with a limited range of employment, services and facilities”,  within wh ich 
development “will be limited to that needed to help meet the housing needs of settlements and to improve employment 
opportunities, services and facilities”. The site itself is  located  immediately  outside  of  the  defined settlement  boundary  of  
Purton,  as  defined  on  the  Interactive  Proposals Map. 
2.14. The  made  Purton  Neighbourhood  Plan  (2018)  identifies  Castlewood’s  site  as  being  within  an  area  of  ‘Escarpment’ 
which relates to land around the northern, western and south-western parts of Purton. This area is the subject of Purton Policy 5 
in the Neighbourhood Plan which relates to “an area in which locally important views are taken from the public footpath network, 
both to and from the escarpments to the north of the village, around Francombe Hill (known locally as High Hills), along the 
western side of the village up to  and  including  the  vista  leading  up  to  and  around  the  ancient  monument  known  as  
Ringsbury  Camp.  These views are shown on Map 5 which indicates sensitive public views related to the existing built areas. 
The  area  named  as  Purton  Common  also  provides  significant  public  views,  as  shown  on  Map  5.  Any  development in 
this designated area will be required to maintain the quality of these distinctive public views”. In this regard, Castlewood notes 
that its site is contained within existing and substantial treebelts along the western, southern and south-eastern boundaries which 
can contain and minimise views of the proposed development from views from outside of the site. 
2.15. In  view  of  the  absence  of  significant  environmental  and  landscape  constraints,  it  is  considered  that  Castlewood’s 
site at South Pavenhill Farm, Purton is suitable for consideration as a residential allocation in the Local Plan Review. 
2.16. No viability constraints are envisaged by Castlewood as part of the development of this site.  
The Proposed Development 
2.17. It  is  considered  that  the  site  is  located in  a  sustainable  location  immediately  adjoining  the  settlement  boundary of 
Purton and that its proposed development could deliver the following:- Approximately 50 dwellings (including affordable housing). 
- Public Open Space for the benefit of new and existing residents.  
2.18. Castlewood also  consider  that  the  development  of  this  site  is  capable  of  being  commenced  in  the  short  term (i.e. 
from 2022). 
Meeting the Residual Housing Requirement at Purton 
3.42. On the basis that the housing requirement for Wiltshire and the Swindon HMA is increased, as identified in our response to 
the Emerging Spatial Strategy, the housing requirement for the period up to 2040 will require the delivery of new housing 
allocations.  



3.43. In order to accommodate the housing requirement which will be set for the Swindon HMA for the period up  to  2040,  
Castlewood  propose the  allocation  of  its  land  at  South  Pavenhill  Farm,  Purton.  The  development of this site could deliver 
the following: 
- Approximately 50 dwellings (including affordable housing). 
- Public Open Space for the benefit of new and existing residents. 
3.44. The proposed development at South Pavenhill Farm, Purton will not result in significant impacts relating to landscape, 
ecology, heritage  and  transport.  In  addition,  the  proposed  development  is  capable  of  being  served  by  existing 
infrastructure in   Purton,  including  schools  (primary and  secondary)  and  healthcare  facilities, and be of a scale which can 
provide support to existing facilities and services, such as local shops.  
Concluding Summary 
3.45. On  the  basis  of  the  responses  made  above  to  the  Emerging  Spatial  Strategy,  we  request  that  the  Plan  period 
should be changed from 2016-2036 to 2018-2040. In doing so, the overall housing requirement for Wiltshire should be increased 
from 45,630 to 50,204 dwellings. 
3.46. The residual housing requirements for the HMAs and towns identified in the Local Plan Review also require further 
consideration. The process of deciding the level of housing requirements for these areas should be based on place shaping 
principles and seeking to make settlements more sustainable and attractive places to live, work and socialise. In relation to 
Purton, we consider that the minimum residual housing requirement for the town should take into consideration the opportunity to 
allocate Castlewood’s site at South Pavenhill Farm for the delivery of approximately 50 dwellings. As a result, the minimum 
residual housing requirement for Purton should be increased from 0 dwellings to at least 100 dwellings. 
3.47. This proposed development by Castlewood and its allocation in the Local Plan Review is capable of being supported by 
existing infrastructure, facilities and services which are available in Purton. In addition, the level  of  growth  proposed  by  
Castlewood would  assist  in  supporting  local  facilities  and  services  through  increased patronage by new residents. 
3.48. In addition, we consider that development of the scale proposed by Castlewood at South Pavenhill Farm, Purton, and the 
contribution which it can make to achieving greater self-containment for the town is of a sufficient scale that it should be allocated 
in this Local Plan Review and not left to be decided through the next Neighbourhood Plan. 
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6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Approach at rural communities 
It is noted that that ‘Empowering Rural Communities’ consultation document proposes the introduction of a new Core Policy 
entitled ‘Housing Requirements for Neighbourhood Area Designations in the Rural Area’. Such a policy seems to create a policy 
situation which is largely inflexible and is not based around sustainable development principles. 



For example the Policy as worded seems to stick to a policy imperative of settlement boundaries i.e. line on a plan being a 
determining factor. This is fundamentally not the case and it is considered a policy wording which allowed for proportionate 
growth which was well related to the settlement would be a far better tool as it would allow land to come forward more quickly if it 
was needed, it would allow previously unpromoted land to come forward during a Plan period and would allow adaptation to 
boost numbers if other parts of the settlement strategy were failing to deliver. 
It remains the case that for the majority of the current Plan period the various HMA’s within Wiltshire have continually been 
unable to demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply. Indeed, the latest evidence (December 2020) shows that only East Wiltshire 
HMA has a demonstrable supply above 5.  
OHM7 is supportive of the neighbourhood planning process and if done well it can help facilitate development. Whilst this is the 
case, it also true that with the adoption of a neighbourhood plan the application of a tilted balance is not engaged until supply dips 
below 3 years (subject to the other policy tests). As a result, a supply situation which has been propped up in part due to the 
application of a tilted balance will not be as available as it 
has been previously. This could result in development being targeted to communities which have, through no fault of their own, 
chosen not to pursue a neighbourhood plan. 
It is our view that much of the pipeline within rural communities has come about on the back of deficiencies within the existing 
settlement strategy. It seems likely with this proposed policy that the same mistakes will only be reinforced and the already poor 
land supply position will continue to decline and the system less flexible as a result. 
Accordingly, OHM7 are supportive of rural communities providing a supporting role to strategic delivery as is clearly likely to be 
the case given the level of expectation for delivery within the remainder of the HMA, as is the case in the Swindon HMA. 
However, we object to the inclusion of such a restrictive policy and would suggest it is replaced with a policy wording that allowed 
proportional growth, which was well related to settlements and sustainable and not purely based on a historical building line on a 
plan. 
Lyneham 
Lynheam is identified by the existing Core Strategy (Core Policy 19) as a Large Village alongside Purton and this is to be carried 
forward as part of the Local Plan Review. It is given an indicative baseline requirement of 80 dwellings of which 50 are already 
completed/committed. 
Given Lyneham’s location and proximity to Royal Wootton Basset and Swindon as well as it being located outside of the AONB 
we would question why its indicative requirement is comparatively low when compared to some other large villages within the 
Swindon HMA. 
It is also the case that the majority of the larger villages listed have not progressed significantly with neighbourhood plans and 
completions/commitments are also low. It is likely therefore that growth within existing settlement limits is likely to be minimal. 



Accordingly, given its relative sustainability we consider that Lyneham, could and should be given a higher indicative housing 
requirement and this could be at the expense of other Large Villages within the HMA which are more constrained for example 
Aldbourne or Baydon. 
Equally we are supportive of a wider policy presumption which allowed growth to flexibly be delivered at sustainable settlements 
such as large villages in order to assist in meeting the important strategic housing need. 
Land north of Preston Lane 
The OHM7 land interest is located to the north of Preston Lane as shown on the enclosed Site Location Plan. The Site is largely 
unconstrained in particular it is not within a protected landscape nor is it in close proximity to any historic environment 
designations. It is located wholly in Flood Zone 1 and is unlikely to be constrained ecologically. As part of the 2017 SHLAA, the 
Site (Ref:3406) it was considered to be available, achievable, suitable and deliverable. 
Existing services and facilities within Lynheam are easily accessible either on foot or by cycle as Preston Lane runs through to 
the village centre. Lynheam benefits from a very good bus service through to Swindon with the service available from the centre 
of the village. 
The OHM7 land represents a logical location for the future expansion of the village and would compliment the existing residential 
development accessible off Victoria Drive with the intervening land capable of forming an attractive green space. Whilst all of the 
land within the red line on the attached Site Location Plan is available it is appreciated that given the current residual need a 
smaller parcel may be more appropriate in the short term. 
It is noted that Lyneham and Bradenstoke are moving towards examination of a Neighbourhood Development Plan. We would 
note that this is based on the Wiltshire Core Strategy and whilst Lyneham’s role is unlikely to change, the planned for quantum of 
development will and we would suggest should increase further. Accordingly, we are concerned that there will be a likely conflict 
which will result in a less flexible policy regime which will undoubtedly further hamper the effective delivery of residential 
development.  
Given the suitability of the OHM7 land we consider strongly that Wiltshire should consider it for a strategic allocation as part of 
the Local Plan Review alongside the adoption of a more flexible policy to allow sustainable growth at Larger Villages and more 
rural settlements, particularly locations such as Lyneham. 
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2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
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6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
2. Summary of Bellway’s Development Proposals 
2.1. As part of this consultation response, Bellway is promoting land at South Cricklade for residential allocation in this Local Plan 
Review. This site relates to land to the west of the B4553 which is immediately adjoining the existing urban area. 
2.2.The  site  has  previously  been  submitted  to  the  Council  by  Bellway  as  part  of  the call  for  sites  exercise relating 
preparation of the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA). The SHELAA identifies Bellway’s 
site as being Site 3191 (i.e. Land West of the B4553). The SHELAA concludes in relation to Site 3191 that the site is suitable (i.e. 
no suitability constraints), available, achievable (i.e. for residential), deliverable and developable (i.e. in the short term). The 



SHELAA also states that the site area is 1.4836 hectares and the development capacity is 54 dwellings (based on the 1.4836 
hectares site area). 
2.3.Bellway agrees with the conclusions reached in the SHELAA that the site is available, achievable (i.e. for residential), 
deliverable and developable (i.e. in the short term), but notes that the site area is 2.2 hectares and the development capacity is 
approximately 60 dwellings. The Site 
2.4.The site is in single ownership and extends to 2.2 hectares. It is  located immediately to the south of the built up area of 
Cricklade and located to west of the B4553. Directly to the north of the site is an area of new residential development at The 
Forty which is being built by Greensquare Homes for 70 dwellings. To the east of the site is a small enclave of buildings and 
access road which form part of Godbys Farm. To the south and east of the site are fields which are in agricultural use. 
2.5.The site is an agricultural field and is not subject of any statutory environmental or landscape designations. The site is also 
located entirely within Flood Zone 1. 
2.6.The site is also unlikely to be contaminated given its current agricultural use. 
2.7.The site is flat and direct access can be made on to the B4553. 
2.8.A Public Right of Way (PRoW) runs across the south-eastern corner of the site along a diagonal line from the B4553. This 
PRoW connects the B4553 to the line of the old canal which is located to the south west of the site. The route of the PRoW will 
be incorporated into the proposed development of the site by Bellway.  
2.9.Whilst an overhead powerline crosses the south west corner of site, this can be diverted/undergrounded as part of future 
development proposals. 
2.10.No viability constraints are envisaged by Bellway as part of the development of this site. 
2.11.As identified in Core Policy 1 of the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy (2015), Cricklade is classified as a Local Service Centre 
which is identified for “modest levels of development in order to safeguard their role and to deliver affordable housing”. The site 
itself is  located immediately outside of the defined settlement boundary of Cricklade,  as defined on the Interactive Proposals 
Map. 
2.12.In view of the absence of significant constraints, it is considered that Bellway’s site at South Cricklade is suitable for 
consideration as a residential allocation in the Local Plan Review. 
The Proposed Development 
2.13.It  is  considered  that  the  site  is  located in  a  sustainable  location  immediately  adjoining  the  settlement  boundary of 
Cricklade and that its proposed development could deliver the following: 
- Approximately 60 dwellings (including affordable housing).  
- Public Open Space for the benefit of new and existing residents.  
2.14.Bellway also consider that the development of this site is capable of being commenced in the short term (i.e. from 2022) 
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3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 



 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
84.ASSESSMENT OF SITE SUITABILITY FOR DEVLEOPMENT 
4.1 The following section assesses the suitability of the site ‘The Pry’ for development, demonstrating the site is a sustainable 
location for development that is achievable and available now.  
Background Context 
4.2 Mactaggart  &  Mickel  Strategic  Land  (M&MSL)  is  the  strategic  promotional  arm  of  the  Group, responsible for the 
promotion of long-term land through the Development Plan system and bringing forward  large  scale  development  schemes  
through  the  planning  application  process.  Locally, M&MSL have interests in strategic sites at: 
•Hallow, Worcestershire; 



•Standlake, Oxfordshire; 
•Frampton Coterrell, South Gloucestershire; 
•North Cheltenham, Gloucestershire;  
•Twigworth, Gloucestershire; 
•Chard, Somerset; 
•Keynsham, Bath and North East Somerset; 
•Mitton, north of Tewkesbury, Worcestershire; 
•Comeytrowe, Taunton; and 
•The Pry, west of Swindon. 
4.3 M&MSL  secured  interests  in  some 214.74 hectares  (530.6  acres)  of  land  at  The  Pry,  north  west Swindon,  by  way  of  
a  promotional  agreement  in  2012  and  have  been  responsible  for  strategic promotion  of  the  site  through  the  
Development  Planning  process  since  that  time,  including engagement  through  the  preparation  of  the  Wiltshire  Core  
Strategy  and  Swindon  Borough  Local Plan 2026. 
4.4 M&MSL, through their consultant team, have been working collaboratively with other landowners and  developers,  working  
with  Wiltshire  Council,  Swindon  Borough  Council  and  the Swindon  and Wiltshire Local Enterprise Partnership (SWLEP) as 
well as other external agencies such as Thames Water and Highways England.  
4.5 Evidently, the site benefits from an experienced promotor that has local interest in a number of sites aside from The Pry and 
therefore is experienced in delivering sites that are available, achievable and suitable for development. 
Location of Development 
4.6 The  site ‘The Pry’ is located immediately west of Swindon and within Wiltshire’s administrative boundary. It measures circa 
200 acres comprising a mix of agricultural fields with several farmsteads including  Pry  Farm.  The  B4553  dissects  the  centre  
of  the  site with  Collin  Lane  leading  off  it  in  a westerly direction from the centre of the site.  
4.7 Bordering the site’s south western boundary lies a railway line providing connections from Swindon to  Cheltenham  and  
Gloucester.  Immediately  south  east  lies  land  owned by Swindon  Borough Council containing Mould Country Park. 
Immediately east of the site lies the Swindon and Cricklade Railway  and beyond  that  lies existing  development  forming  the  
western  boundary  of  Swindon. Immediately north and west of the site lies open agricultural fields.  A private railway line also 
sits adjacent to the site that could be utilised as part of proposed development. 
4.8 The  B4553  provides  direct  access  to  Swindon  both  northbound  and  southbound.  In  terms  of distance,  the  site  lies  
approximately 5.54  km  from  the  centre  of  Swindon,  a  settlement which contains anextensive range of services, facilities and 
employment opportunities which are already being utilised frequently by those that reside within the Wiltshire District.  
4.9 More closely,  the  sitesits  within  proximity  to  the  neighbourhood  of  Peatmoor  located  within Swindon that sits south of 
the site. That neighbourhood contains a number of services and facilities including a primary school, an academy, a veterinary 



practice, doctor’s surgery, a Co-operative and restaurant, and several bus stops providing regular services to the centre 
ofSwindon. 
4.10 Further south, approximately 5.34 km in distance, lies Junction 16 of the M4 providing direct access to London eastbound 
and Bristol westbound. Further north is the A419, approximately 6.36 km in distance, providing access northbound to Gloucester 
and Cheltenham. 
4.11 Given the above, the site is considered accessible to an extensive range of services, facilities and employment  
opportunities  with  opportunity  to access  these  via  sustainable  modes  of  transport. Equally,  with  the  intention that the site’s 
delivery will provide housing respective of Wiltshire’s housing need, and not Swindon, it is considered this site provides 
opportunity to deliver housing for the residents of Wiltshire whilst reducing commuter travel within the District, being 
inconsiderably close proximity to Swindon.  
Site Constraints 
4.12 The site does not comprise any statutory landscape or heritage related constraints and does not sit within the  Green Belt. 
Further, the site is defined as Flood Zone 1 by the Environment Agency’s mapping service and therefore is at the lowest risk of 
flooding. 
Deliverability 
4.13 Paragraph 59 of the NPPF states “to support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is 
important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where  it  is  needed” and “that  the  needs  of  groups  
with  specific  housing  requirements  are addressed.” 
4.14 Paragraph   67   of   the   NPPF   states   strategic   policy-making   authorities   should   have   a   clear understanding of 
the land available in their area through the preparation of a strategic housing and employment  land  availability  assessment.  
From  this,  planning  policies  should  identify  a  sufficient supply and mix of sites, taking into account their availability, suitability 
and likely economic viability. Planning policies should identify a supply of:   
a)“specific, deliverable sites for years one to five of the plan period; and  
b)Specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible for years 11-15 of the plan.” 
4.15 Annex 2 within the NPPF defines ‘deliverable’ as the following: “To  be  considered  deliverable,  sites  for  housing  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 five years.” 
4.16 The following demonstrates the deliverability of the site in its entirety as per the definition above. 
Availability 
4.17 The site comprises primarily agricultural land and is being actively promoted by a well-established land  promotor. There  
are  no  known  legal  arrangements,  complex  land  ownerships  or  significant constraints which would prevent the site coming 
forward in a timely manner. The site is therefore developable and available.  



Suitable 
4.18 The site has no physical constraints that would prevent or delay development coming forward. The site is suitable and 
sustainably located for residential development with good accessibility to local services and facilities. The site is clearly a suitable 
location for residential development. 
Achievable 
4.19 The  site  borders  the  western  boundary  of  Swindon  and  is  close  proximity  to  good  transportation links.  Allocating  
the  site  for  development  would enhance  those  services  and  facilities  and  would reduce the rate of out-commuting within 
the District. Further, the site can be considered achievable within a 5-10 year period. 
Concluding Comments 
4.20 Taking  into  account  the  above  and  the  proposed  site  allocations  at  Royal  Wootton  Bassett, summarised at Appendix 
2,it is considered ‘The Pry’ constitutes a suitable location for development that contains limited constraints when compared to the 
proposed site allocations. Whilst it is not the intention of this exercise to question or dispute the deliverability of these sites, it is 
reasonable to suggest that ‘The Pry’ could offer a level of development that would make a meaningful contribution to Wiltshire’s 
housing needs whilst  reducing  the  rate  of  out-commuter travel,  a  key  aim  of  the adopted Core Strategy and the proposed 
ESS as well as avoiding putting additional pressure on the landscape  and  environmental  constraints  that  affects  the  potential  
growth  of  settlements  within Wiltshire.  
4.21 At this point it is worth noting the site was submitted as part of a previous call for sites consultation Wiltshire District Council 
held in 2017. Subsequently, the Council assessed that site as part of the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (SHELAA) 2017, disregarding it as a site for development as the site was either  more than 100 metres from a 
settlement boundary within the District; or more than 100 metres from a site that was less than 100 metres from a settlement 
boundary;  conflicting  with  Policy  CP1  of  the  adopted  Core  Strategy.  No  other  constraints  were identified by the Council 
that would preclude the site’s development. Prior to that, the site was also considered by the Council in 2009 within the draft 
South West Regional Spatial Strategy which was promoting circa 3,000 new homes at the west of Swindon within the North 
Wiltshire area. ‘Pry Farm’ was  proposed  to  deliver  at  least  2,000  of  those  dwellings,  recognised  as  a  suitable  location  
for development  with limited  environmental  constraints  that  could  mitigated  where  necessary  and would be connected to a 
number of services and facilities through the development of ‘Ridgeway Farm’ (which is now currently being built out). 
4.22 Given the emerging Local Plan provides opportunity to amend the spatial strategy, then it is argued that there is no suitable 
reason for disregarding development at ‘The Pry’; particularly as there are other sites that are proposed to be allocated in the 
Swindon HMA that are more constrained and will only add to the levels of out-commuting already evident in the County. 
4.23 We therefore respectfully request that this site is looked upon favourably by the Council in identifying proposed site 
allocations for development to help meet the required housing need up until the plan period. 
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listed below:  
 

 
1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
There is a huge amount of development planned for Rowde and the Parish Council does not think that the community or 
infrastructure can sustain it.  
The Parish Council has not been provided with any priorities, only a demand for an excessive number of houses.  
If Wiltshire Council is insistent upon Rowde meeting Wiltshire Council’s target then the Parish Council would argue that the only 
suitable land is that owned by Wiltshire Council adjacent to the School, and opposite.  
We are a village community. Wiltshire Council’s demand that Rowde accommodate a further 70 houses/families is not viable and 
cannot be supported.  
This is not a town. We have no shop, no medical services and little in the way of necessary services.  



Our roads, except for the A342, are narrow and due to previous poor development, have become clogged with parked cars. 
Further development around Rowde Court Road/Cock Road/Bunnies Lane would further exacerbate that situation. Similarly, 
Springfield Road has become a quasi car park/rat run and further development in that area of Silverlands would make the 
situation untenable.  
Provision of a further 70 properties in Rowde would likely involve up to 100 more vehicles which the village infrastructure is 
simply not able to accommodate. Furthermore, there is little or no employment opportunity in the village which necessarily 
involves people commuting to neighbouring towns for work and senior education and medical services.  
The target for houses to be built in Rowde between 2016 – 2036 is 70. This would increase the house number in Rowde by over 
10%. The Parish Council feels that this number is more than the village could cope with.  
The built-up part of the village exists around Marsh Lane/Springfield Road and the High Street. A new estate was created on 
Silverlands Road in 2009. Further development off Silverlands Road, Reed Place took place in 2015. Wiltshire Council has 
outlined their plans for an additional development of up to ten houses off Reed Place.  
There are huge parking problems in the village, especially around this area of the village. Marsh Lane which intersects the A361 
and the A342 is zigzagged with parked cars which makes it dangerous to approach the A342.   
There is very little employment in the village, even less if HfT (a residential complex for adults with learning difficulties) closes as 
was originally proposed for June 2021. Most residents leave the village to travel to Swindon or to Chippenham. The village shop 
closed in 2019. There is a café/ice cream parlour and a farm shop on farmland at Iron Pear Tree Farm, off the Devizes Road 
away from the built-up part of the village. It is accessed in the main by cars.   
We are likely to lose one of our two village pubs. The infrastructure (roads/facilities) cannot withstand the building of an additional 
70 homes on top of the development and extension work at Silverwood School (formerly Rowdeford School). There have been 
two serious road traffic accidents on the corner of the High Street/Close Lane in the past two months.  
There are some windfall sites which have been identified which could house up to twelve properties. Also infill along the Devizes 
Road towards Tanis. Tanis is currently outside of the settlement boundary, sits under Roundway Down (An Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty), and is not linked to the built-up part of the village even by a footpath.  
We estimate that we could accommodate up to thirty new homes. We ask respectfully that the figure of 70 new homes proposed 
for Rowde be reduced to 30. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
yes 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
yes 
 



 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 
The Council would support the idea of specifically preventing new homes to be extended to ensure turnover of homes to first 
time-buyers.  The sustainability of Bratton school and Pre-school is important to the village.  Extensions to older properties in l 
 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
(a) As there is no standardised methodology to apportion allocations the only possible comparison would appear to be against a 
Local Housing Needs Survey.  In 2018 a survey was carried out for Bratton and concluded a housing need of 5, so an allocation 
of 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 



Conclusion 
15. The review documentation is complex and difficult to understand.  The recent allocation of site 321 in the WHSAP, in 
contradiction of the policies in the current Core Strategy, demonstrates how national targets - in that case the allocation of 
sufficient sites to meet the theoretical housing target - can overrule the provisions of the Core Strategy.  Having said that the 
allocation of this site means the proposals in the documentation can be met without the allocation of further sites. 
16. Empowering Rural Communities demonstrates that it is important that the Parish Council moves forward with the 
development of a Neighbourhood Plan.  However, the NPPF requires that all Neighbourhood Plans are less than two years old 
since adoption or review, (See paragraph 69) which means that this will become an almost continuous process of review. 
Resources must be found to do this as it is clear the complex process of developing a Plan needs professional input and 
leadership. 
Recommendation 
17. This report is forwarded to Wiltshire Council as Bratton’s response to the Local Plan consultation.  In particular:-  
- the Council would wish para 87 of Empowering Local Communities be deleted along with Step B identified in the Table in 
para 92. (see para 15 (4)(a)) 
- the Plan incorporates a clear reference to the fact that the allocation of 40 houses to Bratton during the Plan period can be 
met by current allocated sites and identified opportunities to meet local need within the settlement boundary. (see 15(4)(c)) 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
Thank you for the ‘rural communities’ event yesterday evening that I attended. In response to this and my reading of some of the 
consultation documents, I have three key points to raise at this stage: 
1. How do you define ‘Affordable homes’? I believe that true social rent housing is what is needed; as opposed to homes that are 
for private ownership being sold as say ‘starter homes’ at a supposedly affordable price (with respect to say a median household 
income).I believe that ‘starter homes’ are vulnerable to purchase by landlords for private rent or become extended over time and 
so rise in value taking them out of reach of the very people they were aimed at helping. 
2. If you agree that social rent housing is required how will you then determine the amount of stock needed? Surely this should 
depend on the demand experienced by your housing department and so any artificial figure of say ‘40%’ affordable homes will fail 
to be responsive to real needs. 



3. Climate Change and Biodiversity. Surely this is the critical issue at this time. And concrete is  I believe a very carbon polluting 
material so any homes built should be built to last a long time to reduce their year averaged carbon footprint. Also, new homes 
should avoid all sensitive land areas including local wildlife sites and ideally ‘brownfield’ and vacant retail property and vacant 
domestic stock should be re-purposed before new home requirements are decided. 
Thank you for considering these points. 
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1. Do you agree there should be a target of 40% affordable homes on all new schemes of more than five dwellings? 
What other approaches might there be? 
 

 
 

 
2. [In reference to the proposed amended CP44] Do you agree with the approach set out in the suggested policy? If not, 
why not? How could it be improved? 
 

 
 

 
3. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] Do you think this approach is worth pursuing? 
 

 



 

 
4. [In reference to community needs and dwelling size] What local evidence would be needed to justify applying 
restrictions like these? 
 

 
 

 
5. To comment on the housing figure that interests you, please select from which area of the county the settlement falls 
within. 
 

 
 

 
6. [Following the answer to Q5] What do you think to the housing requirements for Local Service Centres and Large 
Villages? Should requirements be higher or lower? If so which ones and why? 
 

 
 

 
If you have any further comments you wish to make, please detail them below. 
 

 
My recommendations below are a private opinion not those of my Parish Council. 
Before commenting on your draft, I should like to tell you of my long experience of living in Fittleton village in Wiltshire since 
1985, & in other English villages:-  
1972-1979 Salfords, Surrey - a small village split by the A23 on the outskirts of Redhill. 
1979-1985 Almondsbury, Avon - a small village split by the A38 on the outskirts of Bristol. 
1984-1985 Ford, Wiltshire - a small village off the A345 near Salisbury. 
Over 60 years I was fortunate to have travelled extensively throughout Wales, Scotland and England, in particular Southern 
England & South West England, for business and pleasure purposes covering possibly 1 million miles. My place of residence 
was irrelevant to my travel. 



As the chairman of the South West branch of a national political party, and in my project management career in South West 
Region, I have visited most towns and large villages in the region. In Wiltshire I have leafletted most towns and villages over a 15 
year period, often more than once. 
At present I am the chairman of Fittleton cum Haxton Parish Council, a position I have filled on and off for about 25 years. I was 
also a Kennet District Councillor from 1999 until 2009, being a member of the Planning Committee during all of that time. 
Currently I am the secretary of the Phoenix Hall Management Committee, the village hall jointly owned by Fittleton cum Haxton 
Parish Council and Netheravon Parish Council, built in 1987 in Netheravon following the fire which burnt down the village hall in 
Haxton. This was a co-operative venture which was paid for through fire insurance money and Council Tax precept by the 
citizens of the two parishes. Wiltshire Council leased or gifted the land. 
The deeds acknowledge that the hall is for those people living in the COMMUNITY AREA of Fittleton, Haxton and Netheravon. 
As you may now appreciate, people in Netheravon, Haxton and Fittleton are effectively one community using the same school, 
village shop, buses and the other facilities in Netheravon. The residents of Combe in Enford Parish also use the facilities in 
Netheravon. Some residents of adjacent Figheldean Parish, devoid now of most small businesses, use the school and other 
facilities in Netheravon. Over the years I have seen the creation of the new school in Netheravon, the village hall, the building of 
affordable housing, both privately owned and social-landlord owned. In Netheravon, Fittleton and Haxton there have been 
improvements and extensions to many private homes and right-to-buy homes. Most of the infill sites have been built upon with 
planning permission by Kennet District Council. The conservation areas have been maintained and improved. 
Over the years, various businesses in Netheravon have been lost to housing development, including public houses. The doctor's 
surgery in Netheravon was closed. The small brewery, and a revamped public house/restaurant have been welcome 
developments. Today, there are few sites in the area that could be developed as most of the surrounding land is owned by MOD. 
If they could be persuaded to give up little-used parcels of land the COMMUNITY AREA could be developed beneficially. 
1997 Kennet Local Plan 
When I first became Chairman of Fittleton Parish Council and later a Kennet District Councillor this Local Plan was extant. 
Chapter 14 covers village policies. 
I'd like draw your attention to Table 14.1 where Netheravon, Fittleton and Haxton are stated to be a settlement.  
Para 14.05 makes the statement that development should be "targeted ...... to those villages where essential services are at risk". 
This was a positive policy to ensure that communities retained essential services.  
Replacement Local Plans 
Replacement Local Plans unpicked the principle that Netheravon, Fittleton and Haxton was a conjoined settlement. Netheravon 
is now a large village whilst Fittleton and Haxton are hamlets and as a result virtually barred from development. This effectively 
denies the Parish of Fittleton cum Haxton the opportunity for development to help sustain the Netheravon Community Area where 
vital local services like the village shop and school are at risk for want of a bigger population to support them. The adjoining 



village of Figheldean is an example of a village that has become a dormitory village having lost its shop, post office, pub and 
school. This will have increased the use of cars. This is a classic case of the law of unintended consequences. 
My principal recommendation is that Netheravon, Fittleton and Haxton be considered a large village in planning terms, as it was 
in 1997. 
In the period since the 1997 Local Plan the principle of subsidiarity became a high profile subject. It engendered the view that 
development should be concentrated around large market towns and deterred development in villages. We now have the 
situation where the towns are choked with traffic. Getting through these towns involves slow journeys, incurring additional fuel 
use, and is contrary to the principle of subsidiarity and a greener planet. This is a classic case of the law of unintended 
consequences.  
The current Local Plan discourages small villages from growing to become a sustainable large village or group of villages. The 
new Local Plan needs to give the opportunity for local communities in small villages to develop a plan to become a sustainable 
community. They will possibly not have the financial resources and manpower to do this on their own and will need Wiltshire 
Council expertise and support in the same way that this is given for the market towns. 
DEVELOPMENT IN VILLAGES 
There is no precise definition of a Large Village, Small Village or hamlet. These places developed in the past through their 
association with agriculture in the Middle Ages, with the Industrial Revolution of the 19th & 20th century, and the Armed Services 
of the 20th century. Businesses also developed around Rivers, Lakes and the countryside. They all have their specific 
developmental history. Planners have put them in "boxes" so as to develop "rules" for development. I would suggest that 
planning for development in villages should not be constrained by attempts at micro-management. Each should be considered on 
its merits. 
RECOMMENDATION: Growth in large villages should considered on its merits, justified by a plan. The principle should be to 
encourage sensible growth in villages, including small villages and hamlets that will preserve and enhance the existing services 
and the properties. Setting growth targets that match the past only serves to reinforce the principles that killed services in villages 
over the past 25 years.  
RECOMMENDATION: Small villages should be encouraged to grow to become a sustainable large village or group of villages.  
The UK needs housing for millions of people. Most have little money. Our rate of population increase has outstripped land supply. 
Many do not have cars therefore they need to live where there are already the facilities for living. That is in large towns and cities. 
The internet and Covid are killing the High Street. Major landlords of High Street properties are already seeing the need to re-
develop sites for multiple occupation of people and small businesses. This makes sense to use these brownfield sites for 
development of serviced and managed flats for the elderly, bedsits for the single and flats for families plus the service businesses 
they need, like hairdressers.  
RECOMMENDATION: All social housing, should be sited in cities, large towns or in new settlements. 



The villages are comprised of people who are living in properties that may be up to 200 years old. They need wealthier owners to 
maintain them especially in the conservation areas. The residents are often an ageing self-supporting group whose villages are 
losing their existing facilities, even their village shop, for lack of trade, exacerbated by the proliferation of supermarkets, mini 
supermarkets and now, the internet. These villages need children to support local schools. They need extra adults to support and 
grow existing services.  
RECOMMENDATION: All village development should be centred on private sector flats, maisonettes and small houses.  
To recap: 
1. Netheravon, Fittleton and Haxton should be considered as a LARGE VILLAGE community to mirror the principles of ownership 
of the village hall. 
2. Affordable (Social) Housing should be sited in Cities and Towns. 
3. Affordable (Private) Housing should be sited in Large Villages with consideration for Small Villages wishing to develop into a 
large village.  
4. All development in villages should be justified by a Neighbourhood Plan, with emphasis on enhancing existing services. 
 

 


