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CASE OFFICER'S REPORT

Application Reference: 19/06389/OUT
Date of Inspection: 15/07/2019
Date site notice posted: 15/07/2019
Date of press notice: n/a

POLICIES  
Wiltshire Core Strategy: Core Policies
CP1 (Settlement strategy); CP2 (Delivery strategy); CP3 (Infrastructure requirements); CP32 
(Westbury Area Strategy); CP43 (Providing affordable homes); CP44 (Rural Exception Sites); CP45 
(Meeting Wiltshire’s housing needs); CP50 (Biodiversity and geodiversity); CP51 (Landscape); 
CP52 (Green Infrastructure); CP55 (Air Quality); CP56 Contaminated Land; CP57 (Ensuring high 
quality design and place shaping); CP58 (Ensuring the conservation of the historic environment); 
CP60 (Sustainable Transport); CP61 (Transport and Development); CP62 (Development impacts 
on the transport network); CP64 Demand Management and CP67 (Flood Risk); CP69 Protection of 
the River Avon SAC

West Wiltshire District Local Plan (1st Alteration, 2004) policies continued to be “saved” under 
the WCS: U1a (Foul Drainage/sewerage treatment); I2 (Arts); I3 (Access for everyone)

Wiltshire Waste Core Strategy - WCS6 (Waste Audit)

Other relevant documents (Local)
 Wiltshire Housing Land Supply Statement – Updated Base Date April 2018 – Published 

August 2019
 Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan – adoption due in early 2020
 Wiltshire’s Community Infrastructure Levy – Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning 

Document (Planning Obligations SPD)
 Wiltshire’s Community Infrastructure Levy - Charging Schedule (Charging Schedule)
 Wiltshire’s Community Infrastructure Levy - Regulation 123 List (123 List)
 Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance adopted August 2004
 Wiltshire Local Transport Plan - Car Parking Strategy
 Leisure and Recreation Development Plan Document 2009
 Open Space provision in New Housing Developments – A Guide (Supplementary Planning 

Guidance)
 Landscape Character Assessment (LCA)– Rolling Clay Lowland 11C and District 

Assessment E8 Heywood Rolling Clay Lowland
 Wiltshire Council Waste Collection Guidance for New Development 
 Wiltshire Council Bat Special Area of Conservation (SAC) Guidance

National Policy

 National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF)
 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
 Habitats Regulations Assessment under s63 of the Habitats Regulations 2017

The National Planning Policy Framework introduced the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. The NPPF acknowledges the statutory status of the development plan as the starting 
point for decision making. Proposed development that accords with an up-to-date Local Plan should 
be approved and proposed development that conflicts should be refused unless other material 
considerations indicate otherwise. 



Further, under the provisions of section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and 
section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, applications for planning 
permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  The statutory development plan in respect of this application is 
as follows:

Wiltshire Core Strategy (WCS), adopted 20th January 2015, and saved policies in the West 
Wiltshire District Plan 1st alteration (2004) as outlined in Appendix D of the WCS

Core Strategy policies considered particularly relevant to spatial planning’s consideration of this 
application are: Core Policy 1: Settlement strategy; ore Policy 2: Delivery Strategy; Core Policy 32: 
Westbury Community Area Strategy.

Consideration must however be given to all other relevant policies.

Heywood has started its Neighbourhood Plan and is at the scoping stage and can therefore be 
given some weight.

The Housing Site Allocations and settlement boundary review DPD is currently under preparation. 
In July 2018 a draft plan was submitted to the Secretary of State, who appointed a Planning 
Inspector to conduct an independent public examination into the Plan. 

Public hearing sessions took place in April 2019. In June 2019, the Inspector issued a letter advising 
of the next steps, to include a consultation on Further Main Modifications to the Plan, which closed 
in October 2019. The plan is due to go before Cabinet in February/March 2020, with adoption 
anticipated soon after.

ISSUES  
- Planning history of the site
- Principle of development
- Urban Design
- Impact on Landscape Character
- Impact on Ecology
- Flood risk and drainage
- Impact on Archaeology
- Impact on highway safety
- Living standards of proposed occupants
- CIL/s106

CONSULTATIONS
Following the applicants submission to reduce the number of dwellings from ‘up to 200’ down to ‘up 
to 190’, the application was sent out to re-consultation.

requested that should the application be recommended for approval that the 
application should be heard by Planning Committee to consider the scale of development, the visual 
impact on the surrounding area, the relationship with adjoining properties, the design, car parking 
and the highways impact.

Westbury Town Council – Objection 
- Nothing has changed since first application
- The development is too far out of town to access schools, shops and medical services 

without the use of a car
- Increase in air pollution contrary to Wiltshire Council air quality plan
- Site is outside the housing boundary



- Applicants have failed to turn up to our meetings
- A reduction of 10 houses is not a significant reduction
- This is the last space between Westbury and the West Wilts Trading Estate
- The development is on the flight path for the Trowbridge area Bat Management zone
- Concerns over archaeology
- Roads wont be able to cope with increased traffic
- Where are the new reports supporting the reduction to 190 dwellings?
- Concerned the access will not be safe

Heywood Parish Council – Objection 
- S52 agreement 
- Contrary to Core Strategy and there is a 5 year housing land supply
- The air quality will be badly affected by the proposal contrary to CP55
- Traffic problems and inadequate access
- Flooding and foul water issues

Wiltshire Council Spatial Planning Officer – General comments
Site status
The site lies outside but directly adjacent to the settlement boundary for Westbury, as defined by 
the former West Wiltshire District Local Plan and carried forward and retained by Core Policy 1 
Settlement Strategy of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, adopted in January 2015. Settlement 
boundaries are being reviewed by the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan. 

The proposed new settlement boundary for Westbury now encloses the West Wiltshire Trading 
Estate. The effect of this is that the proposed site, plus an area of green space to the west that is 
outside of the application red line, would be surrounded by the proposed new settlement boundary 
on three sides.

Core Policy 2 (Delivery Strategy) states that;

“Within the defined limits of development
Within the limits of development, as defined on the policies maps accompanying the Core Strategy, there is 
a presumption in favour of sustainable development at the Principal Settlements, Market Towns (including 
Westbury), Local Service Centres and Large Villages.
Outside the defined limits of development
Other than in circumstances as permitted by other policies within this plan, identified in paragraph 4.25 (of 
the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy), development will not be permitted outside the limits of development, 
as defined on the policies map. The limits of development may only be altered through the identification of 
sites for development through subsequent Site Allocations Development Plan Documents and 
neighbourhood plans”.

The exceptions policies referred to in paragraph 4.25 are as follows:
 Additional employment land (Core Policy 34)
 Military establishments (Core Policy 37)
 Development related to tourism (Core Policies 39 and 40)
 Rural exception sites (Core Policy 44)
 Specialist accommodation provision (Core Policies 46 and 47)
 Supporting rural life (Core Policy 48) – see below for further discussion

The settlement boundaries are currently being reviewed as part of the Wiltshire Housing Site 
Allocations Plan, as set out in the council’s Local Development Scheme, to ensure that they are up 
to date and can adequately reflect changes which have happened since they were first established. 
The Plan will also identify additional sites to ensure the delivery of housing land across the plan 



period in order to maintain a five year land supply in each Housing Market Area. In July 2018, a 
draft Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State, who appointed a Planning Inspector to conduct 
an independent public examination into the Plan. 

Public hearing sessions took place in April 2019. In June 2019, the Inspector issued a letter advising 
of the next steps, to include a consultation on Further Main Modifications to the Plan, which closed 
in October 2019. In relation to the settlement boundaries, however, the Inspector commented, in 
paragraph 34, that “the settlement boundary process has been through several iterations and 
consultations. The Council’s approach and methodology are robust” and that “the changes 
proposed to settlement boundaries submitted with the Plan and within WHSAP.03 are necessary.” 
However, it should be noted that this was the Inspector’s initial advice, prior to the consultation on 
Further Main Modifications, and not his final conclusions. These will be contained within his report 
in due course. It is now likely that adoption of the Plan will take place in early 2020.

It will also be the prerogative of the community to review settlement boundaries through a 
neighbourhood plan. Work on a neighbourhood plan for Westbury has begun, with a neighbourhood 
area designation approved in April 2017, however this is still in the early stages of preparation.

Spatial strategy for the Westbury Community Area (Core Policy 32)
The overall strategy for Westbury will deliver a reduction in housing growth compared to historic 
trends, with a focus on improving facilities, services and job creation.

Westbury has seen significant housing development in the past which has not been matched by an 
appropriate provision of services, facilities and new jobs. Westbury has been identified as a location 
for new strategic employment growth.

Specific issues to be addressed in planning for the Westbury Community Area include:
 The strategic employment role of Westbury will be maintained and enhanced
 Links between the town and the industrial sites located to the north of the town will be 

strengthened through developing the area in proximity to the railway station
 The delivery of the strategic housing growth at Station Road, Westbury (former West 

Wiltshire housing allocation – H14 West Wiltshire District Plan) will deliver an enhanced 
gateway to the town, in addition to providing a new crossing of the railway line, thus 
alleviating traffic from Oldfield Road and providing a connection to Mane Way

 The strategic development around Westbury railway station should also deliver improved 
access

Proposals for development in Westbury away from the Station Road site should demonstrate how 
they will contribute to the enhancement of the central area of the town, in accordance with the 
community-led town planning process. This should facilitate the delivery of town centre 
enhancement and improved community facilities through financial contributions.

Status of the development plan
National Planning Policy Framework
The Revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), published in July 2018 and updated in 
February 2019, presents a presumption in favour of sustainable development at paragraph 11. This 
forms the basis of a ‘golden thread’ running through plan making and decision taking. 

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF states that ‘planning law requires that applications for planning 
permission be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise’.



Therefore, proposed development that accords with an up-to-date Local Plan should be approved 
and proposed development that conflicts should be refused unless other material considerations 
indicate otherwise. 

Chapter 2 constitutes what sustainable development means in practice. The sections of the NPPF 
that are considered relevant to this application, as well as paragraph 11 and Chapter 2, include:

 Chapter 5 - Delivering a sufficient supply of homes

5 year housing supply
NPPF paragraph 73 requires that, to deliver a sufficient supply of homes, “local planning authorities 
should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a 
minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement” (with appropriate buffer). 
NPPF paragraph 11 identifies relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered 
up to date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable 
housing sites (with appropriate buffer, as set out in paragraph 73), or where the Housing Delivery 
Test indicates that the delivery of housing was substantially below the housing requirement over 
the previous three years1.

The proposed development lies within the North and West Wiltshire Housing Market Area (HMA). 
The latest published evidence (the Housing Land Supply Statement (HLSS), base date April 2018, 
published August 2019) indicates that a 5 year (and 5% buffer) land supply exists for this HMA. 
Specifically, Table 2a of the HLSS August 2019 indicates that there is 5.07 years of deliverable 
supply in the North and West Wiltshire HMA. The supply is made up of qualifying permissions, 
existing saved Local Plan, Wiltshire Core Strategy, Chippenham Site Allocations Plan, and 
Neighbourhood Plan allocations, and also includes the proposed allocations sites in the emerging 
Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan, which is currently undergoing an examination in public with 
hearing sessions having taken place in April 2019.

Appendix 6 to the HLSS August 2019 sets out the indicative remaining requirement in the Westbury 
Community Area for the rest of the Core Strategy period, up to 2026, which is 0 dwellings (Westbury 
Town) and 38 dwellings (Westbury Community Area remainder), with an overall requirement of 38
dwellings.

Summary
The proposed site is bordered to the north and west by the West Wilts Trading Estate, to the south 
and east by existing residential development off Storridge Road, the Ham and Hawkeridge Park.
The site lies outside but adjacent to the existing settlement boundary for Westbury. It would be 
surrounded on three sides by the proposed new boundary in the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations 
Plan, which is reviewing settlement boundaries to ensure they are up to date. 

It is now likely that adoption of the Plan will take place in early 2020. Examination hearing sessions 
took place in April and, in June, the Council received a letter from the Inspector’s outlining the next 
steps, to include a consultation on Main Modifications, which closed in October 2019. In this letter, 
the Inspector commented that the Council’s approach and methodology are robust and that 
changes previously submitted with the Plan are necessary. However, it should be noted that this
was the Inspector’s initial advice, prior to the consultation on Further Main Modifications, and not 
his final conclusions. These will be contained within his report in due course.

                                                            
1 Local Planning Authorities will fail the Housing Delivery Test and their policies will become out of date if: From 
November 2018, delivery was below 25% of housing required over previous three years; From November 2019, 
delivery was below 45% of housing required over the previous three years; From November 2020 onwards, delivery 
was below 75% of housing required over the previous three years. The Government publishes Housing Delivery Test 
results in November each year.



Settlement boundaries can also be reviewed by the community through a neighbourhood plan. The 
Westbury Neighbourhood Plan is at an early stage, having been granted an area designation in 
April 2017.

Any proposed development would need to demonstrate that it is in accordance with the spatial 
strategy for the Westbury Community Area, as set out in Core Policy 32, and other relevant policies 
as listed above.

The latest published evidence (the Housing Land Supply Statement (HLSS) Update, base date April 
2018, published August 2019) indicates that a 5-year land supply exists for this HMA.

In the short-term, the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan and, over the longer-term, the 
emerging Local Plan Review, will also identify additional sites to ensure the delivery of housing land 
across the plan period in order to maintain a five year land supply in each Housing Market Area. 

Wiltshire Council Urban Design Officer – (31 July 2019 – 200 dwellings) Holding Objection
- The Concept and Masterplan should be reviewed to include provision for future through 

access to land to the north to avoid piecemeal development in Westbury.
- It appears that 200 units is a too large and misleading number of units to seek permission 

for.
- The indicative layout appears to only show provision for about 160 units. To avoid future 

urban design compromise and viability issues, more evidence should be provided that the 
number of houses sought is realistic in regard to the design, density and character of 
development which is promoted.

- More detail must be provided to illustrate a clearer vision with regards to distinctive and
appropriate architecture and character, and space being secured for public art and high 
quality public realm, including SUDs area.

Wiltshire Council Urban Design Officer - Updated 11 November 2019 response:
The additional revised plans still do not sufficiently demonstrate that the flaws in this masterplan 
and indicative layout could be overcome in the detailed design at Reserved Matters, nor that even 
close to 190 units might be suitable for this site. For this reason, as detailed above and in my 
previous response, the application is recommended for refusal.

Wiltshire Council Ecology Officer – 3 October 2019 - Objection 

Appropriate Assessment for Salisbury Plain SPA
This application lies within the 6.4km buffer zone of the Salisbury Plain SPA and in light of the HRA 
for the Wiltshire Core Strategy and the HRA for the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan it is 
screened into appropriate assessment due to the potential impact of recreational pressure on stone 
curlew in combination with other plans and projects. 

The qualifying features for Salisbury Plain SPA are non-breeding hen harrier and breeding 
populations Eurasian hobby, common quail and stone-curlew. Conservation objectives for the SPA 
and supplementary advice for implementing them have been published by Natural England (NE)2,3. 
Development coming forward under the Wiltshire Core Strategy is only anticipated to impact one of 
these species, the stone-curlew. This is a ground nesting species which research shows is 
particularly sensitive to disturbance by people and people with dogs. The unique character of the 

                                                            
2 European Site Conservation Objectives for Salisbury Plain Special Protection Area Site Code: UK9011102 published 
by Natural England 21 February 2019 – Version 3
3 European Site Conservation Objectives: Supplementary Advice on Conserving and restoring Site Features - Salisbury 
Plain Special Protection Area Site (SPA) Code: UK9011102. published by Natural England 27 October 2017



Plain attracts many visitors and a recent study has demonstrated 75% of these live within 6.4 km4. 
Within this zone housing allocations from the Core Strategy, Housing Site Allocations Plan, Army 
Basing Programme and Neighbourhood Plans have the potential to lead to significant effects 
through their combined recreational pressure.  

The Council’s housing plans are mitigated through a project funded by CIL which records where 
stone-curlews breed and works with farm managers to maximise breeding success. The project 
was agreed with Natural England in 20125  and reviewed in 20186  and continues to provide an 
effective, timely and reliable means of mitigating any additional effects arising from new residential 
development. 

It is recognised that the pressures at Salisbury Plain are changing and in the future further mitigation 
for this species may be necessary. Experience has demonstrated landowners are willing to take up 
conservation measures and that interventions can be effective at sustaining the population. Where 
such measures may be insufficient, future housing plans may need to refocus housing delivery. For 
the time being the current strategy, in combination with mitigation implemented for the Army Basing 
Programme, appears to be adequate to support housing numbers up until 2026 even if these are 
above WCS and HSAP figures. 

The Council is therefore able to conclude beyond reasonable scientific doubt, that development 
proposed under this application would not lead to adverse effects on the integrity of the 
Salisbury Plain SPA.

Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC – preliminary consideration of the issues
Screening - does the development require appropriate assessment?
The application is for 200 dwellings adjacent to a plantation woodland. Approximately 2 hectares of 
the application site lies within the yellow zone identified on Figure 4 of the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation 
Strategy (TBMS). This zone covers land lying beyond 600m and within 1.5km of the boundary of 
the core roosting woodlands for Bechstein’s bats, as well as other land in the Trowbridge 
Community Area. This species is one of the features of the Bath and Bradford on Avon bats SAC 
and evidence from bat ring recoveries demonstrates that this species uses woodlands in South 
Trowbridge for breeding. As such the woodlands and the surrounding habitat which they rely on are 
considered to be functionally linked to the SAC. 

The application site also lies entirely within the 4km Core Area of a Core Roost for greater 
horseshoe bats as illustrated in the Bat Special Areas of Conservation, Planning Guidance for 
Wiltshire, Sept 2015. It therefore falls within an area where bats are most likely to gain the majority 
of their sustenance while they are using this roost.

In addition to having the potential to affect Bechstein’s and horseshoe bat habitat, the application 
lies within the grey hatched zone of the TBMS  where new development is likely to generate 
additional recreational visits to the Bechstein’s bats breeding woodlands. The application site lies 
closest to Pickett and Clanger Wood but Green Lane and Biss Woods are also located within a 
short drive. There are no direct footpath links to these woodlands. 

It is also relevant that the government announced its intention to consider whether it is appropriate 
to designate the woodlands round Trowbridge as SSSIs and this summer Natural England 
conducted surveys in the area to inform the designation process. The surveys and any subsequent 

                                                            
4 Panter, C., & Liley, D. (2015) Salisbury Plain Visitor Survey 2015. Unpublished report by Footprint Ecology for 
Wiltshire Council
5 HRA and Mitigation Strategy for Salisbury Plain SPA (in relation to recreational pressure from redevelopment), 
Wiltshire Council, 30 March 2012
6 HRA and Mitigation Strategy for Salisbury Plain SPA (in relation to recreational pressure from residential 
development), Wiltshire Council, reviewed in May 2018



SSSI notification process will have implications for the TBMS and appropriate assessments if any 
additional woodlands are identified as core roosts.

Based on the above, it is evident this application must be screened into an appropriate assessment.

Further information required
The TBMS has been prepared to guide developers and inform appropriate assessments for all new 
development in the Trowbridge area. It summarises the ecology of the SAC features, the survey 
requirements for new development and, for qualifying development, it provides a detailed approach 
to mitigation. It is due to be adopted as SPD at the same time as the WHSAP. 

The Council considers that should development come forward for Westbury which had the potential 
to affect SAC species it should be possible for an appropriate assessment to be concluded 
favourably in relation to impacts alone if the principles in the TBMS for surveys (for bats and lighting) 
and provision of on-site mitigation are followed. The TBMS does not however provide mitigation for 
any in-combination effects of developments in Westbury arising from habitat loss and the effects of 
recreational pressure in publicly accessible woodlands. Therefore, the extent to which payment of 
the CIL / S106 monies identified in the TBMS would avoid adverse effects will need to be determined 
through the appropriate assessment before determination. Plans and projects which would be taken 
into consideration would include permissions granted in the last few years, particularly at Westbury, 
the TBMS, the Footprint Ecology visitor survey undertaken in 2017, the Woodland Trust 
management plan for Clanger and Pickett Wood, local plan documents etc.

I have provided the above information as context. I do not propose to undertake the appropriate 
assessment until we can be sure that the development would not lead to adverse effects alone. 

Effects of the proposed development alone
I recommend that the developer looks closely at sections 6 – 8 of the TBMS to ensure that as far 
as possible the information supplied meets the bat survey requirements and the masterplan design 
meets the on-site mitigation requirements. Consideration needs to be given to both Bechstein’s 
bats and horseshoe bats, particularly greater horseshoes. 

Most of the surveys submitted are now more than three years old and therefore outside the two 
year validity threshold. There is also question as to whether the number of surveys is sufficient for 
the general habitat conditions which appear from aerial photographs to be of ‘high suitability’ for 
bats under BCT guidelines. Consideration therefore needs to be given as to whether the surveys 
are adequate to support the application and whether further surveys are required.

Table 12 which summarises data obtained from the WSBRC, is incomplete, which may be because 
the WSBRC does not have the most up to date data set for bats. The number of Bechstein’s bat 
breeding roosts recorded in the area increases annually as a result of radio-tracking studies carried 
out by the Wiltshire bat group. The closest roosts are at Picket and Clanger Wood, Round Wood 
and Flowers Wood. But it is important to note that there are likely to be many more unrecorded 
roosts and the maternities are not restricted to the larger ancient woodland blocks. The Green Lane 
Wood colony for example has been found using a hedgerow tree 600m away from the Wood itself 
and one study tracked a male Bechstein’s to a young copse near White Horse Business Park where 
it foraged over several nights. Regarding horseshoes, both species have been recorded roosting at 
Brook Farm about a kilometre to the south from the application site, and greater horseshoes have 
been recorded at another location 2km to the south (currently confidential), not to mention the (pre-
) maternity roost in Westbury Leigh. Records of horseshoe roosts are far from complete and any 
group of farm / old industrial buildings in this area has potential to support both these species.

The FPCR data is of considerable value, demonstrating good numbers of Myotis sp and regular 
numbers of horseshoes throughout the season. It is important to note that large numbers of passes 



of the more easily detectable species are not necessarily more significant than small numbers of 
passes of less detectable species. Small numbers of passes of horseshoe bats over several 
recording periods is noteworthy as it indicates the area is in regular use by an inherently rare 
species and quite probably therefore an important component of its territory. 

Putting the available information together and being mindful of the gaps in our knowledge, it appears 
the application site lies within the foraging area of local lesser and greater horseshoe roosts and is 
also potentially used by Bechstein’s bats. It is difficult to be conclusive about Bechstein’s due to the 
difficulty in detecting it other than through trapping studies. The TBMS recognises that the sampling 
effort required to prove conclusively that are area of suitable habitat is not used by Bechstein’s 
would be prohibitively expensive. 

It is evident from the FPCR surveys that the woodland edge is likely to be core bat habitat (see 
aerial above). In addition, it appears the core bat habitat extends around the north west of the site 
to the hedgerows and land offsite. From the TBMS, core bat habitat must be at least 15m wide and 
where this is not currently the case, the habitat needs to be enhanced to achieve this threshold. All 
core bat habitat must be buffered by land, not including gardens, which is at zero lux. In addition,
100% mitigation must be provided for green field land lost within the yellow zone, as demonstrated 
through use of a metric such as the Defra Biodiversity Metric. This offset habitat will also become 
core bat habitat. Further details are provided in the Draft TBMS document available online. It is 
worth being aware that if NE data demonstrates that Round Wood should be included as a core 
roost then up to 4.5 ha of the development site would lie within the yellow zone. 

Once the masterplan has been reconsidered in light of the above and can demonstrate no adverse 
effects alone, I will be able to finalise the Appropriate Assessment.

Great Crested newts
I find the argument put forward by FPCR that great created newts are unlikely to visit the site 
unconvincing given the high number of water bodies in the locality and lack of survey results. Given 



most of the site lies beyond 250m from a pond, I would not wish the developer to incur undue effort 
on trapping newts. However, the short-term effects of construction and long-term effects of 
urbanisation would to my mind make this area less suitable for this European protected species 
and as such mitigation should be a requirement before permission is granted. 

I note from the FRA that an attenuation pond would be provided but it is uncertain how suitable this 
would be for newts. Further information should therefore be provided in the ecology report and the 
FRA to provide certainty that the SuDs will retain water through the summer and the side contours 
will maximise opportunities for colonisation by a variety of wetland habitats and species. 

Wiltshire Council Ecology Officer: Updated Response - 17 January 2020 - Objection maintained

Appropriate Assessment 
This development is screened into appropriate assessment in relation to the Bath and Bradford on 
Avon Bats SAC as it lies within a zone where the Council has identified a potential for development 
to lead to an increase in recreational pressure at woodlands in south Trowbridge and to reduce bat 
habitat in a zone beyond the woodlands. An appropriate assessment carried out for the application 
in relation to Salisbury Plain SPA (see ecology response 3 Oct 2019) concluded the development 
would not adversely affect the SPA due to the mitigation strategy which is currently in place and 
funded through CIL. No other European sites are screened in to this assessment. 

Background information for this appropriate assessment is contained in the Trowbridge Bat 
Mitigation Strategy (TBMS), a draft of which went out to public consultation in February 2019.The 
draft document has been amended in light of comments received and it is due to be considered by 
Cabinet for adoption as SPD along with the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan, which it 
supports, on 4th February and then by full Council on 25th February 2020. In the meantime, the 
strategy guides and informs the Council’s appropriate assessments where impacts could occur to 
the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC.

The SAC’s qualifying Features are as follows:

1. Bechstein’s bat Myotis bechsteinii

2. Greater horseshoe bat Rhinolophus ferrumequinum

3. Lesser horseshoe bat Rhinolophus hipposideros

The conservation objectives for the site are: “To ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained 
or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site contributes to achieving the Favourable 
Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring; 

 The extent and distribution of the habitats of qualifying species;
 The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species;
 The supporting processes on which the habitats of qualifying species rely
 The populations of qualifying species; and
 The distribution of qualifying species within the site.”

Publication Date: 27th November 2018 – version 3. This document updates and replaces an earlier 
version dated 30 June 2014 to reflect the consolidation of the Habitats Regulations 2017.

Supplementary advice was published by Natural England last updated on 20 March 2019 and sets 
outs further details of the requirements needed to achieve the conservation objectives. Of particular 
relevance to the Trowbridge area is the need to “Maintain the presence, structure and quality of any 
linear landscape features which function as flightlines. These should remain unlit functioning as 



dark corridors.” In the Site Improvement Plan dated 1 April 2015, the lack of knowledge about the 
roosting habits of Bechstein’s and the foraging / commuting habitats of all three SAC species is 
judged by Natural England to be a threat to achieving the conservation objectives of the SAC. 

The application is located approximately 1.5 km south west of Pickett and Clanger Woods. These 
woods are one of three publicly accessible woods south of Trowbridge each supporting a colony of 
Bechstein’s bats which together are believed to form a meta population of national importance. 

Bat ringing data has shown the same bats using the woodlands and the SAC. The woodlands are 
therefore considered to be functionally linked to the SAC and it is possible the conservation 
objectives for the SAC may not be met if the bats are disturbed or prevented from breeding there. 
Studies have shown that Bechstein’s bats are not confined to the woodlands but travel to find 
additional foraging and roosts outside them. Consequently, the TBMS recognises the importance 
of both the woodlands and their surrounding habitats through 2 buffer zones. Extending 600m from 
the woodland edge, the red zone is an area of development restraint due to the high probability that 
this zone is of current and future importance for maintaining the breeding colonies. Beyond this the 
yellow zone, which takes into consideration the foraging areas and flightlines of horseshoe bats, is 
anticipated to be able to accept a degree of development pressure provided applications are 
designed in accordance with the principles in the TBMS. The grey hatched zone identifies the 
distance within which 75% of visitors to Green Lane Wood, Biss Wood, Picket and Clanger Woods 
are expected to come from and a package of mitigation measures is identified in the TBMS to 
accommodate the anticipated growth within this zone.  

Bat surveys submitted in November 2019
In addition to the surveys reported in the Ecological Appraisal June 2019, a Supplementary Ecology 
Report has been submitted (Oct 2019). The following surveys were undertaken in 2019:

8 transect surveys undertaken between May 2019 and October 2019 
3 static detectors used over 5 nights in each of May, early June, late June, July, August, 
September and October (i.e. 35 nights)

This supplements data collected in 2016:

6 transects undertaken between May and September
2 static detectors used over 5 nights between May and October (i.e. 30 nights)

Taken together, the quantum of surveys broadly meets the BCT Best Practice Guidelines and 
requirements of the TBMS but note below that in places it may not be sufficient to adequately 
support the application.

Survey outcome
The latest report presents the results of surveys under taken June – Oct 2019. However it has not 
collated the data from both years and little information has been provided to explain what the 
combined dataset shows, the impacts development could have and the implications for mitigation. 

From my own interpretation, it appears 2019 data supports the 2016 data and confirms that the 
western and north western site boundaries form core bat habitat. This justifies the latest masterplan 
which pulls development back from the boundary by 15m. 

In addition, there seems to be additional core habitat on a spur of scrubby land near static detector 
2 (2019) where there were multiple records of Myotis and horseshoe bats. This habitat is essentially 
offsite – it is the land projecting into the middle of the application from the eastern boundary which 
I will refer to as ‘the eastern spur’. One matter unresolved by the survey and the reporting is the 
extent to which bat flightlines exist between this area and the woodland off site to the west. On a 



precautionary basis I will assume that core bat habitat exists in the shortest gap between the 
woodland and the eastern spur. 

The Ecological Appraisal discounts the woodland as being suitable for Bechstein’s bats based on 
the findings of the Bechstein’s Bat Project, a national project which aimed to map the UK distribution 
of Bechstein’s bats based on woodlands which met the characteristics of known maternity colonies. 
However, a body of evidence has emerged in Wiltshire which demonstrates that Bechstein’s use
woodlands much smaller than 25 ha and are not restricted to woodlands with high canopy and well 
developed understorey. The issue of a potential bat flightline across the middle of the site (‘middle 
flightline’) is therefore potentially significant as it provides a connection to foraging habitat in the off-
site woodland not only for Bechstein’s roosting in Pickett and Clanger Woods but also for 
horseshoes potentially be roosting in nearby farm buildings and larger houses such as Heywood.

Assessment against TBMS criteria

TMBS criteria Details provided in Application site

Is core bat habitat protected 
and increased to a minimum of 
15m wide where this width isn’t 
currently met?

Revised Development Framework Plan (Drawing No. 
CSA/2974/101 Rev A) demonstrates core bat habitat along the 
west and north western boundaries will be retained and will be 
continuous and at least 15m wide.

Likewise, the Revised Development Framework demonstrates 
core bat habitat at ‘the eastern spur’ will be retained and will be 
at least 15m wide.

The main road cuts through ‘middle flightline’. Thus, core bat 
habitat here will be severed by the road. 

Is core bat habitat adequately 
buffered?

Revised Development Framework Plan (Drawing No. 
CSA/2974/101 Rev A) and the sketch site layout (Rev A 
03/12/19) demonstrates west and north western boundaries are 
adequately buffered. A 15m buffer is also maintained around 
most of ‘the eastern spur’ (less than 15m near plot 101).

Revised Development Framework Plan (Drawing No. 
CSA/2974/101 Rev A) and sketch site layout (Rev A 03/12/19) 
demonstrates that parts of ‘middle flightline’ will be open space 
but other areas are set out as footpaths and the main road. No 
details have been provided to demonstrate the effect of lighting 
associated with these features on the core bat habitat. 

Does retained core bat habitat 
connect to the wider habitat 
network?

Revised Development Framework Plan (Drawing No. 
CSA/2974/101 Rev A demonstrates the west and north western 
boundaries will be connected to the wider habitat network.

The main road and other features proposed for the ‘middle 
flightline’ would sever links between the woodland and the ‘the 
eastern spur’ thus potentially severing links with the wider 
habitat network and roosts sites. 

Does core bat habitat remain 
relatively undisturbed by the 
effects of urbanisation?

No details have been submitted about the likelihood of new 
residents being able to gain access formally or informally to 
the woodland off site and what the implications of this might 
be. 

New habitat created within the development will be well used 
by residents, but this is unlikely to disturb bats unless it is 
artificially lit.



100 % mitigation provided for 
all habitat lost where the 
yellow zone and the 
application boundary overlap?

No details have been provided to demonstrate no net loss of 
habitat. This should be demonstrated through calculations 
using the latest Biodiversity Metric published by Natural 
England.

Will a financial contribution 
towards the Council led 
scheme for mitigating residual 
in-combination effects from 
loss / degradation of bat 
habitat be effective for this 
speculative development?

The Council’s proposals set out in section 9.1 of the TBMS are 
intended to mitigate for loss of habitat in the Trowbridge 
Community Area. In principle the contributions from this 
application would be adequate to purchase, plant up and 
maintain an amount of habitat in proportion to that proposed 
for development at Trowbridge. However, it is unclear whether 
the developer wishes to pursue this. This contribution would 
be £777.62 per dwelling.

Will CIL receipts from this 
speculative development 
enable the Council to 
adequately offset residual in 
combination effects from 
residential development?

The TBMS has been designed to accommodate development 
planned through in the core strategy, as informed by the 
WHSAP. No further housing has been allocated for Westbury 
through the WHSAP and minimal windfall housing is expected 
to come forward for land within the grey hatched zone of the 
TBMS. The TBMS cannot be readily extended to cover 
speculative development as the carrying capacity of the 
woodlands with respect to bats, i.e. the threshold beyond which 
the adverse effects of visitor pressure are reversible, is 
uncertain and untested through the strategic planning process.

Insufficient information has been submitted to allow the Council to be sure that the development 
would not lead to adverse effects alone. Moreover, the Council considers it would be premature to 
permit development over and above that planned for the area as the effectiveness of mitigation 
measures which are being put in place for Ashton Park and the WHSAP are not proven to be 
effective at maintaining the habitat features on which the bats depend. Until planned housing is well 
underway, and potentially completed, the Council does not consider it possible to conclude with 
due certainty that impacts from housing proposed by this application could be avoided and therefore 
does not agree with the conclusion of the HRA submitted by the applicant.

In conclusion, I consider it is not possible for the Council to establish beyond reasonable scientific 
doubt that this application would not lead to adverse effects on the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats 
SAC. If the Council intends to approve this application, it will need to consult Natural England on 
this appropriate assessment and have regard for its advice prior to determination.

Comments on other matters
The application does not enable the Council to comply with paragraph 170 of the NPPF which states
that planning decisions “should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by 
…d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing 
coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures.” In addition, 
no details have been submitted to demonstrate how the development will achieve a measurable 
net gain for biodiversity. This should be demonstrated through calculations for loss of development 
footprint across the whole site using the Biodiversity Metric published by Natural England using the 
Biodiversity Metric published by Natural England.

No further information has been submitted in relation to great created newts to demonstrate that 
sufficient mitigation can be provided to address the impacts to the local metapopulation. My 
objection in relation to this species in my response dated 3 October 2019 still stands.

Wiltshire Council Drainage Officer – Objection (23rd July 2019)



The proposed development is for 200 homes on previously agricultural land. The proposals will 
therefore significantly increase the surface water runoff from the site. A suitable Flood Risk 
Assessment and surface water drainage strategy is required for the site to determine the flood risk 
and assess whether the mitigation measures proposed are appropriate.

The application has been supported with a site Specific FRA – It should be noted that our comments 
below are reliant on the accuracy and completeness of the FRA and we do not take any 
responsibility for incorrect data or interpretation made by the authors. The developer, or agents 
working on his behalf, retain the responsibility for the checking of the design, calculations and 
details contained in the FRA and additional submitted information.

Flood Risk
The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) identifies that the site is in Flood Zone 1 and that there are 
surface water flooding issues on the site currently (with reference to the surface water flood 
mapping and anecdotal evidence of ponding on site). The latter is not addressed through the 
mitigation strategy proposed and neither is the impact of the two drainage ditches identified along 
the north-eastern and north western boundaries.

The FRA identifies these two ditches and potential inlet pipes discharging to the ditches but does 
not identify where these come from, what areas these potentially drain into the ditch system already, 
what catchment may already drain naturally to the ditches (i.e. overland flow routes) and how this 
might impact the site and the developable area proposed. There is a statement in the FRA that:

“Development levels will be set to ensure that flows within the boundary ditch systems are safely 
conveyed around the development. In this regard it is noted that development of the site will
inherently reduce uncontrolled surface water run off into the boundary ditch systems.”

There is no assessment of what currently flows to the ditch system to qualify this statement and 
therefore we would not be able to ascertain whether this poses a risk to the site or not (refer to 
photos below indicating high flows within this system).

Surface Water Drainage Strategy
The surface water drainage strategy currently proposes to attenuate flows using a hydro-brake, 
limiting flows to 5l/s and storing surface water volumes up to a 1 in 100 year plus 30% climate 
change event in an attenuation basin in the northern area of the site (the lowest point). The eventual 
discharge point from the site is to a minor watercourse north of the industrial estate, which is 
connected to the site via an existing or new surface water sewer. The existing surface water sewer 
(and the water course) is privately owned and any proposals for a new sewer (as suggested in FRA)
would have to be agreed under a S98 agreement with Wessex Water, plus the riparian owner of 
the water course and the LLFA for discharge and outfall into water course – FRA suggests the latter 
could be obtained using WW CPO powers (refer to Wessex Water comments below).

The proposed discharge rate of 5l/s is a significant reduction on the Qbar value of 30.4l/s and is 
therefore deemed acceptable in principle. The attenuation volumes should be based on the 1 in 
100 year plus 40% climate change (increased storage requirement) and this should be reflected in 
any subsequent design proposals.

The SuDS scheme itself proposes to use an end of pipe solution with the attenuation features 
positioned at the lowest point of the site. There is some mention of permeable paving being used 
as a filtering mechanism connected to the attenuation basin, given that infiltration is proven to be 
unsuitable. However, the strategy proposed does not explore any other potential SuDS features 
across the site. The Design and Access Statement highlights the requirements for green 
infrastructure and the need for enhancements to the site’s environmental assets. Given the setting 
and the proximity to protected and priority habitats and species, there appears to be a missed 



opportunity here to develop a strategy which can provide more linear drainage features throughout 
the development. This would provide more opportunities for water quality improvements and 
biodiversity enhancements using swales, rain gardens, tree pits and rille/ filter drains (to name but 
a few), reducing the need for below ground pipework (which provides no additional benefits).
We would like to see a rationale behind the SuDS features proposed and a commentary on what 
other features have been considered and discounted as part of the scheme development. This must 
be addressed at outline, as the resulting strategy may impact on the developable area and road 
layout.

The proposed discharge route off site is not guaranteed, and despite previous correspondence with 
Wessex Water relating to the potential for a S98 resolving any conflicts with adjacent landowners, 
there is still no current agreement for discharge either to the existing privately owned surface water 
sewer system or the minor watercourse to the north – which are all under the same riparian 
ownership. Until proof of agreement to this discharge is provided, we cannot be certain that this 
drainage strategy as proposed is deliverable. On this item alone, we would have to OBJECT to this
application, without the other failings of the FRA and drainage strategy detailed above.

We would also note that any proposals to pump surface water from the site would have to be a last 
resort, following the hierarchy for discharge. We would need to see a strong rationale for reverting 
to this option over a more sustainable gravity system. This would need to be addressed within the 
FRA, together with the afore mentioned issues raised above, as this option is likely to considerably 
increase the level of storage required thus further impacting on the developable areas.

Wessex Water
As previously stated, S98 gives WW the powers to enter land to construct a required sewer, but not 
the powers to discharge the surface water flows. Whilst compulsory purchase might be possible, 
WW would not advocate this approach and would look to the applicant to propose an alternative 
discharge route and connection before entering into any CPO. As noted above, the applicant has 
not provided a suitable off-site connection for the surface water discharge and this must be provided 
before any outline approval can be granted.

Wiltshire Council Drainage Officer - updated response 23rd December 2019 - The application 
reduces the number of dwellings from 200 to 190, but no additional new documentation has been 
provided. As a result, none of the previous issues we had with the drainage strategy has been 
addressed in this latest submission. We would therefore maintain our objection and refer back to 
our previous response dated 23rd July 2019. This response was provided in consultation with 
Wessex Water. 

Wiltshire Council Archaeology Officer – 23 August 2019 - Objection
Reiterate those made on the previous application 17/12342/OUT in February 2018. A geophysical 
survey was carried out which revealed a number of anomalies of possible archaeological origin and 
subsequently it was requested that trial trench evaluation be carried and approved a Written 
Scheme of Investigation in November 2018. The evaluation was never carried out, therefore the 
objection to the application in maintained until the archaeological investigation is undertaken.  This 
is in line with the National Planning Policy Framework which states that the significance of heritage 
assets are identified and assessed prior to determination of the planning application in order to 
avoid or minimise any conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the 
proposal.

Wiltshire Council Archaeology Officer – updated response 7 October 2019 - The key wording we 
refer to is in the National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 189 which states that “in 
determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the 
significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their 
setting….Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, 



heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to 
submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.”

As for the last statement our advice in the archaeology department is that field evaluation should 
consist of geophysical survey followed by trial trench evaluation. This is because geophysical 
survey on its own is not wholly reliable and needs to be ground-truthed with trial trench excavation. 
In answer to your question therefore about significant remains, it is for the applicant to describe the 
‘significance’ of the heritage assets within the site and where there is potential for archaeological 
remains then field evaluation should be carried out ‘where necessary’.  

Wiltshire Council Environmental Health Officer – 24 September 2019 - Objection 
There are significant concerns with this application. These concerns are predominantly regarding 
the impact of noise from the adjacent industrial site on proposed dwellings. 

This department is currently investigating a complaint about noise from a business on the industrial 
estate impacting at a dwelling in Hawkeridge Park. The difference in noise is significant when it is 
on compared to off, there is also a significant tone in the 200Hz octave band. 

The concerns about various parts of the noise impact assessment are listed below. 

1. BS8233 and World Health Organisation (WHO) guideline levels.
In BS8233:2014 and the WHO guidelines 50dB LAeq is the desirable upper limit for steady 
continuous noise in external amenity areas, 55dB is the upper limit recommended for noisier 
environments. The assessment indicates 50dB LAeq may not be achievable externally at the 
dwellings nearest the industrial estate. In this rural county we don’t consider that the upper limit of 
55dB is generally acceptable and the planning process should aim for the desirable limit to be 
achieved when a noise impacting is steady and continuous.  BS8233 does go on to say that these 
upper limits may not be achievable in all circumstances where development is desirable and that in 
high noise areas, such as city centres or urban areas adjoining strategic transport network a 
compromise can be made. We don’t consider this site meets the requirements for this compromise. 
This also raises the question of how desirable, in planning terms, the development of this site is. 

The WHO guideline level of 50dBLAeq externally is for the onset of moderate annoyance, daytime 
and evening from a steady continuous noise. If the predicted external noise levels are 
predominantly from the industrial estate, rather than from distant road traffic, it will not be steady 
and continuous it will be unpredictable, impulsive, from numerous locations and throughout the 
daytime, evening, night and early mornings. The noise will be from specific businesses rather than 
‘anonymous noise’ it is likely to be annoying to residents and may give rise to complaints about the 
businesses which we would then have a duty to investigate under the provisions of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1990. This may then result in formal action being taken by the local 
authority against the businesses in question. As mentioned, even this 50dB limit is unlikely to be 
met across the site; Figure 3 Monday 30th April shows daytime LAeq of 56dB. 

Table 7 details the level of sound attenuation glazing will need to achieve to meet internal BS8233 
and WHO levels. As above, these levels are for steady continuous noise which noise from the 
industrial estate is not.  In addition to this the level of attenuation in table 7 will only be achievable 
with windows closed and where the noise is predominantly from the industrial estate the windows 
will need to be sealed to avoid residents opening them, as they would have a right to do, and losing 
the acoustic protection of the glazing . Sealing windows should generally be avoided because it 
results in other, unintended, adverse impacts on amenity such as lack of connection with the outside 
world. 

The assessment uses the LAeq, while this is the generally accepted measurement used for 
assessments of this nature it effectively flattens out  impulsive, peak noise levels. There has not 



been a sufficient assessment of the maximum noise levels to overcome this loss of detail. For 
example:  how many maximum night time noise levels were observed at each location?

2. BS4142 Assessment
The background noise level used in the BS4142 assessment will include the noise from the air 
vents of Welton Bibby and Barron. These ventilation ducts operated continuously until July this 
year. They are now switched off at the weekend but still run 24 hours a day Monday to Friday. In 
reference to table 8, the night time background of 36dB LA90 is likely significantly influenced by the 
noise from these vents. Therefore, when these fans are off the rating level would be even less 
favourable than the +6dB for a quiet night. The background noise level should have been measured 
when these fans were not operating. 

4.6.24 mentions HGV deliveries and operations at Welton Bibby and Barron. Noise from HGV and 
other industrial vehicle movements is very difficult to control, and includes noise from beepers which 
are designed to be tonal and heard a long way away, vehicles idling and trollies for unloading etc. 
The HGV movements should be assessed, not disregarded because there is other noise in the 
environment. 

The existing bund between the industrial estate is very high but only screens part of the 
development site. The majority of the boundary is not currently bunded and the application does 
not contain sufficient detail of what boundary treatment is proposed or an assessment of the 
acoustic impact. In addition to this the ground slopes up away from the boundary so protection from 
any bund will be lost further into the site. Without a full noise model to show the noise impacts with 
a bund along the entire boundary it is difficult to see if this would provide sufficient protection across 
the site. 

HGV movements may not happen at night currently but they do happen very early in the morning, 
in the evening and on Sundays and Bank holidays. Current government guidance on planning and 
noise identifies a developer at a site like this as the ‘agent of change’ and as such they must clearly 
identify the ’effects of existing businesses that may cause a nuisance …and the likelihood that they 
could have a significant adverse effect on new residents/users. In doing so, the agent of change 
will need to take into account not only the current activities that may cause a nuisance, but also 
those activities that businesses or other facilities are permitted to carry out, even if they are not 
occurring at the time of the application being made. Are the businesses in the industrial estate 
formally restricted to only working during the daytime? If not they could easily commence nighttime 
working if there was demand for it and the impact of this should be assessed.

4.6.28 states there is no significant tone to the noise from the Welton Bibby and Barron air vents, 
this does not correlate with our findings. The rating level in the assessment is +8dB, this is of 
concern in itself, but it is likely this would be significantly higher if a background without the vents 
operating was used. We have measured a significant tone in the 200Hz octave band which may 
have been missed by the assessor. We find the noise is tonal so a tonal correction should have 
been added and this would again make the assessment less favourable. Section 4.7 tries to argue 
that an assessment of the absolute level is appropriate because the background level and rating 
level at night time are low. We do not consider 36dB LA90 and 41dB as low noise levels so the 
absolute comparisons are not acceptable. 

3. Night club noise
The night club noise is assessed using 30minute assessment periods, we question whether this is 
appropriate, 5 min periods considered more able to capture events.

Section 4.5.12 states that with windows closed noise from the night club would be around the 
threshold of audibility and meet NR15 which is below the generally accepted NR25 curve. The 



assessment does not confirm what NR curve would be met with the windows open. Given the 
source of this noise we would expect the NR20 curve to be met internally with windows open. 

As above, unless windows are sealed residents are within their rights to open them and depending 
on what they hear, may find they have cause to complain about the noise. At this stage we have no 
information as to what proportion of windows across the site may need to be sealed closed to 
overcome these issues. The University of Salford low frequency noise assessment has been carried 
out for positions 1 and 3 but we consider point 4 is vulnerable because if its elevated position, it will 
have less attenuation from buildings etc in-between. 

Conclusions
The above sets out the concerns we have about the potential for noise significantly adversely 
impacting on amenity of the proposed dwellings. The evidence supplied with the application does 
not sufficiently demonstrate that layout and design can overcome these impacts we therefore have 
to recommend refusal of this application. 

Wiltshire Council Environmental Health Officer – updated response 16 January 2020 – Maintain 
Objection

This response relates to the letter from Wardell Armstrong (WA) Ref NA/CMD/GM10547/0001 
dated 26th November 2019, which was received on 30th December 2019. 

WA’s response does not result in us changing our recommendation for refusal. I will respond to 
each point in turn.

1. BS8233 and World Health Organisation (WHO) Guideline levels
i) It appears there is agreement that in accordance with the desirable limit in section 7.7.3.2 
of BS8233:2014 noise level in external amenity areas of dwellings across the site should not exceed 
50dB LAeq 16hrs. WA have stated this will be achievable. 

ii) WA state noise from the industrial estate is ‘generally anonymous’ rather than 
‘unpredictable, impulsive or unsteady’. The Governments PPG suggests that for ‘non continuous 
sources of noise, the number of noise events, and the frequency and pattern of occurrence of the 
noise’ are factors that influence whether the noise could be of concern. Our experience of large 
industrial estates is that the noise is not anonymous. When making a statement like this a robust 
assessment would provide evidence to support the statement that the noise is ‘generally 
anonymous’. For example details of the onsite observations could be provided.

iii) WA has highlighted that the Governments PPG states ‘keeping windows closed and using 
alternative ventilation systems when the noise or other effects are occurring’ is a method of noise 
mitigation that can be designed into a development. Therefore, if a dwelling has been designed with 
windows and ventilation to mitigate noise it is the future resident’s responsibility to use them to 
mitigate the noise. 

This department investigates complaints of statutory noise nuisance under the provisions of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1990 and an foresee some difficult noise complaint investigations in 
the future. There is the potential that, if dwellings have habitable rooms with openable windows 
facing the industrial estate, there may be valid complaints about noise in the future and this 
department may have to commence formal proceedings against established businesses. 

WA state that ‘Government guidance, therefore, places the responsibility to mitigate the risk of a 
statutory nuisance on the residents of the proposed development using the mitigation as designed.’ 
I do not believe this is the intention of the ‘agent of change principle’ or that it would stand up in 
court as a defence against statutory nuisance. 



The concerns about whether noise from the industrial estate is ‘anonymous’ is also relevant here 
as WA are aiming to achieve the levels recommended in BS8233 internally. 

iv) WA have offered their noise measurement data, this would be useful. In assessments of 
this nature it would be typical to see an assessment of LAFmax measurements during the night and 
comparison against the World Health Organisations (WHO) recommendation of a limit of 45dB 
LAFmax to avoid sleep disturbance. For example how exceedances above 60dB LAFmax there 
were at each location and what were the sources? Without this information I am unable to make an 
informed recommendation.  

2) BS4142 Assessment
i) In regard to the night time background L90, given the dates the measurements were taken it is 
surprising the inlet fans were not operating at Welton Bibby and Barron (WBB)  as they are used to 
cool the factory and both measurements were taken during the week in the spring/summer. 

The assessment directs to Appendix A for the analysis of background data. The second graph 
shows a much lower background during the ‘quiet night’ on 19/07/2016 compared to 10/05/2018. It 
is difficult to be confident that the ‘average’ of the two nights of 36dB LA90 is representative of the 
typical background during these quiet night time periods. Only two parts nights have been used to 
calculate the ‘average’ and one appears to be around 8dB lower than the other. If the measurements 
taken on 19/07/2019 are more representative, then the BS4142 result would be significantly less 
favourable. The result is already +8dB for noise from WBB so it is important we are confident a 
representative background has been used. Also, it is not clear how the average has been 
calculated. 

ii) WA state the air inlets at WBB were operating continuously during measurements at ML3 so 
noise from HGV movements could not be measured. I am concerned that this has resulted in noise 
from HGV movements being disregarded from the BS4142 assessment completely. The fans are 
not used during the winter because cooling is not needed, without the fan noise HGV movements 
will be more dominant and noticeable. The impact of HGV movements can be assessed using 
calculations or modelling, at this stage the impact of noise from HGV movements has not been 
adequately assessed so I am unable to make an informed recommendation.

iii) Measurements obtained by this department indicate a significant tone in the 200Hz octave band 
when the Welton Bibby and Barron ventilation fans are operating. It is not clear why WA’s 
measurements have not picked this up. 

iv) We maintain that a background of 36dB LA90 is not low, and cannot agree that the absolute 
level assessment is more relevant than the rating level assessment. To add to this the NR 
assessment is not consistent with measurements taken by this department in 2019. Notwithstanding 
this, the result of the rating level assessment is +6dB for SPC and +8dB for WBB both of these 
results indicate an adverse impact at the receptors. 

v) The BS1412 assessment has only been carried for a single point of the whole site, ML3. 
Given the varying topography of the site the assessment should account for the whole site. Elevated 
dwellings further from the industrial estate will not benefit from attenuation provided by buildings 
and the bund.

3) Night Club Noise
i) WA have now carried out an NR assessment of nightclub noise with windows open and the result 
is marginally above the NR20 curve for one of the measurements taken. I assume this assessment 
was for positions ML1 and ML3, we need to see further detail on this NR assessment. 



ii) We remain concerned that elevated dwellings towards ML4 will be vulnerable to the low 
frequency noise from the bass music given they would be no screening attenuation. The topography 
of the site has not been taken into account. 

4)  Adherence to the core policy. 
In addition to the above I would like to highlight Section 5.4.2 identifies that with windows open at 
night he internal noise levels recommended by the WHO will not be met. This point, along with the 
others made in my initial comments and in points 1-3 above show that without a robust assessment 
and detailed mitigation noise from the industrial estate and nightclub is likely to have a significant 
adverse impact on amenity at the proposed dwellings.  Wiltshire Council’s Core Police 57 sets out 
how planning process should ensure high quality design and place shaping by having regard to the 
compatibility of adjoining buildings. The evidence submitted with this application does not 
demonstrate compliance with core policy 57.

WA have not demonstrated the proposed development can be designed to overcome these issues. 
Given the sensitivity of placing 190 dwellings in reasonably close proximity to a large, mainly 
unrestricted, industrial  estate we need to see robust evidence that the site and dwellings can be 
laid out and designed to protect future residents. We do not consider that relying on residents 
closing their windows to mitigate commercial and industrial noise is acceptable. 

The applicant should provide robust evidence that site can be designed so habitable rooms and 
outside amenity spaces can be adequately protected. At this time we do not have this evidence and 
have to main our recommendation of refusal.

Wiltshire Council Air Quality Officer – No objection subject to condition and s106 contribution.
Westbury suffers from air quality pressures and has had an Air Quality Management Area declared 
in respect of Nitrogen Dioxide. The submitted Air Quality Assessment (AQA) suggests that there 
will be negligible changes in air quality as a result of the development and this is noted.

The outcome of this development in terms of Air Quality should be one that positively contributes 
towards reducing Nitrogen Dioxide emissions in Westbury or at the very least can demonstrate it is 
Air Quality neutral in terms of its impact.

The predicted magnitude of N02 reductions needs to be normalised with reference to the observed 
reductions as published in the most recent Wiltshire Council Air Quality Reports for 2015 to 2019 
and the data re-run and submitted to Public Protection.

Any development that does not contribute to the overall goal of moving to a point where we would 
be able to revoke the AQMA in the shortest possible time would not be welcome.

Wiltshire Council Arts Officer –28 September 2019 - General comment 
Unable to locate any particular reference to the inclusion of public art and design in this application, 
which we would expect for a development of this size and nature, which would be in line with WCS 
Core Policies CP3 and CP57 (xii), The Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document 
(October 2016) and saved policy I2 – the arts.

We would like to know how public art and design is being addressed for this site. In the event of the 
application being approved, we would expect public art provision to be delivered in line with our 
guidance notes.

There could be number of bespoke art and design opportunities for this site as well as creative 
engagement with the community to ensure a sense of place. An indicative public art contribution 
figure (based on £300 per dwelling) for the applicant to deliver the integration of public art for this 



site would be £60,000 for 200 dwellings. We would expect that no more than 10% of this figure to 
be spent upon the production of a public art plan.

9 December 2019 - The only amendment to my email on 28/9/2019 (attached for easy reference) 
is that the indicative level of public art contribution would be £57,000 for 190 dwellings instead of 
£60,000 for 200 dwellings. This is based on £300 per dwelling.

Wiltshire Council Highways Officer – 17 October 2019 - Objection by reason of the development 
being located beyond any settlement boundary and therefore being unsustainable development.
Should permission be granted s106 contributions will be required.

9 December 2019 - The LHA position doesn’t change only that the contribution detailed in the 
attached email drops to £190k rather than the requested £200k.

On the new illustrative masterplan, it is assumed there will be an ‘in broad compliance’ condition,
but there are some issues with the revised design which are listed below – these issues will have 
cross-departmental consideration, but are transport related due to the requirement to present an 
appropriate environment to travel by all modes safely:

• The secondary emergency access leads to the footway network, which would require an 
emergency vehicle to travel some distance before accessing a carriageway. Whilst a clear path of 
only 3.66m wide needs to be achieved for building regs and a cycleway/footway will broadly do this, 
travelling for such a long distance on such a route to either plot 86 or through the LEAP is not 
considered appropriate.

• The masterplan includes a large number of turning heads, whereas a continuous vehicle 
route for refuse collection would be more efficient and avoid unsightly turning heads which can 
attract uncontrolled parking, detritus in corner areas and creates a conflict with vulnerable user 
groups.

• Further to the previous point, footpath connectivity to a turning head on a shared surface 
area should strictly avoided, as this presents a strong conflict with vulnerable user groups.

• The access to the LEAP from the south east appears to segregate two shared surface areas 
which requires clarification. It is also suggested that areas of play, and on other sites links to school, 
should not be formed by areas of shared surface, but should form part of the footway-footpath 
network. This avoids the frequent use of shared areas by unsupervised young children.

• The area between plots 84-89 is a sea of parking in rear courtyard. Betterment would be 
created by providing carriageway access on the southern side of the block and re-orientating the 
frontages. It is accepted that some dual frontage will be necessary for some plots to retain over-
looking of the footpath network to the northern side.

• There appears to be no dedicated vehicle access or parking for the allotments which are 
also devoid of appropriate over-looking.

• Plots 20 to 50 inclusive appear crammed in and the turning head and car parking will present 
a large area of hardstanding which will provide a challenge to drain sustainably.

• With such a large area open space there are very few trees and these should be added to 
offset the carbon generated by the additional travel demands on site.

Wiltshire Council Education Officer – No objection 



Whilst we weren't making any cases for statutory school age places, my Early Years colleagues did 
make a full case. 

Looking at the original 200 units, it seems that 40% AH was being proposed, along with the 
demolition of 2 open market units. So, based on that information,  the EY requirement has been re-
calculated to on a maximum of 190 units as follows:

• 40% AH of 190 units =  76 units
• 190 – 2 demolitions = 188.
• 76 AH units x 30% AH discount = 23 units
• So 188-23 = 165 qualifying properties:

• Therefore, there is a reduction of 1 EY place from the original assessment and this reduces 
the S106 requirement as shown above. 

• Incidentally, the recently updated the latest school census numbers on roll for the Westbury 
schools, and can confirm that there continue to be no cases for S106 contributions in relation to 
them.

Wiltshire Council Housing Officer – No objection subject to s106 agreements for 30% affordable 
housing provided at nil subsidy.

Wiltshire Council Waste Officer – No objection subject to conditions and a contribution of £17,290 
to provide waste bins on site.

Wiltshire Council Landscape Officer – No comments received.

Wiltshire Council Public Open Space Officer – No objection subject to the LEAP and all public open 
space being secured and managed in perpetuity – WC would not adopt the on-site public open 
space. A contribution of £47,200 would be required for an offsite playing pitch at Matravers School 
or any other sports pitch project within the vicinity of the development.

Wessex Water – General comments with no formal recommendation but requires easements 
around their infrastructure and agreement to connect to their foul drain. New properties must be 
located a minimum of 15 metres from pumping stations to avoid complaint from odour, noise or 
vibration. 

In regards to surface water refer to Wiltshire Council Drainage Officer comments dated 23 July was 
they were submitted in consultation with Wessex Water.

Wiltshire Police Crime Prevention Officer – Objection



Concerns regarding the amount of permeability that is shown throughout the development.   Whilst 
it is understood that the wish for the residents to have easy access and egress within the 
development, there are footpaths running parallel with roadways, to the rear of groups of homes 
close to the boundary and there are homes which are surrounded by footpaths.  Permeability within 
a development should be clear, well laid out and purposeful.  There are a number of footpaths 
shown which lack purpose and others where the layout would appear to create hiding places.  
Should this application go forward we would need to be included in the discussions regarding the 
permeability of the site.

The LEAP is in the wrong place.  The facility should be for all to use and sitting as it does at one 
end of the development it would not be easily accessible to the whole development.  It is also sited 
near to the main road, and with a footpath leading directly onto that road which would allow for 
children to easily access the main road, and for others to access the play area without being seen.  
This does not represent good crime prevention design. 

Should this application be approved, the boundary treatments throughout the development, both 
external and sub-divisional, be 1.8 metres min. with matching lockable gates

REPRESENTATIONS
109 letters of objection were received including a petition signed by 80 people

Principle:
- The application site is outside the limits of development of Westbury and therefore not 

compliant with WCS CP1, CP2 or CP32.
- Westbury has a 5 year housing land supply
- There is a s52 legal agreement which covers the application site and prevents any 

development on the site
- Understood that this was green belt that couldn’t be built on?
- There isn’t the local facilities or infrastructure to support these additional people
- Don’t agree with the findings of the Socio- Economic Sustainability Statement – the figures 

are over estimated
- The applicants have not overcome the previous reasons for refusal
- No community involvement – the statement has not been updated since the 2017 application

Highways:
- Not compliant with NPPF– the access is not safe or suitable
- The proposed changes to the roundabout on Storridge Road/The Ham/Station Road/Brook 

Lane will create a pedestrian hazard with the reduction/removal of pavement.
- The extension of the zebra crossing will mean pedestrians now have to cross 3 lanes of 

traffic creating blind spots for traffic emerging into the nearside lane
- The transport analysis is not a true reflection of traffic as the samples do not capture the 

peak hours of traffic flor over Storridge Road

Design:
- The reduction to 190 dwellings wouldn’t address our concerns
- Three storey dwellings are not in keeping within the area
- Three storey dwellings would also cause loss of privacy to neighbouring properties and loss 

of daylight and increased overshadowing
- Gross over development of the site. There are only 137 neighbouring properties and this 

proposal would increase the neighbourhood by 146%
- We can hear the noise from the industrial estate and the nightclub in the evening. These 

poor residents would be even closer to this noise
- The people living next to the new access road will have adverse levels of new noise and 

vibration from all the new cars



Child Safety:
- Object to the loss of some of the pavement
- The proposed emergency vehicle access is located within the child play area buffer zone, 

giving a risk to the health and safety of any children using the play area
- This should not affect the existing Hawkeridge Park Play area as this will become a 

thoroughfare for pedestrians and cyclists, which mitigates the safety of children playing

Protection of the Countryside:
- The development would not protect wildlife
- The reduction to 190 dwellings wouldn’t protect bat migration routes sufficiently
- 15 bird boxes is too few for a development of this size

Drainage and Sewerage:
- The application site is boggy and floods regularly
- Wessex Water recently confirmed that the sewerage pipe was not suitable for the proposed 

development of 145 houses on the Glenmore Farm site
- Properties on The Ham are serviced by Septic Tanks located in or near to the proposed site. 

The overflow of foul water resided within the proposed location and building regulations 
prohibits any building structure within 15 metres

- The proposed site has been contaminated with the foul water soakaways for over 
approximately 100 years.

Other issues:

- Loss of view
- Most of the supporting documents have not been amended to reflect the reduction to 190 

dwellings
- Incomplete archaeology information
- Noise assessment is not sufficient
- Despicable for the Council to re-consult at Christmas time when people are busy
- The so called amendments are a complete joke and show the contempt the Planner has for 

Westbury residents
- Air quality will be reduced
- Cant get a doctors appointment

ASSESSMENT: 
This is an outline application for the demolition of No 13 and No 14 Storridge Road, and the erection 
of up to 190 dwellings (revised proposal down from ‘up to 200 as originally submitted) with public 
open space, landscaping, sustainable drainage systems and a vehicle access point from Storridge 
Road. The outline is only seeking to secure the principle of up to 190 dwellings on site and to agree 
the access. All other matters e.g. appearance, landscaping, layout and scale are all ‘reserved 
matters’ which would comprise additional application(s) to determine these details.

The application site is approximately 10 ha in extent and is Grade 3 agricultural land located to the 
north east of Storridge Road but also to the west, north and south west behind Hawkeridge Park. 
To the west and the north of the application site is the West Wiltshire Trading Estate. There is also 
a thin green/woodland bund between the application site and the West Wiltshire Trading Estate. To 
the west and south, on the other side of Storridge Road, there is also the Brook Lane and Northacre 
Trading Estate.



Site Location Plan Site Context Map

Westbury is identified as a Market Town in the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy. The limits of 
development of this part of the town are largely defined by the surrounding residential development 
although there is one dwelling (No 25 Storridge Road) that is outside the limit of development. The 
snip (left) below shows the limits of development (outlined in black) and the site location plan 
(above) shows the applications sites relationship to the boundary. The purple cross hatching 
outlines the extent of the West Wiltshire Trading Estate to the North and West but also the Brook 
Lane and Northacre Trading Estate, to the south and west. In the Council’s emerging Wiltshire 
Housing Site Allocations DPD the limit of development is not set to be extended in this location and 
will not include the application site.



The application site is also subject to an s52 legal agreement dated 5 September 1988 between 
the former ‘West Wiltshire District Council and Messers H J Corp, A R Corp and H S E Corp’ 
following the approval of application W87/0848 for an extension to the existing Tesco Warehouse 
on the adjacent Trading Estate.  The legal agreement prohibits any development upon any part of 
the land apart from the approved landscaping scheme within the green line of the associated plan. 
Whilst the green outline in the s52 does not match the red outline of the application site, it does 
include large sections of the application site.

Green outline of the s52

The applicant has submitted the following documents in support of the application:

- Site Location Plan
- Proposed Site Access Plan
- Design and Access Statement
- Planning Statement
- Socio-economic Sustainability Statement
- Statement of Community Involvement 
- Development Framework Plan
- Flood Risk Assessment and Foul Drainage Analysis
- Transport Statement
- Noise impact assessment
- Travel Plan
- Air Quality and Odour Assessment
- Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
- Ecological Appraisal
- Shadow Habitat regulations assessment
- Arboricultural Assessment
- Archaeology and Built Heritage Statement

On 16 September 2019 the applicants submitted a further supporting letter setting out that;



- Following review archaeology trial trenching is not required. Trial Trenching can be secured 
by condition

- Updated Ecology HRA justification
- Updated site layout plan for 200 houses
- Agreement to a s106 upon resolution to grant planning permission (but not acceptance of 

the specified consultee amounts)

On 3 December 2019 the applicants formally reduced the proposal from “up to 200 dwellings” down 
to “up to 190 dwellings”, and submitted the following documents (but did not update the rest of the 
submissions)

- Revised Proposed Development Framework Plan
- Proposed sketch layout plan for 190 dwellings
- Additional Supporting letter – dated 3 December 2019
- Environmental Health Noise letter dated 26 November 2019
- Updated Ecology Statement and Supplementary Ecological Appraisal – dated November 

2019

Planning History of the site: This application follows application 17/12342/OUT which was an 
outline application (with all matters reserved apart from access) for up to 200 dwellings on the same 
site. The application was refused on 6 July 2018 for 8 reasons;

1 The proposal conflicts with the Council's plan-led approach to the delivery of new 

housing sites outside of the identified limits of development, as set out in Core Policy 2 

of the Wiltshire Core Strategy which seeks to provide new housing sites to deliver the 

identified needs in a community area through a Site Allocation DPD and/or a 

Neighbourhood Plan.

2 The site is located in open countryside outside the limits of development defined for 

Westbury in the Wiltshire Core Strategy and the application fails to demonstrate how 

the social and economic dimensions of sustainable development listed in paragraph 

5.166 of the supporting text to WCS CP32 - The Westbury Community Area Strategy 

and paragraph 7 of the NPPF would be addressed. The proposal would therefore 

conflict with Core Policy 1, Core Policy 2 and Core Policy 32 of the Wiltshire Core 

Strategy which seek to properly plan for sustainable development of housing.

3 Insufficient information has been submitted in order to robustly assess whether up to 

200 dwellings can be satisfactorily accommodated on the site and how this would 

respect the local context and character of the surrounding area. This could result in an 

over development of the site that would not secure a high standard of design nor create 

a strong sense of place that would draw on the local context and being complementary 

to the locality. The proposal would therefore conflict with Core Policy 57 xiii) of the 

Wiltshire Core Strategy and would not comply with paragraphs 56 and 64 of the NPPF.

4 The site includes within its boundaries potential heritage assets with archaeological 

interest, including Romano-British pottery and the remains of several buildings which 

may be possible remnants of prisoner-or-war camps. The Council considers that in 

these circumstances, and in accordance with paragraph 128 of the NPPF, an 

archaeological field evaluation is required to properly inform the decision maker of the 

impact of the development on archaeological remains. No such evaluation has been 



undertaken on the site and the proposal is therefore considered to be premature as the 

Council is unable to assess properly the impact on any potential archaeological heritage 

asset on the site. The proposal would therefore conflict with Core Policy 58 i) of the 

Wiltshire Core Strategy and would not comply with paragraph 128 of the NPPF.

5 Insufficient noise assessments have been carried out in order to be able to robustly 

assess the likely noise impacts on the general amenity and living standards of proposed 

occupants of any new development. The proposal is therefore in conflict with Core 

Policy 57 vii) of the Wiltshire Core Strategy

6 The flood risk assessment is considered to be insufficient to enable the Council to 

robustly assess how storm/surface water can be satisfactorily discharged from the site. 

The proposal therefore conflicts with Core Policy CP67 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy 

and the Council is not satisfied that the proposal would comply with paragraph 103 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework.

7 The Council has screened the proposed development under the Habitats Regulations 

2017 and concludes that the submitted ecological survey and assessment and the 

Shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment is not adequate to support a conclusion of 

"no likely significant effect" on the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC. Therefore an 

appropriate assessment under regulation 63 of the Habitats Regulations is required to 

determine whether the scheme would lead to an adverse effect on the site's integrity 

either alone or in-combination with other schemes. The interpretation of the survey 

results by the applicant is insufficiently precautionary and inconsistent with the 

interpretation of schemes that have come forward elsewhere in the bat consultation 

zones. Therefore, the mitigation provided is deemed to be inadequate and unlikely to 

meet the requirements of the emerging Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy. In light of 

this, an appropriate assessment undertaken at this time would inevitably conclude there 

would be an adverse effect on site integrity. 

Insufficient information has also been submitted to allow the Council to robustly assess 

the impact on great crested newts. The pond at the end of Paxman Road is within 225m 

rather than 280m of the application site, and as it was not possible to undertake surveys 

of several ponds to the west, a precautionary approach should be taken in relation to 

the provision of mitigation habitat. Full details should be provided of the approach to the 

provision of habitat for mitigation / enhancement in order to demonstrate that the 

provision will be adequate while at the same time achieving other layout requirements. 

The proposal would therefore conflict with Core Policy 50 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy 

and the Council is not satisfied that the proposal would comply with paragraphs 118 and 

119 of the NPPF. The Council also submits that it would be unlawful to approve the 

application in relation to Habitats Regulations 2017.

8 The absence of any agreed mechanism and undertaking to satisfy all the developer 

contributions deemed as necessary to be enshrined within a legal agreement is a further 

material consideration which weighs against the proposed development and constitutes 

as being an additional reason for refusal.

NOTE: The above relates to the failure of the applicant to agree to the requested 



contributions for the site/development. The Council acknowledges that the applicant has 

outlined an intention to commence with preparing a s106 if the application is to be 

approved and to enter into discussions about the specific heads of terms, although no 

written undertaking has been submitted confirming that all the referenced infrastructure 

and developer contribution requests would be met. Should the applicant move to appeal 

the Council's decision, the Council would require the applicant to enter into discussions 

to agree the heads of terms and resolve this reason for refusal.

The s52 (covenant) issue was addressed by informative as being a separate legal matter. It should 
also be noted that the Council made it clear via a further 3 informatives that the archaeology and 
environmental health reasons for refusal could be addressed with further information. There was 
also a further ecology informative should the application have been appealed to the planning 
inspectorate.

The applicants did not appeal this decision.

Principle of development: Core Policy 1 ‘Settlement Strategy’ and Core Policy 2 ‘Delivery 
Strategy’ of the Wiltshire Core Strategy (WCS) outlines the Council’s adopted strategy which
identifies the settlements where additional sustainable residential development should take place 
to improve the lives of all those who live and work in Wiltshire. 

The WCS identifies Westbury in Core Policy 1 as a Market Town.  Market Towns are defined within 
the WCS as settlements that have the ability to support sustainable patterns of living in Wiltshire 
through their current levels of facilities, services and employment opportunities. Market Towns are 
considered to have the potential for significant development that will increase jobs and homes in 
each town in order to help sustain and where necessary enhance their services and facilities and 
promote better levels of self-containment and viable sustainable communities.

It is important to note that the WCS, and in particular, Core Policies CP1 and CP2, constitute the 
Council’s definition of sustainable development which has been found to be fully compliant with the
NPPF. For the avoidance of any doubt, unjustified development that does not comply with Core 
Policies CP1 and CP2 is considered unsustainable development, which is against the principle aims 
of the NPPF.

The application site is adjacent to, but outside the limits of development of Westbury as defined on 
the Core Strategy policies map. The site is therefore located as part of the open countryside. The 
principle of a settlement boundary approach is justified in terms of providing Plan led clarity to what 
development may go where. This approach was endorsed by the Inspector who examined the Core 
Strategy, who duly asserted in his final report, that “…by such means the Council intends to provide 
clarity on what forms of development may be carried out where in a manner consistent with the 
Framework’. 

The Inspector acknowledged that the settlement boundaries in Wiltshire need to be reviewed but 
stated that the correct mechanism to advance this review would be through the progression of what 
is the emerging Wiltshire Housing Sites Allocations DPD. 

A proposed revised boundary for Westbury was subject to informal consultation in the summer of 
2014 and following significant work, the DPD was reported to Cabinet on 3 July 2018 and then 
submitted to the Secretary of State who appointed a planning inspector to conduct an independent 
examination into the Plan. 

Public hearing sessions took place in April 2019. In June 2019, the Inspector issued a letter advising 
of the next steps, to include a consultation on Further Main Modifications to the Plan, which closed 



in October 2019. In relation to the settlement boundaries, however, the Inspector commented, in 
paragraph 34, that “the settlement boundary process has been through several iterations and 
consultations. The Council’s approach and methodology are robust” and that “the changes 
proposed to settlement boundaries submitted with the Plan and within WHSAP.03 are necessary.” 
However, it should be noted that this was the Inspector’s initial advice, prior to the consultation on 
Further Main Modifications, and not his final conclusions. These will be contained within his report 
in due course. It is now likely that adoption of the Plan will take place in early 2020.

For the avoidance of any doubt, the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations DPD does not seek to include 
the application site within any revised settlement envelope for Westbury.

As set out by WCS Core Policy 2, development outside defined settlement boundaries may be 
permitted by exception policies of the Plan (i.e. Core Policies 35, 37, 39, 40, 44, 46, 47 and 48), or 
where they are brought forward through a Neighbourhood Plan or a Site Allocations DPD. The 
proposed site and development does not comply with any of the stated exception policies and the 
site is not being advanced as part of the emerging Housing Sites Allocation Plan.

The Inspector who examined the Core Strategy stated in his final report that ‘the Core 
Strategy...would enable the Sites DPD and the neighbourhood planning process to facilitate the 
provision of the required level of housing’. He continued by saying that the Sites DPD ‘seems to be 
the most pragmatic and efficient way of complementing the neighbourhood planning process to 
ensure the provision of sufficient housing to meet identified needs in a timely fashion’ and ‘by such 
means it will be feasible to deliver the housing numbers shown within modified Core Policy 32 as 
necessary’. 

In light of the above, the principle of a development in this location outside of the limits of 
development, does not accord with the development plan and is considered to be unsustainable.
As directed by Core Policy 32, “development proposals in the Westbury Community Area will need 
to demonstrate how the relevant issues and considerations listed in paragraph 5.166 will be 
addressed”.

It is acknowledged that the Housing Market Area (HMA) targets do not impose a ceiling on
development and nor does the Core Strategy. However, appropriate decision making must
consider paragraph 4.33 of the supporting text to CP2 (Delivery Strategy) which clearly stated that
“… in order to ensure an appropriate distribution of housing across Wiltshire that supports the
most sustainable pattern of growth, indicative requirements are also provided at a Community
Area and settlement level within the Core Strategy. These more localised indicative requirements,
as set out within the Area Strategy Core Policies, are intended to prevent settlements receiving
an unbalanced level of growth justified by under or over delivery elsewhere (emphasis added).
They also address the ability of each Community Area to accommodate housing because of the
constraints and opportunities present in each.

Para 4.33 furthermore states that “…sustainable development within the limits of development… 
should not be constrained just because requirements have been reached.” However it is 
important to appreciate that this specifically relates to land within development limits and does
not make provision for surplus-to-target development outside of such limits.

In the light of developments that have taken place/been approved within the Westbury
Community Area after the baseline date of the HLSS and mindful of para 4.33 of the WCS and
Westbury Town and Heywood Parish Council’s / local community’s concerns, it is considered
that significant weight should be given to the supporting text to Core Policy 32 to the WCS
whereby paras 5.165, 5.166 and 5.167 respectively state:

Paragraph 5.165 states that: “The strategy for Westbury will deliver a reduction in housing growth



compared to historic trends, with a focus on improving facilities, services and job creation…”;

Paragraph 5.166 (e.g. criterion 5) requires: “Proposals for development in Westbury away from the
Station Road site ….should demonstrate how they will contribute to the enhancement of the central
area of the town, in accordance with the community-led town planning process. This should
facilitate the delivery of town centre enhancement and improved community facilities through
financial contributions;

Paragraph 5.167 states: “Housing development will be at a reduced rate compared to the past
with a focus on improving and consolidating the town’s infrastructure and services. Public transport
will be more integrated, particularly with improved linkages to the railway station and the
industrial sites to the north of the town.”

In this particular case, the proposed development would not satisfy the requirements of paras
5.165 to 5.166 linked with CP32. In the context of para 7 of the NPPF, the Council is not
satisfied that the economic and social dimensions of what constitutes sustainable development
have been satisfied.

The applicant’s submitted supporting planning statement makes reference to WCS CP32 in section 
5.1.5 and 5.1.12 asserting that:

“It is important to recognise that this is an indicative distribution not a cap, meaning that there is no 
in-principle bar to development in excess of this, if it can be shown to be sustainable.”

However, the Planning Statement does not mention or address WCS paragraph 5.166 and in 
particular how they would contribute to the enhancement of the central area of the town, as 
previously set out in the second reason for refusal in application 17/12342/OUT.

In the refused application 17/12342/FUL the applicant did try to address WCS paragraph 5.166 by 
stating in the supporting planning statement;

“The proposed site helps to meet a number of these issues and considerations, for instance the 
development will help to strengthen the linkages between the town and industrial sites by helping 
to join the industrial estate to the residential development of Westbury. In addition this site could 
contribute to the enhancement of the central area of the town through contributions from the site 
but also by providing more residents who will use the Westbury facilities bringing their spending 
power to the settlement” (emphasis added).

The applicant therefore stated that by providing more residents to the area would bring their 
spending power to the settlement. In the applicants Socio-economic Sustainability Statement
(which has not been updated to reflect the scheme is now for up to 190 dwellings) it is set out that 
‘local spending’ would be increased by c£6.1m. The statement sets out that;

- Wiltshire housing is more unaffordable than elsewhere than in England or the South West
- Local spending would be increased by £6,169,000 annually supporting an additional 23 full 

time jobs
- Jobs in construction and a c£22.1m construction spend
- Jobs in supply chain
- New Homes Bonus of £900,000 over 5 years
- Increased council tax collections £3.3m over 10 years
- The scheme would deliver an additional £8.6m of direct Gross Value Added (GVA)

The Council acknowledges that there would be some local economic benefit from the construction 
and potential increased local expenditure; but the applicant has failed to demonstrate how the 



scheme would comply with the provisions set by WCS CP32. The socio-economic statement does 
not specifically mention or address paragraphs 5.165, 5.166 or 5.167 of the Core Strategy and 
neither statement acknowledges that the strategy for Westbury is to deliver a reduction in housing 
growth compared to historic trends.  The application is instead, at odds with what the adopted policy 
seeks to achieve and the applicant has only made a fleeting and unsubstantiated attempts to 
respond to such matters.

Officers furthermore find that the application fails to properly assess how this proposal would 
actually contribute to the enhancement of the central area of the town, in accordance with the 
community led town planning process, as identified by Core Policy 32. This should facilitate the 
delivery or town centre enhancement and improved community facilities through financial 
contributions. The application merely relies on the expectation that local spending would be 
increased by an assumed figure of £6.1m and that “given the range of services in Westbury a 
significant amount of weekly spend should be retained locally”. There is however no evidence to 
suggest that this would be spent within the town centre and nor is there evidence confirming the 
percentage level of spend being directed specifically to the town centre.

Future resident expenditure could well leak out to other nearby towns like Trowbridge or Warminster 
as currently evidenced within the Council’s Town Centre and Retail studies. Furthermore, Westbury 
has one large (Lidl) out of town centre supermarket, which could potentially draw some of this 
expenditure away from the town centre. The new Lidl store is a replacement of a previous Co-op 
store which has the advantage of having a good sized car park, immediately off the A350 to which 
future residents on this proposed scheme could easily access via Station Road and Rosefield Way. 
There are also two mini Tesco express’s located immediate on the A350 and on the A3098, also
outside of the town centre boundary which could draw away some of any potential increased local 
expenditure.

The socio-economic statement also appears to have some contradictory information pursuant to 
potential new spend. It states in section 3.4.1 that 200 dwellings could be home to 480 new 
residents, which using the ratio of 2.4 people per household, seems quite logical. With up to 190 
dwellings this figure would drop to 456 residents (190 x 2.4) within the application site. 

The statement explains within paragraph 3.4.2 that some people would be displaced from existing 
homes within Westbury, and that the remainder of the new houses and the vacated homes would 
be filled by families from outside the immediate area.  In paragraph 3.4.3, reference is made to 
Government research in terms of understanding the distances people are willing to travel to 
relocate. It showed that 71% moved from within a 10 mile radius into market housing while 87% 
moved from within the same radius for affordable dwellings. This would imply therefore that between 
13-27% of occupants would be new people from outside the existing area and therefore it would 
only be these people who would introduce new net spend.

Section 3.4.8 of the socio-economic statement however indicates that the local spending power 
would be increased by 480 residents – which might not be the case and potentially far from the 
reality given what is set out within paragraph 3.4.3. Indeed following the reference research in 
section 3.4.3 of the statement the proposal may generate approximately 123 new residents (27% 
of 456) and not the stated 480. 

Officers therefore cast doubt that the development would result in £6.1m increased spending 
potential and there are very strong doubts cast as to how much this would benefit the town centre.

It is also considered that the asserted “benefits to the local authority” are intangible and potentially 
overstated. Firstly, the Council does not collect Council Tax for generating profits. It is collected to 
cover the costs of supplying a wide range of public services to every household across Wiltshire. It 
is not considered that Council Tax payments can be referenced as a public ‘benefit’ to be given 



positive weighting in any planning balance.  Additionally, recent changes to the New Homes Bonus 
(NHB) means that Wiltshire Council no longer receives the full benefit when compared to the 
scheme when it was first introduced, and over the next 5 years, the scheme could see further 
reductions. The weight that can be reasonably given to the NHB is very modest and it certainly 
would not outweigh the in principle policy conflict. 

Since the adoption of the Core Strategy in January 2015, appeal reference 
APP/Y3940/W/15/3130433 made pursuant to application 14/09262/OUT was allowed granting 300 
dwellings on land to the north of Bitham Park were consented. It should be noted that this decision 
was made at a time when the local planning authority was unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply 
of land for housing. This is no longer the case.

This application fails to demonstrate how the development would contribute to the enhancement
of the central area of the town in accordance with a community-led town planning process. In
terms of positive localism and community engagement with the planning process, it has to be said
that these concerns lie at the core of Westbury Town Council and third party objections.

The NPPF, within the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development, aims to 
significantly boost the supply of housing. It requires local planning authorities to identify and 
regularly update a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide at least 5 years worth of 
housing land supply measured against the housing requirements of the housing market area 
identified in the WCS (a description normally abbreviated to 5 years supply). The NPPF makes it 
clear that where this cannot be demonstrated, relevant polices for the supply of housing (which in 
this case would include WCS Core Policy 2) cannot be considered up to date, and planning 
permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

In August 2019, the Council published its latest Housing Land Supply Statement – with a base date 
of April 2018. The HLSS confirms as the below table insert reveals that across the north and west 
housing market area to which Westbury is located within, the Council can demonstrate a 5.07 year 
housing land supply. Therefore, as the Council can demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply 
paragraph 11 (d) of the NPPF is not engaged and WCS policies CP1 and CP2 should be given full 
weight.

A number of the representations from the public consultation also raised objection that the proposal 
would be contrary to an historic s52 legal agreement which relates to approved application 
W87/0848 for an extension to the Tesco Warehouse on the adjacent Trading Estate and that this 
current application should be refused on this basis. As set out in the introduction the legal 
agreement prohibits any development upon any part of the land apart from the approved 
landscaping scheme within the green line of the associated plan. The s52 was made to “obviate the 



possibility of any future development of the adjacent “buffer area” as defined (including the area to 
be landscaped).”

Furthermore W87/0848 was also subject to a landscape condition which included the planting of 
200 semi-mature trees. It is understood that this landscaping area forms the existing bund 
immediately behind the industrial estate which immediately borders the application site.

It was clear from the original submission of application 17/12342/OUT that the applicant was not 
aware of the s52 when they submitted the application. The applicants were afforded the opportunity 
to comment on the s52 with an additional letter. In their response dated 15 March 2018 the applicant 
contended that the s52 is only a restrictive covenant and that the grant of planning permission would 
not be in breach of the s52. A breach of the s52 would only occur upon the implementation of any 
such permission.

The applicants furthermore stated that the s52 is principally an issue of land law, and is considered 
to be a material consideration of limited weight in the determination of this planning application. The 
s52 was sealed on what was considered to be good planning reasons at the time, and given the 
passage of time, it is appropriate for the reasons to be re-assessed and a determination made as 
to whether they are still relevant.

Furthermore, the applicants contend that should planning permission be granted, it would be on the 
basis that the proposal constitutes sustainable development and there are no substantive planning 
reasons for refusing the scheme. Following the grant of any such planning permission, having 
demonstrated sustainable development, the applicant submits that the reason(s) for the s52 would 
have to be reasonably removed. Since the s52 was signed the applicant submits that there have 
been significant material changes in circumstances which leave the covenant outdated and no 
longer relevant.

In recognition of the fact that a s106 cannot nullify a s52 legal agreement, a separate process would 
be required whereby the applicant would be required to apply to the Council to discharge the s52 if 
it can be proven to no longer serve a useful and meaningful planning purpose.

Officers submit that it is not within the remit of this application to consider the outcome of any 
potential challenge to remove the s52. This application, following the clear direction of planning law, 
must be assessed in accordance with the adopted development plan and be informed by material 
planning considerations. The development plan consists of the Core Strategy which includes the 
saved settlement boundary limits for Westbury. Therefore, all areas outside this boundary are 
afforded the same protections against development that does not conform with the Core Strategy. 
From a planning law perspective this affords the application site sufficient and adequate protections 
from unsustainable or unwarranted/unjustified forms of development. 

The Council is not satisfied that the application proposal constitutes as an appropriate sustainable 
form of development and as a consequence, there is a fundamental and clear conflict with WCS 
policies CP1, CP2 and CP32.

A planning informative should address the existence of the extant legal binding terms set buy the 
historic s52 which may affect the sites future deliverability. Should the legal process to remove the 
s52 have to go to the Upper Lands Tribunal, as indicated by the applicant, this could delay matters 
further should the planning refusal be successfully appealed, duly noting that the appeal would not 
have the authority to determine the s52 matter. 

As the Council has a clear and demonstrable 5 year housing land supply, and in the absence of a 
justified plan departure justification, this application should be refused. 



For the avoidance of any doubt, the applicant has been made fully aware in an email dated 27 
September 2019 that this application would be refused on the basis that it is contrary to WCS CP1, 
CP2 and CP32 given that Wiltshire Council has a 5 year housing land supply.  All subsequent 
extensions of time have been agreed as to allow the applicants time to address the ongoing 
objections from the Council’s Ecology, Drainage, Archaeology, Environmental Health and Urban 
Design Officers. 

It is also important to report that after 20 January 2020, the Wiltshire Core Strategy will be 5 years 
old and in accordance with NPPF paragraph 73, the Council will move to reporting on its Local 
Housing Need (LHN) pursuant to its five-year land supply (HLS), as required by the NPPF. The 
Council has taken legal advice ahead of the 5-year anniversary of the WCS and the move towards 
reporting on the LHN, but for the purposes of this application, post 20 January 2020, the Council 
would assign the NPPF approach as the prime consideration for calculating HLS but still retain the 
WCS and HMA’s as important material considerations due to their status in the Development Plan.

Following on from the above commentary, should this application be appealed and inspected by 
the planning inspectorate or SoS at a time when the land supply materially changes, the very clear 
provisions set within NPPF paragraph 1 and footnotes 6 and 7 (on page 6) would apply with respect 
to there being very significant overriding planning reasons (i.e. heritage assets of archaeological 
interest, flood risk and habitat regulations) that would justify refusing planning permission even in 
the event that the Council has a deficit of housing land supply by the time any appeal is submitted 
and considered.

Urban Design: WCS CP57 requires a high standard of design in all new developments. 
Development is expected to create a strong sense of place through drawing on the local context 
and being complementary to the locality. Applications for new development must be accompanied 
by appropriate information to demonstrate how the proposal would make a positive contribution to 
the local character through 14 criteria which include:

iii) responding positively to the existing townscape and landscape features in terms of building 
layouts, built form, height, mass, scale, plot size, elevational design, material, streetscape and 
rooflines to effectively integrate the building(s) into its setting

vi) making efficient use of land whilst taking account of the characteristics of the site and local 
content to deliver an appropriate development which relates effectively to the immediate setting and 
to the wider character of the area

vii) ensuring that appropriate levels of amenity are achievable within the development itself

xii) use of high standards of building materials, finished and landscaping

xiii) in the case of major developments, ensuring they are accompanied by a detailed design and 
access statement and masterplan, which is based on and analysis of the local context and 
assessment of constraints and opportunities of the site and is informed by a development concept, 
including clearly stated design principles, which will underpin the character of the new place

Officers acknowledge that the application is to determine the principle of up to 190 dwellings and 
for the access, with all other matters e.g. layout, scale, appearance and landscaping reserved for 
future applications. However, WCS CP57 xiii), is very clear that there needs to be a detailed design 
statement and masterplan to underpin the character of the new place.

The Council’s Urban Design officer has maintained his objection following the proposed reduction 
to 190 dwellings and states;



“The conclusion of my previous response (8.10.11) was that most of the urban design issues would 
require more space to resolve and could not simply be conditioned to be easily dealt with at a later 
date.

The applicant’s cover email to the case officer (11.11.19) explains ‘As you know, the application 
was submitted for up to 200 dwellings. To take account of the additional ecology conclusions, we 
consider it appropriate that any permission is limited by condition to no more than 190 dwellings in 
order to accommodate the 15m buffer to the core bat habitat suggested in the officers 
response….The comments submitted regarding urban design had also raised concerns regarding 
whether an acceptable design standard could be achieved at the number of dwellings proposed. 
The reduction in numbers will also help mitigate these concerns.’

It can be seen (in the comparative image below) that the only change in the framework plan to 
accommodate the ecology constraint is the extent of the proposed developable areas along the 
western and northern edges, with the net developable area dropping from 5.84 Ha to 5.70Ha:

The proposed reduction in units from 200 to 190 equates to a change in density from 34.3dph to 
33.3 dph which is considered to provide insufficient extra space to resolve any of the various issues 
raised in the consultation response my previous response. Thus it is wrong for the applicant to 
assert that their ‘reduction in numbers will also help mitigate [the urban design] concerns’ – they 
may only mitigate the ecology concerns.

Indeed, this is effectively proved with the submission of their revised sketch layout which has been 
apparently unable to address any of the urban design concerns – it only attempts to show as many 



units as possible in the slightly reduced development area. Even drawing the 190 units has involved 
using worse layout designs that would clearly not be acceptable:

It should also be pointed out that having reviewed the highway officer’s response there are similar 
and additional issues which are not resolved i.e:

- No dedicated vehicle access or parking for the allotments.
- Overuse of turning heads and private drives (something that relates directly to my concern 

about convoluted street pattern and overly fragmented development blocks with lack of 
frontages).

- The area between plots 84-89 showing an unrealistic amount of rear courtyard parking and 
plots 20-50 showing an unrealistic amount of [continuous frontage] parking.

That officer’s comments reinforce my opinion that the proposed framework plan is poor quality and 
the supporting sketch layout is not credible and should not be used as the basis for an REM 
approval for the purported amount of new homes.”

It is submitted that a scheme of up to 190 units could still be too large and to avoid future urban 
design conflicts and potential site viability issues, more evidence and clarification should have been 
provided in terms of quantifying the design, density and character of development which would be 
promoted. There is a significant concern that in order to deliver up to 190 dwellings on the site – to 
a high standard of design as required by WCS CP57 - the identified conflicts by the Councils Urban 



Design Officer could result in the landscaping areas being significantly reduced, off road car parking 
standards reduced, building size and heights may be significantly increased and garden sizes 
decreased, potential leading to inadequate provisions of poor quality.  

In the context of amenity provision, it is apposite to refer to appeal APP/Y3940/W/17/3185107 
whereby the appointed planning inspectorate agreed that dwellinghouses suitable for family 
occupation should be provided with an acceptable standard of outdoor provision for future 
occupants. Officers are concerned that given the site parameters, 190 dwellings could still be 
excessive, and the masterplan has not been submitted with a satisfactory layout in which to satisfy 
CP57 xiii.

Officers have further concerns with the masterplan which could lead to further significant urban 
design issues should up to 190 dwellings be approved. The applicants state that the net residential 
development area would be approximately 5.7 hectares which would constitute 33.3 dwellings per 
hectare. Officers have measured the proposed housing zones on the development framework plan 
and are content that this is reasonably accurate.  It is not considered sufficient to assume that an 
average of 34dph would be in keeping with its surroundings. For instance, one part of the site may 
have to have a significantly higher density than other parts of the site; which could significantly 
undermine not only part xiii of CP57 but also parts iii, vi, vii, ix and xi.

The applicants state in the socio-economic statement and design and access statement that up to 
40% of the dwellings would be for affordable housing (although the Council could only secure 30% 
under CP43). Unfortunately, it is a well-known and harsh reality that affordable housing units tend 
to be clustered together, often in high densities whilst allowing the market housing, particularly the 
indicated 4 and 5 bedroom detached dwellings to be in low density sections of the site. The applicant 
has not shown where the affordable housing units are likely to be located nor how they are to be 
distributed across the site. It is most likely that they would be located in sections of the site most 
sensitive to the adjacent industrial estate. This could be plots 84-98 which the Council’s Urban 
Design Officer has specifically identified as having a low standard of design.

The application also lacks a robust assessment of the densities found locally or within other parts 
of the town. It is considered important to make such an assessment to appreciate whether a new 
proposal would be of a high quality and respond positively to the existing townscape and to the 
characteristics of the local context.

In the absence of any such review by the applicant, officers have assessed the residential densities 
and housing types locally and in particular, the residential areas found along Storridge Road, The 
Ham and Hawkeridge Park.

Hawkeridge Park has 94 dwellings on approximately 3.93 hectares which represents 24 dwellings 
per hectare. No’s 39-50 at The Ham form 16 dwellings on approximately 0.85 hectares, which 
represents 19 dwellings per hectare.  No’s 1a – 25 Storridge Road has 25 dwellings on 
approximately 0.96 hectares which represents 26 dwellings per hectare.  This provides an overall 
average of 23.5 dwellings per hectare (135/5.74ha). Interestingly, the site area of these adjacent 
dwellings is only 0.4ha larger than the proposed housing zones shown on the revised ‘Development 
Framework Plan’ – yet there are 55 fewer dwellings compared to what is being proposed under this 
submission.

It is also submitted that it is not a simple case of stating that the proposed average of 33dph across 
the site would not be potentially harmful compared to the average density of 23.5dph in the 
immediate surroundings. This would be a near 42% increase which is considered to be significant 
and could be higher still if densities vary across the site.



Officers are concerned that a scheme of up to 190 dwellings could still result in an over development 
of the site or still require extensive compromises to be made in terms of house sizes, plot sizes, 
building heights, the amount of landscaping, drainage and the buffers to the existing dwellings, car 
parking provisions, garden sizes and the densities across the site. There could also be potential 
conflicts with providing sufficient buffer zones from the discharge of the septic tanks from 
Hawkeridge Park and maintaining sufficient separation from existing and any future sewerage 
pumping station infrastructure. Officers submit that the application is lacking in sufficient detail in 
which to be able to make a robust and sound assessment on whether up to 190 dwellings would 
be acceptable on the site and as such the application is considered to be contrary to WCS CP57 
xiii.

Local residents are concerned that 3 storey housing would be proposed on site and within the 
applicant’s design and access statement makes clear it envisaged that the scheme may have 2.5 
storey housing in the middle sections of the site. Whilst the Council fully accepts that the ‘scale’ of 
development is a reserved matter, the Council is concerned about the detail provided within the 
D&A Statement as there could be conflicts with the prevailing local character when one references 
the nearby properties along The Ham, Storridge Road and Hawkeridge Park which are exclusively 
two storey or chalet bungalows with accommodation in the roof space. 

The Council’s Urban Design officer also expressed concerns about the indicative layout and how 
the site might potentially connect in the future with another site that was subject to a withdrawn 
submission (application 15/07071/OUT refers). The full reasons why the applicant withdrew the 
applicant is not known but the application site is also outside the limits of development, to which the 
Council would not support the principle of. However, it further demonstrates that without a good 
understanding about site permeability and outward connections, there may be an issue with site 
permeability within and between new development; which, may propagate piecemeal forms of 
development which would undermines sustainability principles. New layout design should always 
be seen to avoid the creation of ransom strips.  Notwithstanding the above, the Council does accept 
that the ‘layout of the development is a reserved matter, but wishes to flag up this concern (although 
it does not form a reason for refusal) too. 

Above Left - Site in relation to surroundings with the green site boundary illustrating the 
15/07071/OUT withdrawn application

Above Right – illustrates the withdrawn 15/07071/OUT proposed layout



Officers do note however, on the proposed sketch plan that the existing play area behind No 69-71 
Hawkeridge Park would have a connective path and should be included in the reserved matters 
application. It may also be necessary to agree in the s106 that any required alterations to the play 
area fencing are secured in order to allow for connectivity between the path and the play area.  

Existing play area and proposed sketch connecting path

Storridge Road has a very strong character and rhythm of large semi-detached units. The dwellings 
along The Ham are largely defined by detached dwellings and in Hawkeridge Park there is a mixture 
of detached and semi-detached dwellings. All three streets have strong near straight building lines. 
It appears that from what has been submitted, little regard has been given to reflect and integrate 
the proposed scheme with its immediate local environs. The Council’s concern is that if up to 190 
dwellings were to come through a reserved matters submission, important urban design concepts 
that would underpin the character of the new place would end up being watered down and there 
would be a concern over the quality and place making attributes.

Officers therefore have concerns as to whether the applicants through the submission of the 
indicative masterplan have appropriately assessed the local context and assessed the constraints 
and opportunities as required by WCS CP57 xiii).

Impact on Landscape Character:  The site is located as part of a landscape known as Area E8: 
‘Heywood Rolling Clay Lowland’ as defined by the West Wiltshire Landscape Character 
Assessment (dated March 2007), that lies to the north of Westbury. The area is characterised by a 
gently rolling topography that slopes towards Westbury. In this area, man-made interventions and 
influences dominate the area e.g. the railway & trading estate. There is some rural character, but 
given the presence and noise generation associated with the railway, trading estate and road 
network, the level of tranquillity in the area is quite low.

The immediate site landscape character is described as being in mixed condition with varied 
hedgerows, some being gappy and some well–established and intact.

Specific management strategy and objectives include:
 Conserve & enhance existing hedgerows

 Seek measures to enhance visual appearance of roads/railway

 Conserve & enhance the setting of Westbury & the trading estate

 Screen visual detractors e.g. sewage works



 Conserve & enhance medieval landscape pattern

 Seek enhancements from trading estate developments

A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) has been submitted with the application. 
Unfortunately the Councils landscape officer has not commented but reported in application 
17/12342/OUT that it was broadly based on the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment (GLIVA 3rd Edition).

The Council’s landscape officer acknowledged that if approved, the development would result in a 
material change in the character of the site from agricultural (arable) land to residential development 
with its associated infrastructure. This change would be a permanent adverse loss of open 
countryside that currently provides a landscape setting to the rear of the properties at ‘The Ham’ 
and those on Storridge Road & Hawkeridge Park, and a landscape buffer between the existing 
residential and commercial/industrial land uses.

The impact however, would be localised and it is reported that it would not have a noticeable effect 
on the appearance and character of the wider landscape. The site is reasonably well contained 
between the Storridge Road, Hawkeridge Park and the industrial estate, although officers accept 
that it would ‘spill out’ on the northern edge of the application site but would still generally be within 
the constraints of the West Wiltshire Trading Estate and to a lesser effect on Glenmore Farm.

The bund and its tree line would remain unaffected and it is duly noted that the submitted indicative 
layout plan makes provision for a reasonable landscape buffer at the northern end of the application 
site. Whilst the bund and the landscape area would be narrow and wouldn’t fully mitigate against 
perceived coalescence between the residential and industrials estates, it would provide a 
reasonable buffer.

Visually the site is very well contained and there are only limited views from publically accessible 
areas. There are no public rights of way across the application site nor is there any across the land 
at Glenmore Farm to the north east.  Officers accept that the greatest change would be experienced 
by existing residents that back onto the site. The GLIVA states that ‘‘the effects of development on 
private property are frequently dealt with mainly through ‘residential amenity assessments”. 

Officers submit that there is no justification for the development and would lead to a material and 
permanent adverse loss of open countryside which would be contrary to WCS policies CP1, CP2 
and CP32. The proposal would also result in the virtual coalescence of residential development 
stretching closer to the industrial estate. 

Impact on Ecology: The Councils Ecology Officer has objected to the application and the two 
consultation responses have been provided in full in the consultation responses section.

The applicants have provided the additional information so that an Appropriate Assessment (AA) 
could be carried out by the Council’s Ecologist. The AA acknowledges that some of the assessment 
criteria has been met but there is still insufficient information has been submitted to ensure that the 
development would not lead to adverse effects to the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC. Additionally,
no further information has been provided in relation to great crested newts to demonstrate that 
sufficient mitigation can be provided to address the impacts to the local metapopulation. 

Therefore, the principle ecology reason for refusal as per refused application 17/12342/OUT still 
applies.



Flood risk and drainage: Officers acknowledge that this is a matter of material concern to local 
residents and neighbours. However, most of the objections relate to the drainage of the existing 
septic tanks from dwellings along Hawkeridge Park. The issue of the contamination would primarily 
be covered by a contamination report condition in the event the application is allowed on appeal. 
Additionally, providing building control standards on separation distances are satisfied then there 
would be no justified reason to refuse the application on such a basis. The applicant does appear 
to have fully acknowledged this by including a landscaping buffer adjacent to Hawkeridge Park, 
which should in turn, seek to address potential neighbour amenity conflicts. Any reserved matters 
application would of course need to fully appraise such matters.

The applicant has indicated in the submitted D&A that an allotment might be located along 
Hawkeridge Park. However, if this would be on land where there are septic tanks and potentially 
contaminated water this might not be a viable option. It may transpire that the whole drainage area 
would have to become a landscape strip.

The Council’s Drainage Officer has raised some concerns over the potential foul water drainage 
systems but accepts that this could be secured by condition. Indeed Wessex Water confirmed that 
there is spare capacity to which this proposed development could connect to.

Notwithstanding the above, the Council’s Drainage Officer has objected to the submitted details as 
set out in full in the consultation section of this report. The Officer sets out the deficiencies in the 
FRA including how the existing surface water flooding issues on the site will be mitigated. The 
surface water is proposed to be discharged off site, but this is not guaranteed because there is no 
current agreement in place with the relevant land owners. It is also worth noting that the off site 
discharge area could be the same land that would have been required to discharge the surface 
water from the withdrawn 15/07071/OUT application.

Therefore, the proposal could cause flooding issues elsewhere off the site.  Paragraph 163 of the 
NPPF is very clear on such a matter and advises the local planning authorities should ensure flood 
risk is not increased elsewhere when determining new applications.

Impact on Archaeology: The Wiltshire and Swindon Historic Environment Record indicate that the 
proposed development site is in an area of archaeological interest.  Within the boundary of the 
proposed development site, the HER records Romano-British pottery and the remains of several 
buildings which may be possible remnants of prisoner-of-war camps.  The general area is 
considered to be of high archaeological interest, in particular due to the Romano-British settlement 
which was discovered at the Ironworks to the southeast during the 19th and 20th centuries.  
Quarrying for Ironstone however has shown to have been quite destructive to the survival of 
archaeological remains in the vicinity and two archaeological watching briefs for pipelines across 
the site have shown that parts of the site have suffered damage from quarrying activity. 

A geophysical survey has been undertaken and the results have been presented within the 
Archaeology and Built Heritage Statement which forms part of the planning submission.  A small 
number of anomalies have been tentatively highlighted as of potential archaeological origin but 
overall it supports the conclusions of the Desk Based Assessment that the site has limited 
archaeological potential (assigning a local significance to the POW camps).

The National Planning Policy Framework seeks to ensure that the significance of heritage assets 
are identified and assessed and the results made available prior to determination of a planning 
application in order to avoid or minimise conflict between the conservation of the heritage asset and 
any aspect of the proposal (as set out by paragraph 189).  The Council’s archaeologist argues that 
in this particular case and mindful of the archaeological interest the general area has, a trial trench 
evaluation is necessary prior to determination of the application in order to establish more fully the 
conclusions of the non-intrusive investigations which have been carried out to-date. 



The applicants did initially agreed to undertake a trial trench excavation (field evaluation) but then 
determined that they considered the significance of the archaeology remains to be low and stated 
that they would not undertake trial trenching and that this could be secured by condition. However, 
as advised in the refused 17/12342/OUT application and again by email on 27 September 2019 
that a field evaluation could not be left to condition.

Under appeal reference APP/Y3940/A/13/2206963 for land off Coate Road and Winsor Drive, 
Devizes, the appointed inspector appraised the reasons for refusing application reference 
E/2013/0083/OUT which included a reason for refusal on the lack of an archaeological field 
evaluation. In the inspector’s conclusion as set out within paragraphs 34-39 of the costs decision, 
it was confirmed that the Council was not unreasonable in refusing the application and the Council 
maintains there is an over-riding importance to fully appreciate the presence of any below ground 
archaeology before any permission can be issued. 

Given the potential significance of archaeological remains to be present below the site, a field trial 
trench and its findings must be completed and reported before the application could be approved. 
Given the policy conflicts, the application should have an additional reason for refused on the lack 
of information in this regard.

Impact on highway safety:  Wiltshire Council Highways Officer has objected to the principle of 
development with the application site being outside of the settlement boundary and is concerned 
that transport sustainability will be affected if sufficient s106 contributions are not secured. These 
works would require strengthening of an existing railway bridge given that it is anticipated there 
would be more private car journeys as there isn’t a bus service on The Ham anymore.

The other concerns raised in the consultation response mainly relate to the internal layout and 
potential s278 issues – but Officers acknowledge that this application is only determining the 
proposed (and immediate) access into the site. The Highways Officer has no objection to the 
proposed access itself.

Officers note that application 17/12342/OUT was not refused on Highway grounds and that this 
application proposes the same access points into the site. Additionally, given that the proposal is 
now for 190 dwellings and not 200, it would be unreasonable to refuse the application on the basis 
of concerns about the access and concerns to highway safety.

For the avoidance of any doubt, the Highway Officers concerns regarding the internal layout would 
be contributory factors to the concerns in relation to the urban design and potentially drainage 
issues (from car park areas) with the proposal.

The Highways Officer comments further on the impacts on the relevant junctions as follows:

Site access
The site access has been extensively discussed at pre-application stage and will be satisfactory to 
serve this level of development providing the proposed emergency / cycle access is also achieved. 
There are no capacity issues.

Haynes Road /A350/B3098
The junction will operate over capacity in 2022, but the contribution of the development to this is 
negligible. Traffic signals will eventually need to be considered for this junction but could not be 
justified from this development under the tests.  

Phillips Way / Westbury Road roundabout
There will be spare capacity in 2022.



Hawkeridge Road / Link Road / Hawkeridge Business Park access  
There is a small queue on the Link road arm of around 13 vehicles. The effects of the development 
on this are negligible and mitigation could not be justified. 

Station Road / West End / Haynes Road  
The junction will operate slightly over capacity in 2022, but the development will only have a 
negligible effect generating about one trip every 2 minutes.  

Storridge Road / The Ham / Station Road / Brook Lane mini roundabout
There is some mild effect by the development traffic on this junction which could be mitigated to the 
degree that the end result will be better junction operation in capacity terms than if the development 
had not occurred.    

Officers note the concerns of the Town Council and neighbouring residents but in light of the 
detailed examination of the submission by the applicant by the Highways Officer, there isn’t 
demonstrable harm to highway safety in which to refuse the application.

Living standards of proposed occupants: A significant concern with the application relates to 
the potential noise disturbance the future development and residential occupiers may experience 
from the adjacent (B2) industrial estate which also formally contains ‘Club Ice’ (now known as 
Vemon) which is a nightclub located within the industrial estate. Officers would be very concerned 
that residents who are subject to adverse levels of noise would have a substantially lower standard 
of living which as a consequence, would represent poor planning and design (respecting the site 
location and illustrative quantum and site layout) which itself would comprise unsustainable 
development which would be contrary to paragraph 124 of the NPPF.

The Council’s Environmental Health Officer’s comments are re-produced in full in the consultation 
section and therefore do not need to be re-stated in this section. However, it is worth noting that 
both the Council and the applicants agree that the noise level in external amenity areas of dwellings 
across the site “should not exceed 50dB LAeq 16hrs”. The Environmental Health Officer also does 
not accept the description of the industrial estate noise as being “generally anonymous” and
comments that noise measurement data has not been provided and the topography has not been 
taken into account in the submission.

Evidence is also compared to that submitted for 17/12342/OUT where “The assessment directs to 
Appendix A for the analysis of background data. The second graph shows a much lower 
background during the ‘quiet night’ on 19/07/2016 compared to 10/05/2018. It is difficult to be 
confident that the ‘average’ of the two nights of 36dB LA90 is representative of the typical 
background during these quiet night time periods. Only two parts nights have been used to calculate 
the ‘average’ and one appears to be around 8dB lower than the other. If the measurements taken 
on 19/07/2019 are more representative, then the BS4142 result would be significantly less 
favourable. The result is already +8dB for noise from WBB so it is important we are confident a 
representative background has been used. Also, it is not clear how the average has been 
calculated.”

The Council’s Environmental Health Officer maintains that the proposal still has not been submitted 
with a robust assessment nor detailed mitigation proposals of noise from the industrial estate and 
nightclub – which is likely to have significant adverse impact on the amenity of the proposed 
dwellings contrary to WCS CP57 (vii).

CIL/s106: The development would require CIL and s106 contributions.



The application has been submitted with a provision of up to 40% of the dwellings would be 
affordable. However, WCS CP43 states that the policy requirement for Westbury is 30% (i.e 57 
affordable homes). It is noted that the applicant has not expressly stated that 40% of the dwellings 
would be affordable – only that “up to” 40% would be provided. Given the policy requirement can 
only secure 30% the Council would not insist upon more than 30% affordable but that these 
dwellings would be subject to the Council’s housing officer’s recommendations and requirements 
for a tenure split of 60% affordable rented homes and 40% shared ownership homes (34 and 23
respectfully). 

Based on current affordable housing need figures for the Westbury we would suggest the following 
affordable rented mix:-

1 bed 2 person apartments = 9 homes
2 bed 4 person houses = 12 homes
2 bed 3 person bungalows = 2 homes
3 bed 5 person houses = 9 homes
4 bed 7 person houses = 2 homes

With regard to the remaining 40% (i.e. 23 units) we would seek these to be for shared ownership 
and we would require these units to be 2 and 3 bed houses with an approximate split of 65%/35% 
(i.e. 15 x  2 bed 4 person houses & 8 x 3 bed 5 person houses).

The proposal would also require Early Years Education contributions of £403,006 education 
secondary school contributions.  Waste provision would require a contribution of £17,290, Arts a 
contribution of £57,000 and £47,200 for public open space (in addition to securing the on-site POS, 
LEAP and allotment provision). Ecology would also require a contribution of £147,804 (777.62 x 
190).

The applicants are also aware of off-site highway improvement works that would need to be secured 
under a legal agreement but there has been no agreement reached between the highways officer 
and the applicants to date.

The Council’s Air Quality officer also requested a contribution of £2265 and “A scheme of ULEV 
infrastructure for this development needs to be agreed with the LPA.” This is because Westbury 
has a declared Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) because of exceedances of the nitrogen 
dioxide air quality objective. The Air Quality Officer states that whilst the predicted impact at receptor 
ESR 10 (located near Westbury Town Centre) is not sufficient to warrant objection, it does require 
mitigation, which can be secured via condition for the provision of ultra low energy vehicle 
infrastructure points (ULEVI) (i.e. electric vehicle charging points). Should this application be 
appealed by the applicant, the Council would seek to secure this by condition.

Officers note that the applicants have agreed to having a s106 but have not specifically confirmed 
that they accept the amounts requested by the consultees. However, given that the application is 
being refused, and the lack of a prepared Unilateral Undertaking (and agreeing to the requested 
amounts) made pursuant to a S106 legal agreement, the application must be refused on the lack 
of a s106.

The Council appreciates that a draft s106 agreement would have to be negotiated and submitted 
in any case as part of any subsequent appeal; and, as such, the Council submits that this additional 
reason for refusal is not unreasonable. Providing the necessary level of contributions are agreed in 
accordance with WCS CP3 and necessary infrastructure provision this reason for refusal could be 
withdrawn at the appeal stage.

RECOMMENDATION: Refuse 



Hi All,

Please see in the thread below, my e-mails sent 28 December 2012 and 08 January 2013 on a 
previous planning application in the vicinity, which include some additional information (to 
my e-mail sent 03 August 2015) about the geology and archaeology around the application 
site.

Kind regards,

From: 
Subject: Planning application W/12/02081/FUL - Solar Farm at Blenches Mill Farm 
Heywood
Date: Tue, 8 Jan 2013 10:38:38 +0000

Hi 

Did your exercise come up with anything at odds with my November 1990 paper?

Although it pre-dates "Roman Wiltshire and After: Papers in honour of Ken Annable", edited 
by Peter Ellis, 2001, I did subsequently search all those papers for relevant references but 
found little or nothing I had missed.  Not unexpectedly to me, the authors of those papers 
found it difficult to interpret the site satisfactorily from the sources they consulted so 
accepted the conventional wisdom that everything of archaeological value there had already 
been destroyed by mineral workings.

I had overlooked the location of the sites of Roman Remains shown on the map in Richard 
Harris and Sir Richard Colt Hoare's The History of Modern Wiltshire: Hundred of Westbury 
(1830) when I originally wrote the paper; I do not know why they do not better match the 
description given on page 53 of Volume 1 of The History of Ancient Wiltshire (1810) (but 
instead are very close to Thomas Tanner and Edmund Gibson's description given in the 1695 
edition of William Camden's Britannia).

The so-called elephant beds described by Reginald Neville Mantell in his 1850 paper almost 
certainly lay on or near the line of the Heywood Fault, a major geological feature which 
crossed the Wilts. Somerset & Weymouth railway line at or close to the Shallow Wagon Lane 
railway bridge, so some of these deposits may well remain in situ along the fault line where it 
runs through the planning application site.

What is the easiest way to obtain a copy of the illustration in the Illustrated London News of 
the Roman pottery found in 1848 (unfortunately misplaced by Keith Miller within the last 
few months) and the date of the issue in which it appeared?

Two geological sections at Westbury both said to be by Wm Cunnington and dating from 
March 1852 and May 1870 respectively, previously unknown to me, have turned up in the 
catalogue of Art at the Wiltshire Heritage Museum now available on the Wiltshire Treasures 
website (References DZSWS:1982.7300 and DZSWS:1982.7301).  What is the easiest way
to obtain copies of them?



I have also found two further entries in the catalogue of Documents at the Wiltshire Heritage 
Museum (References DZSWS:MSS.732 and DZSWS:MSS.2593), previously unknown to 
me, relating to Westbury and described as:-

Note/letter - notes in Sir Richard Colt Hoare's own hand for "Ancient Wiltshire", with a 
letter from William Cunnington about excavations and geology in the Westbury area, ...

Letter - 2 letters written by William Cunnington l 1804 to unknown correspondents relating 
to Roman querns, pottery and other small finds in the Westbury and Dilton Marsh areas

Both entries suggest that they may contain more information than was published in the 
short paragraph in The History of Ancient Wiltshire.

The Neolithic or Bronze Age objects found during the First World War (and destroyed by 
enemy action in 1940) referred to in my 1990 paper seem to have been associated with the 
construction or re-construction of the tramway to the Heywood Quarry north-eastwards from 
the tunnel under Hawkeridge Road, and whilst the recorded locations are confusing 
and apparently erroneous, the greater part of the route of that tramway must have been within 
the planning application site.

Kind regards,

From: 
Subject: Re: Planning application W/12/02081/FUL - Solar Farm at Blenches Mill Farm 
Heywood
Date: Mon, 31 Dec 2012 16:36:50 +0000
To: 

Hi  

I will look for a copy at the History Centre on Thursday when I return to work.

On 31 Dec 2012, at 12:28, F M < wrote:

Hi ,

At the time and repeatedly since I have sent copies to almost everyone I could think of with an 
interest in the Romano-British archaeology of Old Westbury.

Almost certainly  or will have a number of copies squirreled away 
somewhere, but failing that, try any of the county archaeologists, who eventually and grudgingly 
entered the well on their Sites and Monuments Record (ST85SE 322) because I badgered them so 
much throughout the Westbury Bypass exercise (and over so many other development schemes in 
the vicinity, including the David Wilson Homes' estate at Slag Lane).



I have just sent further hard copies to and  so they can scan a 
copy to you if they know how to operate the technology (which sadly I do not).

Kind regards,

From:
Subject: Re: Planning application W/12/02081/FUL - Solar Farm at Blenches Mill Farm Heywood
Date: Mon, 31 Dec 2012 11:10:53 +0000
To:

Hello , 
I thought that you might have pursued that line, but I was not aware of your paper. How can I have 
sight of it?
Best wishes

On 31 Dec 2012, at 08:57, F M <  wrote:

Hi ,

I attempted these exercises in my November 1990 paper, so you may be able to save some time by 
starting from there.

Kind regards and a prosperous New Year,

From:
Subject: Re: Planning application W/12/02081/FUL - Solar Farm at Blenches Mill Farm Heywood
Date: Sun, 30 Dec 2012 10:28:20 +0000
To:

Dear  

Thanks for copying me into your detailed and considered response to this application. I will have a 
look at the enclosure and tithe awards to see whether I can locate Compton's Plot during my lunch 
break at work on Thursday and let you know what I find.

Best wishes for the New Year,

On 29 Dec 2012, at 13:11, F M < > wrote:

Hi All,

FYI - is there anything else I can usefully add?

Kind regards,



From:

Subject: Planning application W/12/02081/FUL - Solar Farm at Blenches Mill Farm Heywood
Date: Fri, 28 Dec 2012 16:26:02 +0000

Hi All,

In view of the uncertainty about the consultation deadlines in respect of this application, I am making 
in haste some provisional representations on the archaeology, which I would hope to improve on later 
if time allows.

The Archaedia Report submitted with the application is largely a desk-based exercise and is wholly 
inadequate for such an archaeologically sensitive site.   Furthermore, it suffers from the usual 
difficulties of its genera that it looks no further than the sources on which it is based and repeats 
unquestioningly the glaring errors in some of them and the shortcomings in many others of them.

For example, at [3.2] it is said that in 1086 (Domesday) the inhabitants included potters, but no 
Norman pottery has ever been found in the Westbury area, and as the authorities suggest, this is 
undoubtedly a scribal error for porcarii  (swineherds).

Fig. 6 shows the 1887 1:2500 Ordnance Survey County Series (First Edition) overlaid by an outline of 
the application site which is incorrectly scaled and hence significantly smaller than its true extent.

The legend to Fig. 8 is erroneous - 1941 should read 1924 - the Tramway was all taken up before 
1941.

The legend to Fig. 9 is also erroneous - 1924 should read 1941 - neither the Sewage Works nor the 
Westbury avoiding line were built until after 1924.

On Fig. 1, the siting of the Iron Works ST85SE 527 (Site No. 26) is incorrect - it lay south west of 
Station Road adjacent to Westbury Station.  Furthermore, it is certain that the Westbury ironstone 
deposits were not discovered during the construction of the railway line from Thingley in 1848, but 
quite separately by George C. Greenwell in 1855.  However, the illustration of a complete item 
of Romano-British pottery from Westbury in the Illustrated London News of 1848 suggests that, 
although otherwise unrecorded, significant archaeological remains were found during those works.  
The Great Western Railway only acquired this railway in 1850 (Site No. 17) - it was built and 
operated by the Wilts. Somerset and Weymouth Railway Company prior to that.

The sites crucial to understanding why the application site is so archaeologically sensitive are the 
Well ST85SE 322 (Site No. 2), the Quarry (Site No. 5), the Stone (Site No. 6) and the Building (Site 
No. 32) and what links them all, namely what Sir Richard Colt Hoare Bart. of Stourhead wrote about 
them in Volume 1 of his archaeological masterpiece entitled The History of Ancient Wiltshire (1810) 
at page 53.

In respect of the text of the Brief Description of Site No. 2, although the precise location of the well 
discovered and opened by Henry Cunnington in 1879 is unknown, it is my firm opinion that it could 
not have been ST85SE 322, which was almost certainly unknown to him or anyone else at that time, 
and that the Cunnington well is far more likely to have been at or near where the ironstone was 
being extracted at that time, and which was loosely identified by the legend British Settlement (Site 
of) on the 1887 1:2500 Ordnance Survey County Series (First Edition).  Hoare's 1810 description of 
ST85SE 322 was "that on a little piece of ground lately ploughed up, called Compton's plot, was the 
town well, into which all the valuables had been thrown", which I have always understood to mean 
valuables thrown by the inhabitants of the Romano-British settlement of Old Westbury as votive 
offerings, rather than by later treasurehunters (which would, it seems to me, have rather defeated 
the purpose of the exercise).  Archaedia's garbled text on this illustrates the dangers of not first 
checking the original sources being relied upon.



In respect of the text of the Brief Description of Site No. 5, the Old Quarries in Quarr Tyning were 
undoubtedly stone quarries (for the Corallian limestone outcropping there) and nothing at all to do 
with the much later extraction of the Westbury ironstone deposits nearby by the Westbury Iron 
Company.  Notwithstanding the rather vague description at [1.1], the geology in the vicinity is 
remarkably complex and carefully documented by the British Geological Survey.  The extent of 
the Ham Field (or Westbury Field) prior to enclosure in 1808 (identified in my 1990 paper) was no 
accident but, being arable and farmed by the traditional system, was closely restricted to the outcrop 
of the Upper Corallian formations, whereas both the Oxford Clay formations to the north and west 
and the Kimmeridge Clay formations to the south east were long enclosed pasture land.

In respect of the text of the Brief Description of Site No. 32 (shown as 33 on Fig. 1), this is clearly, if 
indirectly, drawn from the continuation of Hoare's 1810 description:

"In the field between this plot [Compton's plot] and Heywood-house, the same man [a rustic lapidary 
whom I found working at the quarry] had assisted in digging up the foundations of a large building of 
well hewn stone; and a labourer at Highsomley stone quarry [probably at or near The Hollow, Dilton 
Marsh], told me, that a tessellated pavement had been dug into near the well."  

It seems probable that this is also where the Stone (Site No. 6) came from.

However, from Hoare's text, the tessellated pavement does not seem necessarily to be directly 
linked to the Building (Site No. 32) and could therefore be anywhere in the vicinity fitting the 
description "near the well".

Hence the need for a much fuller archaeological investigation of the application site, including 
geophysical surveys and archaeological trenching of the features revealed by them, as sought by 
Westbury Town Council.

Kind regards,

From:

Subject: Planning application W/12/02081/FUL - Solar Farm at Blenches Mill Farm Heywood
Date: Sat, 8 Dec 2012 16:01:06 +0000

Hi All,

This is an extremely voluminous application (but not for a Wind Farm!).

The application site covers approximately 12.5 hectares (31 acres), mostly in the parish of Heywood, 
and will have a major impact on the Church Path and on Shallow Wagon Lane.

The application documents scanned onto Wiltshire Council's website comprise the application form, 
eight drawings and six weighty reports (one of no less than 69 sheets).

I have tried repeatedly but unsuccessfully to print off complete copies of Fig 1 of the Archaeological 
Assessment report by Archaedia and of Figure 4.2 of the Landscape and Visual Assessment report by 
The Landmark Practice, so there are hidden technology problems too.

I conclude that the Parish Council (like Westbury Town Council) will need a full set of hard copy to 
comment properly on this application.



I believe that copies of the EIA Screening/Scoping Opinions issued by Wiltshire Council should be 
circulated too (they are not currently available on-line).

An extension of the consultation/call-in deadline may also be required, not least because of the 
shutdown for Christmas and New Year celebrations.

Kind regards,



From:
To:

Cc:

Subject: gms - Planning application 15/07071/OUT - Residential development (up to 145 dwellings) at Glenmore
 Farm BA13 4HQ

Date: 17 August 2015 16:05:58

Hi All,

The application site was crossed by the route of the Railway No.2 (Upavon to Radstock
 section) of the Andover, Radstock and Bristol Railway 1865 (promoted in the 1866
 Parliamentary Session, but not enacted), the Deposited Plans and Sections of which are at
 the Wiltshire and Swindon History Centre (Ref: A1/371/112).

The Book of Reference shows the application site as plot 125, described as a Field, owned
 by John Hooper and occupied by Elizabeth Winslow, bounded by a Parish Road (plot 119)
 and an Occupation Road (plot 124) to the south east (Sandell plan ref: 112/166), and by
 another right of way to the north west (Sandell plan ref: 112/167).

This Railway Plan predates the First Edition of the 1:2500 Ordnance Survey County Series
 sheet by about twenty years.

Kind regards,

 

 From: 

;

 dwellings) at Glenmore Farm BA13 4HQ
Date: Mon, 3 Aug 2015 15:15:09 +0000

Hi All,



In advance of tracking down the additional documents identified in my e-mail below sent
 01 August 2015, there do seem to me to be serious shortcomings in the Applicant's state
 of knowledge of the application site, as shown in the various reports already entered on
 the relevant pages of Wiltshire Council's public access website.

Before going through all those reports in detail, it seems to me that it would be more
 helpful to indicate in general where I believe these shortcomings are and where they may
 lead.
 
As you know, by far the largest single source of Romano-British artifacts held by the
 Wiltshire Archaeological and Natural History Society at the Devizes Museum is its
 Westbury Collection dug up during the open-cast iron ore extraction operations of the
 Westbury Iron Company, largely between 1872 and 1884.   Although no record has
 survived of any of the find locations, a paper read by J.D. Kendall on 10 April 1886 on "The
 Iron Ores of the English Secondary Rocks" in the Transactions of the North of England
 Institute of Mining and Mechanical Engineers (Volume xxxv (1885-86) p.105-157) shows
 "Open Works" in this vicinity (Figure 1 of Plate xxii) and a section there which includes
 "Present working face (Aug 1885)" (Figure 7 of Plate xx).
 
One site nearby for which an apparently reliable location is known (ST86155220) is a well
 excavated in 1915 or 1916 where a few additional Roman artifacts were found comprising
 a small iron object and sherds of coarse and Samian wares (SMR No. ST85SE301; NMR No.
 ST85SE47; 900284 and 643401).
 
In the Local Studies Collection of the Wiltshire County Council Library Service, there was at
 one time the current 1:10560 (6 inches to the mile) geological map of this area published
 by the British Geological Survey which provides the best evidence of where the Westbury
 Ironstone beds originally lay and shows a major fault line known as the Heywood Fault
 running south west to north east under the dwelling known as Glenmore (previously
 Windyhaugh), with uniform Oxford clays exposed to the north west of that fault line and
 complexly folded beds of Upper Corallian strata (including the Westbury Ironstone) to the
 south east of that line.   The application site lies right across that fault line.
 
The AC Archaeology Report No. 6701/2/0 (March 2002 - 2002.13 - NMR Ref: 1404644) on
 a new pipeline from the Hawkeridge Pumping Station to the Westbury Sewage Treatment
 Works demonstrated that the field south west of Glenmore (Plot 2) had been disturbed by
 iron ore extraction.   For some reason, Wessex Archaeology seems to have entirely missed
 that report out of their desk-top study!   There may also be a much more recent
 archaeological report from when Wessex Water constructed a further pipeline across that
 field under permitted development rights (there was a related hedgerow removal
 application at Storridge Road, which records the project).
 
The first stage of the Wilts, Somerset & Weymouth Railway from Thingley (between



 Chippenham and Corsham) to Westbury via Trowbridge was completed and opened in
 1848.   Its resident engineer, Mr R.N. Mantell, published a valuable paper in 1850 on the
 geological and fossil discoveries made during the construction of the line in the Quarterly
 Journal of the Geological Society (Volume vi p.310-315), which demonstrates that
 contrary to what is said in the Victoria County History of Wiltshire (Volume viii p.171) and
 widely repeated elsewhere, the construction of the railway line into Westbury Station did
 not intersect or uncover the Westbury Ironstone beds.   However, referring to the cutting
 through Ham Field, what Mantell does say is that:
 
"One of the depressions caused by a fault in this cutting is filled up by a deposit of bones
 belonging to elephants, horses, deer, and other quadrupeds; these remains were so
 plentiful that the workmen repaired the waggon roads with them."
 
A section at Westbury Ham is also included (Fig.2) which marks the position of the
 "Elephant bed." lying close to the application site.

It seems to me certain that the fault described by Mantell is that known as the Heywood
 Fault and marked as such on the BGS maps.   If so, the continuation of this "Elephant bed",
 which would now be regarded as a hugely important archaeological/paleontological
 deposit, lies in the fault line across the application site, and needs to be carefully and fully
 investigated and excavated.
 
Early Ordnance Survey sheets also mark a well close to the railway between the
 Hawkeridge Road over bridge and Ham Lane (now Shallow Waggon Lane) over bridge, and
 fairly close to the application site (ST86585270), although the purpose it served is
 unknown.
 
As you know, the site of the Romano-British Settlement was marked on every sheet of the
 Ordnance Survey from 1884 onwards to the south of the application site.   Part of that
 area was the subject of an archaeological desk-based assessment carried out in
 September 2010 by Cotswold Archaeology for David Wilson Homes in connection with its
 planning application W/10/03406/FUL, which was subsequently refused by Wiltshire
 Council on 4 May 2011, but allowed on appeal on 1 February 2012
 (APP/Y3940/A/11/2156351).   Sadly, as far as I am aware, even in Area C closest to the
 application site, no actual archaeological investigation work was ever carried out to
 demonstrate whether their very negative desk-based conclusions were well-founded.
 
However, the town well "into which all the valuables had been thrown", referred to by Sir
 Richard Colt Hoare in 1812 in The Ancient History of South Wiltshire (Volume 1
 p.53), following a visit he made there probably in the Spring of 1808, has been located and
 lies close to the application site (SMR No. ST85SE322).   Hoare describes it thus:
 
"To the north-west of Westbury is a large unenclosed common field, known by the name
 of Ham, where we find a continuation of British and Roman antiquities.   Vulgar tradition



 reports that Old Westbury stood on this spot ...".
 
The southern part of the application site was certainly within Ham Field prior to its
 inclosure by the Westbury Inclosure Award of 1808 (WRO No. 76).   It is a pity that the
 Wessex Archaeology study did not extend to an examination of that document.
 
The results of archaeological trenching by Wessex Archaeology in 2004 on the line of the
 proposed Westbury Bypass (Glenmore Link) close to the application site appear to bear
 out the reliability of Sir Richard Colt Hoare's comment in 1812 that this was where Old
 Westbury stood.

Indeed, from my detailed study of the find dates of the Romano-British artifacts in the
 Westbury Collection, and the best available evidence of the locations and extent of the
 ironstone workings of the Westbury Iron Company at those dates, it is my belief that the
 bulk of that collection came from finds during the extraction of the substantial outlier of
 the Westbury Ironstone beds immediately south of the Heywood Fault in the portion of
 Ham Field on which Glenmore Farm was later built.   The substantial depression in ground
 levels between The Ham road and Glenmore farmhouse, on the top of the ridge, seems to
 me unlikely to be a natural topographical feature, so I surmise that it is related to the
 earlier iron ore workings.

The conclusion I draw from all of this is that Glenmore Farm and the application site lie at
 or very close to the centre of Old Westbury, the Romano-British settlement which long
 preceded the current town of Westbury (which only dates from the Late Anglo-Saxon
 period). 

No opportunity to expand on our rather scant existing knowledge of that settlement
 should be missed.  All the triggers for archaeological consultation in the vicinity should be
 carefully reviewed to ensure that this objective is met, particularly on all parts of the
 application site where there is any reliable evidence that surface features have not been
 destroyed by later iron ore workings.

 From: 

m;



Subject: Planning application 15/07071/OUT - Residential development (up to 145
 dwellings) at Glenmore Farm BA13 4HQ
Date: Sat, 1 Aug 2015 15:14:28 +0000

Hi All,

It appears that some of the application documents have not yet been entered on the
 Wiltshire Council public access website:-

Application Documents listed in the Agent's Covering Letter dated 16 July 2015 as "Phase 1
 Ground Condition Assessment"  and "Additional CIL questions";

A document listed in [1.2] of the Planning Statement (Turley) dated July 2015 as "Land
 Areas Plan - Ref: TAYA2036_3602";

Other technical reports submitted as part of the application listed in [1.14] of the Design
 and Access Statement (Turley) dated July 2015 as "Ground Conditions Report (Peter Brett
 Associates)" and "Arboricultural Impact Assessment (CSA Environmental)".

Please advise when these documents will be available for scrutiny.

I have been unable to print off a copy of page 36 of the Design and Access Statement from
 the webpage.   Is there a data bar in place or some scanning fault preventing me from
 doing so?

Kind regards,

Subject: Planning application 15/07071/OUT - Residential development (up to 145
 dwellings) at Glenmore Farm BA13 4HQ
Date: Thu, 30 Jul 2015 16:20:05 +0000



 Hi All,

I am unhappy with the consultation response of the New Housing Team dated 27 July
 2015, shown on the Wiltshire Council public access website under the heading Affordable
 Housing Comments.

Firstly, I cannot open the attachment M3D6E99.DOC to that document, so I am uncertain
 what additional material may be contained in it.

Secondly, I do not think the references to 30% in the first paragraph as being the level of
 affordable housing required on the application site by Core Policy 43 (Providing affordable
 homes) of the Wiltshire Core Strategy adopted January 2015 are correct.   Although the
 Town of Westbury is within the 30% affordable housing zone, no part of the application
 site is within its boundaries; it lies entirely within the Parish of Heywood, which is wholly
 within the 40% affordable housing zone.   It appears that the relevant officers have been
 taken in by the misrepresentations of Taylor Wimpey's Planning Statement on this issue.

Please advise on this; and (I fear) also on miscalculations of CIL, which may flow from the
 same source.

Kind regards,
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09th March 2021 

Dear Sir/ Madam,                                         

 

Local Plan Review Consultation 

Hawke Ridge Business Park, Westbury 

 

The following representations are submitted in regard to the Council’s Emerging Spatial Strategy and Planning 

for Westbury document. Representations are specific to Hawke Ridge Business Park and are submitted by 

Dandara in association with the landowners, HPH Commercial Property.   

 

The Council’s 2018 Employment Land Review is relied on to inform the Emerging Spatial Strategy in regard the 

distribution of employment land around the County. The Strategy is to allocate land to ensure the scale of the 

County’s employment needs are met and to ensure a supply of deliverable land. Studies of employment needs 

for the plan period result in a forecast requirement to plan for an additional 1ha of land for business within 

the Trowbridge Housing Market Area however the Strategy confirms there is already a large supply of land 

available for business throughout the County. The Wiltshire Core Strategy identified and allocated a significant 

supply of land for employment needs. The scale of supply far exceeded forecast need in order to provide a 

good choice of sites and flexibility (Emerging Spatial Strategy p.11). 

14.7ha of land at Mill Lane, Hawke Ridge, Westbury was allocated in Wiltshire’s 2015 Core Strategy to provide 

new employment land for a mix of B class uses through a high-quality business park. Outline planning 

permission for the formation of the new business park (Class B1, B2 and B8), access and associated works was 

granted in September 2014. Subsequent to the grant of outline planning permission, two reserved matters 

planning permissions were granted by the Council along with a full application for roadside uses, including a 

convenience retail store. The access, drainage infrastructure and peripheral landscaping were subsequently 

implemented in 2016 – 2017. The site lies equidistant between Trowbridge and Westbury on an existing bus 
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route. It is also in close proximity to existing employment opportunities at the West Wiltshire Trading Estate 

& Northacre Park. 

The business park has been marketed since 2011. During this time various prospective investors and local 

firms have expressed some interest in the site but no proceedable offers have been forthcoming. No offer has 

ever been made for purchase of the entire site. The longstanding marketing process has confirmed that the 

site is not viable for employment purposes for the following reasons: 

• Mid-Wiltshire does not benefit from a good range of innovative industries having high end value 

products justifying efficient modern accommodation. Typically, local companies can operate 

effectively from ageing buildings and are unable to pay the uplift necessary to afford new build. 

• Consistent availability of second-hand accommodation (often refurbished) undercuts the need for 

new accommodation.  

• Reluctance of small space occupiers to commit to a deal until the accommodation is constructed.  

• Occupiers often build up significant dilapidation costs in their existing accommodation which are 

frequently waived if they remain in the same premises on lease renewal thus trapping them from 

relocating.  

• The approval by Wiltshire Council of speculative employment sites which have not been promoted 

through development plan-making processes. This has undermined the potential for the business park 

to attract occupiers by diluting demand: e.g. Hitachi Capital – Yarnbrook, Chippenham Gateway and 

Pound Farm – Yarnbrook. 

• Lack of new large space requirements suitable for mid-Wiltshire other than original 5 to 6 known 

requirements back in 2013 – 2015. 

• Reluctance of Trowbidge/ Melksham/ Warminster occupiers to relocate to Westbury. It is clear that 

Westbury does not act as a source of employment land for Trowbridge and is not seen as such by 

Trowbridge occupiers.  

• The business park is not an office location. Such requirements for B1 space look to Trowbridge and 

Chippenham town centres.  

• The business park is not recognised as a logistics location and does not fit into current logistics models. 

• Construction costs and current leasehold rentals and freehold purchase values render development 

of new industrial units unviable.  

Despite significant investment into Hawke Ridge Business Park, total employment in Westbury has stagnated 

since 2009 (Wiltshire Employment Land Review, p.17). It can be clearly demonstrated (with marketing 

evidence stretching over 10 years) that the site is not viable for large scale employment use.  

A focus of the planning framework is to support economic recovery from the impacts of COVID-19. Planning 

controls will therefore need to be less prescriptive and be more flexible in the face of current additional 

uncertainty (Emerging Spatial Strategy p.11). NPPF paragraph 120 reads; 

‘Planning policies and decisions need to reflect changes in the demand for land. They should be informed by 

regular reviews of both the land allocated for development in plans, and of land availability. Where both the 

local planning authority considers there to be no reasonable prospect of an application coming forward for the 

use allocated in the plan: 

a) they should, as part of plan updates, reallocate the land for a more deliverable use that can help to 

address identified needs (or, if appropriate, deallocate a site which is undeveloped); and 

b) in the interim, prior to updating the plan, applications for alternative uses on the land should be 

supported, where the proposed use would contribute to meeting an unmet need for development in 

the area.’ 
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Hawke Ridge is a Principal Employment Area and strategic employment allocation in the existing Wiltshire 

Core Strategy (2015). Core Policy 35 allows for the redevelopment of Principal Employment Areas providing 

there is valid evidence the site has no long term and strategic requirement to remain in employment use; the 

ability of the site to meet modern business needs must be considered, as well as its strategic value and 

contribution to the local and wider economy both currently and in the long term. It must be shown that the 

site is no longer viable for its present or any other employment use and that, in addition, it has remained 

unsold or un-let for a substantial period of time (at least 6 months), following genuine and sustained attempts 

to sell or let it on reasonable terms for employment use, taking into account prevailing market conditions.  

The Council’s Employment Land Review confirms changes of use should be firmly resisted unless there is 
‘compelling’ evidence that a site is not suitable or needed for employment uses. In this context ‘compelling’ 
evidence that a site is not suitable or needed for employment uses would need to include:  

• A detailed property market report prepared by a reputable commercial property agency detailing the 

marketing activities sustained over a period of time - probably a minimum of five years – including the 

responses/enquiries received, terms quoted, feedback from potential occupiers, and a commentary on 

potential demand from owner-occupiers. The marketing report should include:  

➢ Evidence of marketing material, including adverts on e.g. CoStar, and Estates Gazette  

➢ Listed responses/enquiries received and feedback detailing why the site in question was not 

suitable for businesses requirements/employment use  

➢ Evidence of a visible for sale or letting board on the land or property throughout the period of 

marketing  

➢ Quoting terms/details on leasehold and freehold purchase options, reflecting market conditions. 

➢ Details of a marketing strategy including how it has been refreshed regularly to adapt to changing 

market conditions, opportunities, and constraints  

• Details of any ownership, infrastructure or other barriers which make the site undeliverable for 

employment uses Evidence to demonstrate that the removal of an allocated site would not leave a 

shortfall or lack of choice in the amount of allocated employment land as identified in the 2018 

Employment Land Review.  

• Evidence that there is no long-term requirement for the site to remain in employment uses (including for 

example, the impact of removal of the site on local supply, detailed evidence on site viability, evidence 

that a range of B Uses and other policy compliant employment generating uses have been explored for 

the site, and an analysis of take-up data) (Wiltshire Employment Land Review, p.55). 

 
The described ‘compelling’ evidence has been provided to the Council by separate cover. Given the 
commercially sensitive nature of the information, the evidence is not supplied again here. Evidence shows 
that many sites which were previously allocated and reviewed in the 2011 Employment Land Review have not 
been delivered and analysis of the current supply of employment sites shows that around half of the available 
supply is at risk of non-delivery (Wiltshire Employment Land Review, p.62).  In this case, the de-allocation of 
employment sites, and allocation for other uses, should be considered. If there is no reasonable prospect of 
delivering a proposal within the plan period then it should be deleted or amended through the formal Local 
Plan review process (Wiltshire Employment Land Review, p.67). Developers will need to demonstrate there 
are material considerations that set aside the policies and proposals of the development plan if they are 
seeking to use a site allocation for different uses to those set out. They will need to show:  

• ‘Compelling’ evidence that a site is not suitable or needed for employment uses  

• Constraints on their development that would limit their development potential for employment uses 

(Wiltshire Employment Land Review, p.67) 

Such evidence has already been provided regards Hawke Ridge. 
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Despite many meetings between the landowners and the Council’s economic development officers it has 

never been clear what type of industries and businesses the local authority hope to attract to Westbury. This 

question was asked at the recent Westbury local plan forum though a public response is yet to be made. It 

was suggested in the same forum that the allocation of employment land for Westbury in the 2016 Core 

Strategy was an over allocation. That has been the experience of both HPH Commercial Property and Wiltshire 

Council and is reflected in the Emerging Spatial Strategy (p.11). HPH Ltd can confirm no occupier interest has 

been received from referral by Wiltshire Council in the past 6 years. Interest has been direct or via agents and 

several proposals have been made to a variety of businesses. In the face of competition from sites not 

allocated in the Core Strategy for employment use which have either been granted consent, or not 

discouraged from seeking consent, together with Wiltshire Council owned land HPH Ltd. have continued to 

market the site in an adverse environment. 

Whilst the Business Park was allocated in the core strategy as a strategic employment site for large space users 

the experience of over 10 years of marketing has been that such occupiers who need large floorplate buildings, 

in excess of 100,000 sq. ft. with generous yard areas and good accessibility have sought out motorway 

locations along the M4 and M5 and occasionally the A303. Recognising this, Wiltshire Council have released 

sites for employment use not identified in the Core Strategy. Hawke Ridge cannot compete for these 

requirements which are fuelled particularly by the consolidation of logistics operations and the growth in 

eCommerce. It is this sector which has experienced the high growth in demand and values which has 

subsequently resulted in development of large floorplate buildings in Swindon, Bristol and Avonmouth. Even 

towns as close as Melksham have seen demand stimulated by shorter travel distances to the motorway 

network and again the Council has promoted and marketed a site in competition with Hawke Ridge Business 

Park. 

There have been fluctuations in demand for industrial accommodation in the Westbury area and demand 

currently remains weak for new build industrial units (Wiltshire Employment Land Review, p.17). The enquiries 

that Hawke Ridge Business Park has generated emanate principally from small and medium sized enterprises 

including those in the packaging, food and motor industries. These companies operate effectively from 

second-hand accommodation for which rents which do not exceed £6.50 per sq. ft whereas a minimum of 

£7.50 per sq. ft. is required for development viability at Hawke Ridge in this size range. The significant increase 

in cost for new build accommodation for these businesses is not justified by the potential value-added by a 

new building for the business operation. 

There are a number of reasons why occupiers have yet to be found however three themes recur and these 

are the issue of affordability, the fact that Hawke Ridge is not a location suited for large scale logistics and the 

lack of occupiers prepared to commit to new accommodation for whom the additional cost can be justified by 

the value added.  

It is evident that the Business Park catchment does not include the types of company who can afford new-

build accommodation at prevailing rates, the few logistics and distribution enquiries who could afford new-

build generally locate close to motorway locations. This leaves Hawke Ridge capable of attracting only 

manufacturing occupiers or locally based SMEs who to date have not been able to sustain the capital values 

and rents necessary to make new construction viable. 

As informed by the extensive marketing evidence, the development of the business park for employment uses 

is clearly not credible and given the allocation, the planning history, the established access, the NPPF and 

Wiltshire Core Strategy positions, it is right to consider alternative uses for the land.  

As it is evidenced that there is no reasonable prospect of the land fulfilling its allocated purpose for 

employment led development, a review of the strategic allocation at Hawke Ridge is necessary. The principle 
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of development of the business park is established as acceptable. The site is sustainably located, accessible 

and its development has already been found to be acceptable in regard to landscape, ecological and highway 

impact. The site is fully serviced in terms of infrastructure and benefits from broadband connectivity with 

substantial bandwidth available from both Virgin Media and BT Openreach. It now will provide good 

infrastructure for residential properties and a facility needed for good home working and home ecommerce 

making it sustainable and connected for home ordering and deliveries which Covid-19 has made essential. 

The emerging strategy for Westbury identifies a requirement for 1,820 new homes for the plan period 2016-

2036 with 710 of that number not under construction or ‘in the pipeline’ (Planning for Westbury, p. 3). It is 

suggested that the land most appropriate for development would consist of that for which the principle has 

already been established. There is demonstrable local need for land for the development of early years 

education provision and a 3G Artificial Turf Pitch locally, discussions regards how both might be provided for 

at Hawke Ridge are welcomed.  

We would encourage the Council to demonstrate the flexibility it identifies is required in considering the clear 

evidence that the delivery of Hawke Ridge as proposed in the Core Strategy is without reasonable prospect. 

As acknowledged, the scale of supply within the Core Strategy far exceeded forecast need in order to provide 

a good choice of sites and flexibility (Emerging Spatial Strategy p.11). However, total employment in Westbury 

has stagnated since 2009 (Wiltshire Employment Land Review, p.17), and with no reasonable prospect of 

delivering the proposal it should be amended through the formal Local Plan review process (Wiltshire 

Employment Land Review, p.67).  

 

We look forward to discussing the future of the site. 

 

Yours Sincerely  

 

 

 

 

Cc Westbury Town Council 

      Heywood Parish Council 
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Date: 09 March 2021 
Our ref:  
  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

Dear Sirs, 
 
Wiltshire Council Local Plan Review 
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 11 January 2021  
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.    
 
We welcome Wiltshire Council’s engagement with Natural England from an early stage in the 
process, we note there are currently no changes to specific policy, therefore we provide broad 
advice on the plans strategy and what should be considered when developing policy.  In addition we 
will provide advice on each principal settlement and market town where the council has determined 
allocations moving into the final pool of sites to be assessed in the plan period 2016-2036.  We wish 
to acknowledge that this response is considered as part of an iterative approach to plan design with 
Wiltshire council and look for to further discussion. 
 
Natural England’s main concern at this stage is that the new local plan ensures development is 
directed to the most sustainable places and provides high quality green/ open space for new and 
existing communities. We would expect to see suitable policies that address the impacts of 
increased recreation on local green spaces, and for designated sites and landscapes, by ensuring 
its effects are properly managed.  
 
Natural England is concerned about the effects of recreation on international and national 
designated sites within and beyond the local plan area. The impacts of recreational use is widely 
recognised as a significant issue impacting on designated sites. Recreational impacts can include 
soil compaction/loss and eutrophication from dog fouling. 
 

Emerging Spatial Strategy 
The Plan’s vision and strategy 
Natural England advises that the Plan’s vision and emerging development strategy should address 
impacts on and opportunities for the natural environment and set out the environmental ambition for 
the plan area. The plan should take a strategic approach to the protection and enhancement of the 
natural environment, including providing a net gain for biodiversity, considering opportunities to 
enhance and improve connectivity. Where relevant there should be linkages with the Biodiversity 
Action Plan, Local Nature Partnership, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plans, 
Rights of Way Improvement Plans and Green Infrastructure Strategies and Nature Recovery Network.  
 
Sites of Least Environmental Value 
In accordance with the paragraph 171 of NPPF, the plan should allocate land for development with 
the least environmental or amenity value.  Natural England expects sufficient evidence to be provided, 
through the SA and HRA, to justify the site selection process and to ensure sites of least 
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environmental value are selected, e.g. land allocations should avoid designated sites and landscapes 
and significant areas of best and most versatile agricultural land and should consider the direct and 
indirect effects of development, including on land outside designated boundaries and within the setting 
of protected landscapes. Further, outside designated sites and local wildlife sites all allocations should 
ensure known priority habitats are avoided and ensure that potential allocations supporting permanent 
grassland are supported by a preliminary botanical assessment so as to ensure they do not support 
significant grassland interests (see comments below on priority habitats, ecological networks and 
priority and/or legally protected species populations). 
 
Designated sites 
The Local Plan should set criteria based policies to ensure the protection of designated biodiversity 
and geological sites. Such policies should clearly distinguish between international, national and local 
sites1.  Natural England advises that all relevant Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), European 
sites (Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protect Areas) and Ramsar sites2 should be 
included on the proposals map for the area so they can be clearly identified in the context of proposed 
development allocations and policies for development.   Designated sites should be protected and, 
where possible, enhanced.   
 

Habitat Regulations Assessment – Screening and Scoping 
 
Natural England welcome iterative dialogue over the points that have been raised and are dedicated 
to working with the council and Land Use Consultants (LUC) to reach a solution that assists the council 
and delivers positive environmental outcomes for the inhabitants of Wiltshire. 
 
General guidance and comment on HRA 
The HRA is linked from the council’s consultation page as a screening document however the 
document is titled as scoping. Natural England believe this document to be both the screening and 
scoping stage and should be labelled accordingly. 
 
As of 1 January 2021, the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) and 
the Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) have both 
been amended so that they continue to operate effectively now that the transition period has ended 
and the UK has completed its exit from the EU. 
 
The changes that are now in force have been made by the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
(Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019. The changes ensure the strict protections afforded to sites, 
habitats and species as derived from the EU Habitats and Wild Birds directives continue. Most of 
these changes involve transferring functions from the European Commission to the appropriate 
authorities in England and Wales. 
 
All other processes (such as HRA) and terms (such as SACs, SPAs and European Sites) found in the 
2017 Regulations remain unchanged and existing guidance is still relevant.  Natural England note 
that your HRA makes reference to ‘Natura 2000’ sites, please cross reference your HRA screening 
scoping with new current guidance. 
 
Defra and Welsh Government have published their new HRA Guidance on GOV.UK at  
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/habitats-regulations-assessments-protecting-a-european-site.    
Accompanying this is a new derogation notice template for competent authorities to use 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-regulations-assessment-derogation-notice  . 
 
In addition there is also new guidance for competent authorities on their duty to help protect, conserve 
and restore European sites https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-protect-conserve-and-restore-
european-sites (which covers the obligations derived from articles 6.1/6.2 of the habitats directives 

                                                
1 International sites include: Special Protection Areas (SPAs); Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Ramsar sites1.  National sites 

include Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and National Nature Reserves (NNRs) Local sites include wildlife Sites or geological 
sites (a variety of terms are in use for local sites). 
2 The following wildlife sites should also be given the same protection as European sites: potential SPAs, possible SACs, listed or proposed Ramsar 
sites and sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on European sites 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2019/579/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2019/579/contents/made
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/habitats-regulations-assessments-protecting-a-european-site
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/habitats-regulations-assessment-derogation-notice
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-protect-conserve-and-restore-european-sites
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-protect-conserve-and-restore-european-sites
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which from part of the general regulation 9 duty).  
 
Natural England agrees with the approach taken to assess European sites within and extending 
beyond the county boundary.  Reviewing the information provided we agree that all European sites 
have been identified correctly for HRA screening. 
 
4.4  The HRA makes an assumption that only sites within the county boundary will result in physical 
damage or loss of habitat, however, increase in recreational pressure can lead to physical damage 
on the features for which European sites are designated for.  Natural England suggest further work is 
required to understand the level of recreational pressure outside the county boundary to assess likely 
significant effect of its plan and policies.  This is evident in paras 4.41 – 4.46 of your HRA. 
 
4.23  Water voles are a distinctive/typical species supported by the River Avon SAC habitat.  A 
water vole mitigation strategy should be discussed and agreed with Natural England. Similarly, otters 
also make an important contribution to the structure, function and/or quality of the SAC habitat, and 
the EIA will fully assess the impacts of the scheme on this species.  This should be noted within the 
HRA. 
 
4.34  Natural England support the application of this guidance and notes the inclusion of an in-
combination assessment for air pollution.  
 
4.39  Natural England advises that the final pool of assessment sites at Salisbury (namely site 6) 
has potential to increase traffic on the surrounding road network particularly the A338 and A36 both 
of which are at various points within 200m of the River Avon SAC.  Natural England advise scoping 
in air pollution when considering impacts on the River Avon SAC and continuing to the Appropriate 
Assessment stage. 
 
Increases in housing in settlement area such as Bradford-on-Avon, Corsham, Marlborough and 
Trowbridge will lead to increase vehicle movement in areas near or next to internationally designated 
sites notified for habitats that are sensitive to changes in air quality and should be assessed.  
 
4.40  Requires clarification. 
 
4.47  Natural England note that site 1 (SHELAA reference 662) is within 7km of Pewsey Down SAC. 
Increase housing within Devizes has potential to increase recreational disturbance at this designation.  
Natural England therefore consider that Pewsey Downs SAC should not be scoped out and should 
continue to the Appropriate Assessment stage  
 
Table 4.2 noted required change to ZOI for North Meadow and Clattinger Farm SAC (NE have agreed 
a reasonable precautionary figure) 
 
Natural England is confirming the ZOI for Cotswold Beechwoods. 
 
Internationally Designated Sites Strategic Solutions 
Trowbridge Bats SPD (Bath and Bradford on Avon Bat SAC) 
The Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy (TBMS) SPD was adopted in February 2020 to assess the 
assist developers in assessing the potential impacts on Wiltshire’s bat populations and to assess the 
impacts of future housing within the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocation Plan.   
 
Natural England advises that additional sites proposed will needs to be assessed in relation to TBMS 
and subsequently their impacts on the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bat SAC. 
 
In particular the local plan must give consideration for its ability to contribute to the potential 
designation of Trowbridge Woods SSSI.  TBMS is underpinned by an evidence base dating back to 
2005 which gives us an understanding of the history of usage by bats in the Trowbridge area.  Natural 
England advise that this evidence base requires updating to further consider the use of functionally 
linked habitat, specifically the area known as the Hilperton Gap, by bats species in the south of 
Trowbridge to the North West and the wider impacts on the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bat SAC.   
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River Avon SAC 
Natural England recognises the requirement to amend this policy in light of recent agreement between 
Natural England the Environment Agency, Wessex Water and Wiltshire council. We recognise the 
challenges faced with conformity with NPPF to conserve and enhance the special qualities of the 
River Avon SAC and delivering government driven housing targets.  Natural England acknowledge 
the councils drive to work collaboratively with partners to promote nutrient neutral development within 
the River Avon system catchment in a joint partnership to achieve favourable conservation status.   
 
The agreed strategic solution for ensuring residential developments achieve phosphorous neutrality 
on the River Avon is a matter for the Wiltshire Council who have undertaken to underwrite the scheme, 
not Natural England.  Proposals that are accepted by your Council into the mitigation strategy may 
rely on the standard Appropriate Assessment that has previously been agreed by Natural England. 
However, those developments that your Council considers ineligible for the agreed strategic approach 
will require a bespoke Appropriate Assessment completed by the competent authority in accordance 
with Regulation 63 of the Conservation of Species and Habitats Regulations 2017 (as amended).  
 
Consideration will also need to be given to the additional pressure on water resources in the future, 
in particular with climate change and the increasing trend for consecutive dry summers to impact on 
the river ecology. In the future it may be that Wessex Water needs to take further action to reduce 
abstraction at these sensitive times to protect the River Avon SAC. 
     
Salisbury Plain SPA 
Since this plan considers further sites for assessment will result in a net increase in residential 
accommodation, impacts to the Special Protection Area(s) and Ramsar Site(s) may result from 
increased recreational disturbance. Your authority has measures in place to manage these potential 
impacts through the agreed strategic solution which we consider to be sound.   
 
Subject to the appropriate financial contribution being secured, Natural England is satisfied that the 
proposal will mitigate against the potential recreational impacts of the development on the site(s).  
 
North Meadow and Clattinger Farm SAC 
Through the work with Swindon BC on their local plan review it has been determined that recreational 
disturbance is impacting upon the notified features of North Meadow and Clattinger Farm SAC.  
Discussions with Swindon BC, Cotswold DC, Wiltshire council and NE are ongoing.  LUC are 
developing the evidence base to underpin a strategic solution for North Meadow and Clattinger Farm 
SAC.   
 
In respect of this SAC we acknowledge the provisional status of the 7km threshold applied for 
screening purposes. Given the precautionary nature of assessment under the Habitats Regulations it 
is important to state this distance threshold will need to be reviewed once up to date visitor survey 
information is available. 
 
New Forest International sites 
Natural England advises that all sites within the zone of influence of the New Forest SAC, SPA and 
Ramsar site will need to avoid recreational impacts.  We welcome further discussion on how the 
council should approach this. 
 
 

Interim Sustainability Appraisal 
In our view, the Sustainability Appraisal provides a fair and detailed assessment of the sustainability 
performance of the priorities, building blocks, guiding principles and various policy and locational 
options for accommodating growth and new development. It identifies a number of aspects that could 
be strengthened and makes recommendations for subsequent stages of the local plan, all of which 
Natural England would support, particularly with respect to making more explicit the role of GI in 
addressing the effects of climate change and the health benefits of enhancing access to green space 
and active travel.  
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Natural England understands that Wiltshire council are aware of recreational pressure on designated 
sites, we recommend that strategic approaches to mitigating and managing this issue should be 
discussed with New Forest DC to meet the duty to cooperate. Designated sites and landscapes are 
the heart of nature recovery and ecological networks and we consider that the issue of recreation on 
these assets is significant and will require more specific consideration in the SA and HRA as part of 
the local plan review. 
 
Given the challenge of meeting raised ambitions across many of the Plan’s priorities, the SA is an 
important tool for furthering integration of objectives and policies and helping to avoid ‘trade-offs’ 
between what can be viewed as conflicting goals. 
 
Based on the level of assessment carried in conjunction with the final pool of potential sites for further 
detailed assessment Natural England offer the following comments. 
 
 

Empowering rural Communities 
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.  
 
 

Addressing climate change and biodiversity net gain through the Local Plan – raising the 
ambition 

 
The Local Plan should consider climate change adaption and recognise the role of the natural 
environment to deliver measures to reduce the effects of climate change, for example urban tree 
planting to moderate heat island effects.  In addition factors which may lead to exacerbate climate 
change (through more greenhouse gases) should be avoided (e.g. pollution, habitat fragmentation, 
loss of biodiversity) and the natural environment’s resilience to change should be protected.  Green 
Infrastructure and resilient ecological networks play an important role in aiding climate change 
adaptation. 
 
See appendix A for further detail on how to integrate climate change adaptation into the local plan. 
 
Policy Theme 1 – Tackling Flood Risk and Promoting Sustainable Water Management 
Natural England strongly recommends that all new development adopt the higher standard of water 
efficiency under the Building Regulations (which equates to 110 litres /head/day including external 
water use) and re-use in line with best practice.  
 
Natural England supports the use of multi-functional retro fitted SuDS.  The management of surface 
water run-off through well designed wetlands can be used as an opportunity to improve the quality 
of GI and create biodiverse areas. The options that exist include balancing pools, wetlands (often in 
the form of filtration reedbeds), ditch systems, swales, rain gardens and permeable surfaces. Water 
input can come from any part of a site, including roofs, and may be of a cleaner quality that in 
surrounding urban or agricultural settings, allowing the creation of high quality wetland and aquatic 
habitat. SUDs for new development and retro fitted SUDs to existing urban areas can also play a 
useful role in reducing nutrient pollution to water courses. 
 
Such habitat can also serve pollinators in a number of ways. The larvae of many pollinators develop 
in shallow water, wet mud or the vegetation associated with water margins. Water margins can also 
be very flowery habitats featuring plants such as Angelica, Water Mint, Gypsywort, Yellow Iris, 
Greater Bird's-foot Trefoil, Marsh Woundwort, Great Willow herb and a variety of willows. As such, 
they have the potential to act as hotspots of pollinator activity from spring until early autumn. SuDS 
can also buffer against the effect of prolonged summer droughts, providing damp flowery habitats 



Page 6 of 16 
 

when that of the surrounding landscape has disappeared. If they are combined with low topography, 
they can also provide opportunities for ground nesting bees and wasps.   
 
. The requirement to use a SuDS should be built into the specification of a new development 
scheme from the outset. A good online accounts of how SuDS can be designed for wildlife are 
available from the  
 
RSPB/WWT : https://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/SuDS_report_final_tcm9-338064.pdf 
 
Policy Theme 2 – Enhancing Green/ Blue Infrastructure (GBI) and biodiversity 
Green infrastructure refers to the living network of green spaces, water and other environmental 
features in both urban and rural areas. It is often used in an urban context to provide multiple benefits 
including space for recreation, access to nature, flood storage and urban cooling to support climate 
change mitigation, food production, wildlife habitats and health & well-being improvements provided 
by trees, rights of way,  parks, gardens, road verges, allotments, cemeteries, woodlands, rivers and 
wetlands. The economic value of urban parks is now increasing understood, for example: 
 
 https://thelandtrust.org.uk/the-land-trust-charitable-aims/thebenefits/ 
 
More recent studies have also been completed for the parks within the Bournemouth conurbation. 
 
Green infrastructure is also relevant in a rural context, where it might additionally refer to the use of 
farmland, woodland, wetlands or other natural features to provide services such as flood protection, 
carbon storage or water purification. 
 
A strategic approach for green infrastructure is required to ensure its protection and enhancement, 
as outlined in para 171 of the NPPF.  Green Infrastructure should be incorporated into the plan as a 
strategic policy area, supported by appropriate detailed policies and proposals to ensure effective 
provision and delivery. Evidence of a strategic approach can be underpinned by Green Infrastructure 
Strategy.  We encourage the provision of green infrastructure to be included as a specific policy in 
the Local Plan or alternatively integrated into relevant other policies, for example biodiversity, green 
space, flood risk, climate change, reflecting the multifunctional benefits of green infrastructure. 
 
The Plan should set out a strategic approach, planning positively for the creation, protection, 
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity. Where appropriate there should be 
consideration of geodiversity conservation in terms of any geological sites and features in the wider 
environment. 
 
A strategic approach for networks of biodiversity should support a similar approach for green 
infrastructure (outlined below).  Planning policies and decisions should contribute and enhance the 
natural and local environment, as outlined in para 170 of the NPPF.  Plans should set out the approach 
to delivering net gains for biodiversity.   
 
Net gain for biodiversity should be considered for all aspects of the plan and development types, 

including transport proposals, housing and community infrastructure.  The plan’s approach to 

biodiversity net gain should be compliant with the mitigation hierarchy, as outlined in paragraph 175 
of the NPPF ensuring that the loss of priority habitats is where possible avoided. The policy should 
also ensure that biodiversity net gain is not applied to irreplaceable habitats and should also make 
clear that any mitigation and/or compensation requirements for European sites should be dealt with 
separately from biodiversity net gain provision.  
 
Policies and decisions should first consider options to avoid adverse impacts on biodiversity from 
occurring. When avoidance is not possible impacts should be mitigated and finally, if there is no 
alternative, compensation provided for any remaining impacts. Biodiversity net gain should be 
additional to any habitat creation required to mitigate or compensate for impacts. It is also important 
to note that net gains can be delivered even if there are no losses through development. 
 
We advise the local plan should make provision for development of a specific Supplementary Planning 

https://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/SuDS_report_final_tcm9-338064.pdf
https://thelandtrust.org.uk/the-land-trust-charitable-aims/thebenefits/
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Document on net gain that will outline in detail Council expectations of developers and mechanisms 
for delivery, as well as ensuring net gain is delivered in a suitably strategic way. Natural England 
would be happy to engage with the Council on implementing net gain into local policy and to advise 
further on the development of such a SPD. 
 
Please note that Biodiversity Metric 3.0 is due to be published in Spring 2021, which will supersede 
Biodiversity Metric 2.0. We advise that the policy is updated accordingly and that this metric is used 
to measure gains and losses to biodiversity resulting from development, and implement development 
plan policies on biodiversity net gain. Net gain specifically should derive strictly from habitat 
enhancement and creation, required as calculated using the metric, to be in line with para 174(b) of 
the NPPF which requires biodiversity net gains to be measurable. 
 
Policy Theme 3 – Sustainable Design and Construction in the Built Environment 
Natural England asks the council to consider providing a supplementary planning document that 
details guidance on how the relevant policies in the Wiltshire local plan will be applied to planning 
applications.  
 
The guide is an important (material) consideration in helping to make decisions about planning 
applications. The information and guidance will be of particular use to developers, agents and 
architects looking to promote development sites in Wiltshire. It should provide practical advice to 
help developers comply with the Wiltshire Plan’s sustainable design and construction requirements.  
 
This guide should be read alongside other planning documents, in particular the Wiltshire Core 
Strategy, the Local Transport Plan and the councils emerging strategy papers for both GBI and 
Climate.  
 
Policy Theme 4 – Sustainable Energy Generation and Management 
Natural England support this policy theme.   We support the requirement for new housing and 
commercial developments to include sustainable energy generation.   
 
Natural England supports favoured policy for sustainable energy generation.  This is consistent with 
the council’s announcement of climate emergency.  It should be made clear that green energy 
production although favoured does not override the ecological mitigation hierarchy and 
developments should not be counter intuitive to the recovery of nature. We recommend that the 
council identifies sites to put forward for sustainable energy generation and assess them under 
SA/SEA regulations and Habitats directives. 
 
Policy Theme 5 – Sustainable Transport and Air Quality 
We would expect the plan to address the impacts of air quality on the natural environment. In 
particular, it should address the traffic impacts associated with new development, particularly where 
this impacts on European sites and SSSIs.  The environmental assessment of the plan (SA and HRA) 
should also consider any detrimental impacts on the natural environment, and suggest appropriate 
avoidance or mitigation measures where applicable. 
 
Natural England advises that one of the main issues which should be considered in the plan and the 
SA/HRA are proposals which are likely to generate additional nitrogen emissions as a result of 
increased traffic generation, which can be damaging to the natural environment.  
 
The effects on local roads in the vicinity of any proposed development on nearby designated nature 
conservation sites (including increased traffic, construction of new roads, and upgrading of existing 
roads), and the impacts on vulnerable sites from air quality effects on the wider road network in the 
area (a greater distance away from the development) can be assessed using traffic projections and 
the 200m distance criterion followed by local Air Quality modelling where required. We consider that 
the designated sites at risk from local impacts are those within 200m of a road with increased 
traffic3, which feature habitats that are vulnerable to nitrogen deposition/acidification. APIS provides 

                                                
3 The ecological effects of diffuse air pollution (2004) English Nature Research Report 580 

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Volume 11, Section 3 Part 1 (2007), Highways Agency  

http://www.apis.ac.uk/
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a searchable database and information on pollutants and their impacts on habitats and species. 
 
NPPF 181 states planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance 
with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air 
Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from individual sites in 
local areas. Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts should be identified, such as 
through traffic and travel management, and green infrastructure provision and enhancement. So far 
as possible these opportunities should be considered at the plan-making stage, to ensure a 
strategic approach and limit the need for issues to be reconsidered when determining individual 
applications. Planning decisions should ensure that any new development in Air Quality 
Management Areas and Clean Air Zones is consistent with the local air quality action plan. 
 
Priority habitats, ecological networks and priority and/or legally protected species 
populations  
The Local Plan should be underpinned by up to date environmental evidence.  This should include an 
assessment of existing and potential components of local ecological networks.  This assessment 
should inform the Sustainability Appraisal, ensure that land of least environment value is chosen for 
development, and that the mitigation hierarchy is followed and inform opportunities for enhancement 
as well as development requirements for particular sites.  
 
Priority habitats and species are those listed under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act, 2006 and UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP).  Further information is available 
here: Habitats and species of principal importance in England.  Local Biodiversity Action Plans 
(LBAPs) identify the local action needed to deliver UK targets for habitats and species. They also 
identify targets for other habitats and species of local importance and can provide a useful blueprint 
for biodiversity enhancement in any particular area.  
 
Protected species are those species protected under domestic or European law. Further information 
can be found here Standing advice for protected species. Sites containing watercourses, old buildings, 
significant hedgerows and substantial trees are possible habitats for protected species. 
 
Ecological networks are coherent systems of natural habitats organised across whole landscapes so 
as to maintain ecological functions. A key principle is to maintain connectivity - to enable free 
movement and dispersal of wildlife e.g. badger routes, river corridors for the migration of fish and 
staging posts for migratory birds. Local ecological networks will form a key part of the wider Nature 
Recovery Network proposed in the 25 Year Environment Plan. Where development is proposed, 
opportunities should be explored to contribute to the enhancement of ecological networks. 
 
Planning positively for ecological networks will also contribute towards a strategic approach for the 
creation, protection, enhancement and management of green infrastructure, as identified in paragraph 
171 of the NPPF.   
 
Where a plan area contains irreplaceable habitats, such as ancient woodland, ancient and veteran 
trees, there should be appropriate policies to ensure their protection. Natural England and the Forestry 
Commission have produced standing advice on ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees.  
 
 

Comments on Principle Settlements and Market town site selection reports 
 

General comments on final proposed sites for assessment 
During the site appraisal stage and before selecting which sites to take forward as allocations in the 
plan, the following may be useful to ensure opportunities for biodiversity net gain are secured:  

 Does the site present significant risks to biodiversity? If so, have alternative sites with lesser 
impacts been explored?  

 What site specific recommendations can help delivery biodiversity net gain, for example 
what further survey work may be required at the planning application stage?  

 Whether the site can accommodate on-site biodiversity net gain provision or whether there is 
a need for off-site contributions? What types of habitat creation or enhancement are most 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140711133551/http:/www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiversity/protectandmanage/habsandspeciesimportance.aspx
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/protected-species-and-sites-how-to-review-planning-proposals
https://www.gov.uk/ancient-woodland-and-veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences
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appropriate?  

 Does there need to be any restrictions on the type of development that will be acceptable or 
particular parts of the site that should be not be developed?  

  
During the site selection process, potential sites should be judged in accordance with all policies in 
the NPPF, including selecting land with the least environmental value, where consistent with other 
policies. The Biodiversity Metric can be useful during this process to understand the opportunities 
on a site, test indicative biodiversity net gains and to ensure sites of high biodiversity value are not 
selected.  
 
Natural England encourages developers, promoting sites for inclusion in the plan to use its 
Discretionary Advice Service, to discuss opportunities for biodiversity net gains on individual sites. 
This helps to ensure evidence is provided and appropriate ways to deliver biodiversity net gain can 
be included in site allocations if they progress. This can also help speed up the planning application 
stage. Further details on Natural England’s Discretionary Advice Service is provided here. 
 
Protected Landscapes – general comments 
All development allocations, including those within settlements, should carefully consider impacts on 
the landscape and scenic beauty of the Protected Landscape (PL), including cumulative impacts 
and impacts on the settings of PL to ensure the highest status of protection is given to the PL, in line 
with NPPF para 172. We request that a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) is carried 
out for allocations, particularly those outside of existing settlement boundaries, to assess the 
impacts on the character of the landscape and the visual impacts. Whilst such a LVIA would not be 
as detailed as one for a planning application, sufficient information e.g. on visual baseline, number 
of dwellings and key viewpoints are required to inform our advice. Allocations within the existing 
built up area may also benefit from a LVIA e.g. where extensive green spaces contribute to the 
character of the settlement, particularly when viewed from high points in an AONB and such views 
are recognised as one of the special qualities of the PL. 
 
All development within PLs or their settings should:  

 respect and enhance local landscape character;  

 be of the highest design quality;  

 include appropriate green infrastructure;  

 incorporate appropriate enhancement measures e.g. landscape enhancement or access 
improvements, in line with the relevant NP/AONB Management Plan or local landscape 
character assessment. Biodiversity net gain should also be delivered (in line with a local plan 
policy/other local strategy). 

 
Planning for Amesbury 
Site 2 (SHELAA reference 3186)  
Natural England advises this site supports a mixed area of both Deciduous Woodland and Lowland 
Fen (HQ7) registered under the Priority Habitat Index, we would advise that this site demonstrates 
significant sensitives and should not be taken forward for further detailed assessment to allocate 
housing.  Please above comment on Priority habitats and species. 
 
Site 3 (SHELAA reference S1054 & S1010)  
Natural England does not hold any site specific survey data but the land at this site is highlighted 
provisionally as Grade 3 in the Agricultural Land Classification (ALC).  Natural England advise that 
proposals at this site should not be permitted in the absence of site specific soil surveys to determine 
whether soils qualify as Best and Most Versatile (3a).  Please refer to comment on soils and ALC 
below. 
 
Planning for Bradford on Avon 
Site 3 (SHELAA reference 739) 
Natural England recognises that part of this site falls within flood risk zones 2 and 3.  As a registered 
greenspace further consideration should be given to biodiversity value of this site and whether 
restoration/enhancement to priority habitats would be more appropriate.  If this site should be 
successful in the next round of analysis then compensation should be considered for the degradation 
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or loss of a GI asset. 
 
 
  
Planning for Calne 
Site 2 (SHELAA reference 495 & 3610) 
Individually this site may not demonstrate harm however cumulative impacts with site 3 and 4 may 
have potential to significantly impact on the setting of North Wessex downs AONB. 
 
Site 3 (SHELAA reference 488, 489, 451 & 3168) 
Individually this site may not demonstrate harm however cumulative impacts with site 2 and 4 may 
have potential to significantly impact on the setting of North Wessex downs AONB. 
 
Site 4 (SHELAA reference 3642, 487, 1104 ((a, b, and c)) 
These sites represent a large increase in the overall settlement boundary to Calne.  This represents 
a major encroachment on the boundary of the North Wessex Downs AONB.  Natural England concurs 
with the SHELAA conclusion that development at this site is unlikely to be mitigated and would pose 
significant harm to the characteristics of the AONB. 
 
The gravel pits to the North of these combines sites provide evidence that land in this area is of 
particular value in terms of soils.  Natural England holds specific survey data to demonstrate that soil 
at the gravel pit north are Grade 1 and 2 on the ALC.  Please use the provided link for respective soil 
report and maps. 
 
This would suggest that neighbouring land is of similar quality and should be safeguarded according 
to NPPF 170/171 and 118. Please see detail provided below on soils  
 
All of the site above should be assessed individually and cumulatively for impacts on the North 
Wessex Downs AONB. 
 
Planning for Corsham 
All sites at Corsham have potential to impact on Bath and Bradford on Avon Bat SAC, sites 5 and 6 
are also in close proximity to the Box Mine SSSI which is linked to the Bat SAC.  Further detailed 
assessment is required for these sites so as to ensure that adverse impacts on habitat features that 
are used by bat species linked to the Bat SAC are avoided.  Natural England notes the SAs conclusion 
that high level of growth are likely to have a significant adverse effect on biodiversity. 
 
Site 5 (SHELAA reference 3034) This site extends beyond the built environment into priority habitat 
that is nestled between Corsham Railway Cutting SSSI and Box Mine SSSI a component SSSI of the 
International Bath and Bradford on Avon Bat SAC.   
 
This site also encroaches on the Cotswolds AONB and in the absence of LVIA and based on the 
information provided Natural England does not support this site. 
 
Planning for Chippenham 
Site 1 (SHELAA reference 506b) This site demonstrates increased value for soils, Natural England 
holds specific survey data to demonstrate that soils at this location are of Best and Most Versatile 
quality at ALC Grade 3a. When assessing this site further consideration should be given to the sites 
value to contribute to Wiltshire councils Climate strategy through carbon sequestration in soils. 
 
Planning for Devizes 
Site 1 (SHELAA reference 662) is directly adjacent to the North Wessex Downs AONB (consider 
advice above on development within the setting) and would encroach into an open landscape which 
although outside the AONB falls very much within this open downland landscape. To the North east 
a section of Pylons are part of a programme with National Grid to be undergrounded in the AONB, 
this will further enhance the open landscape. 
 
This site would also restrict movement of mobile species in Lay Wood from the wider landscape to 

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6247248928178176
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5111982393917440
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the East. 
 
Natural England in concurrence with the AONB and in the absence of LVIA does not support this 
site. 
 
Site 2 (SHELAA reference 693a and 693b)  As above this proposed site is directly adjacent to the 
AONB and having visited the site Natural England believe that this site poses the same restrictions 
as the site excluded from further assessment (SHELAA reference 549a).  In the absence of LVIA 
Natural England therefore does not concur with the landscape assessment of 693a and 693b and 
does not support this site. 
 
Site 3 (SHELAA reference 624) as above, this site is considered within the setting but it is believe 
through sensitive design impacts could be mitigated.  Design would also have to take into account 
and where possible enhance the value of nearby allotment as a GI asset.   
 
Planning for Malmesbury 
Sites 4 and 5 (respective SHELAA references 691 and 502) both of these sites are in the setting of 
the Cotswolds AONB.  Please see general commentary on proposed site allocations within the setting 
of nationally protected landscapes. 
 
In the absence of LVIA Natural England does not concur with the SHELAA assessment for landscape. 
 
Planning for Marlborough 
It is unclear whether development in Marlborough will have an effect on water abstraction in the 
Kennet and Lambourn catchment, further consideration is required when considering allocation sites 
in this area and whether Water Quantity and the impacts on the Kennet and Lambourn SAC.   
 
Site 1 (SHELAA reference 660 and 661) this site is within close proximity to the River Kennet SSSI 
and proposals should demonstrate how impacts will be avoided, if avoidance cannot be achieved 
mitigation should be sought.  Applications should be accompanied with a flood risk assessment 
(FRA) highlighting how Greenfield run off rates will be maintained to ensure no impact on the River 
Kennet SSSI. 
 
Development submissions at this site should be accompanied with Landscape Visual Impact 
Assessment (LVIA) to assess the impacts on the AONB.   
 
The current visualisation (plan) within the NDP appears to neglect the value of the SSSI designation 
and does not demonstrate the particular requirement to avoid impacts.  Natural England advise all 
impacts should be assessed before a masterplan is developed and agreed in consultation with 
Wiltshire Council and Natural England. 
 
Site 2 (SHELAA reference MA2). The Eastern boundary of this site is dominantly priority habitat (see 
above advice on priority habitats and species).  
 
The area around Savernake SSSI and specifically the disused railway tunnel has demonstrated that 
the Savernake SSSI is a nationally important Bat hibernation site and is of national importance for an 
internally protected bat species such as Natterers. Site 2 would constrain opportunities for improving 
landscape scale connectivity for the important bat populations as well as other key species (e.g. Duke 
of Burgundy and dormice etc).  Natural England do not therefore support this site as an allocation in 
Marlborough. 
 
Planning for Royal Wooton Bassett 
Site 7 (SHELAA reference incomprehensible possible 498) Contains Wootton Bassett Mud Springs 
SSSI designated for its fluvial geomorphology.  Further consideration/assessment for this designation 
is required before allocating in the local plan. 
 
Planning for Salisbury 
General comment on development in Salisbury 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/PDFsForWeb/Citation/2000163.pdf
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The council needs to consider whether development at the proposed allocation sites fits within the 
strategic solution for the River Avon SAC catchment.  For those sites that do not fit within the councils 
criteria for consideration in the strategic AA proposals will be required to demonstrate nutrient 
neutrality.   
 
All sites considered in the final pool for assessment have potential to impact on the River Avon 
International Site. 
 
Sites 6, 7 and 8 will also need to consider recreational impacts on the New Forest International site. 
 
Sites 6 (SHELAA S159 ) is directly adjacent to East Harnham Meadows SSSI, development at this 
site and potential impacts from recreational and air quality on the grassland communities should be 
considered prior to allocation. 
 
Natural England holds site specific reports and maps highlighting the value the site contributes to the 
councils objective to become carbon neutral by 2030.  This site is valued as Grade 2 Best and Most 
versatile soils in the Agricultural Land Classification.  Please see general comments on the value of 
soils below. 
 
Natural England has been made aware that this site demonstrates significant issue with surface and 
ground water, based on this evidence we do not concur with the Stage 2 assessment for flood risk. 
 
Natural England does not concur with the SA scoring for biodiversity, we believe that the sites 
proximity international and nationally designated sites, it’s sensitivities to water run-off and ground 
water change do not represent a minor adverse effect.  Natural England would consider this is likely 
to be major and the scoring should be reassessed. 
 
Based on the information available Natural England does not support progressing this site as a 
preferred option site. 
 
Site 7 (SHELAA 3423, 3461)  
Alone this site may not represent a concern, however when combined with site 6 there may be an 
increase in local recreation pressure on the nearby accessible Britford Water Meadows SSSI.  
Development of this site would also lead to the ecological isolation of a nearby local wildlife site. Any 
allocation would need to ensure these potential impacts are avoided through design and support for 
the management of recreational activity on the SSSI. 
 
Site 8 (SHELAA reference 3421) similarly to site 7 mentioned above the inclusion of this site isolates 
a local wildlife site.  Cumulative impacts are factored in to the SA scoring and should be amended 
and adjusted accordingly. 
 
Planning for Tidworth and Ludgershall 
Site 1 (SHELAA reference 3498) Is within the setting of the North Wessex Downs AONB. Please see 
general comments on landscape and development within the setting of nationally designated 
landscapes.  A site visit around this site has led to the determination that LVIA is required to determine 
the impacts development would have on the AONB however Natural England considers that part of 
this site could deliver housing, whilst part could form a valuable buffer to the AONB 
 
Sites 4 and 5 are considered major allocations and stage 4 assessment should be accompanied with 
LVIA. 
 
Site 5 (SHELAA references 2064, 2065, 2066) contain a significant area of deciduous woodland 
(namely the Newdrove Plantation) proposal at this site should aim to retain priority habitat and aim to 
enhance the ecosystems services provided.  Natural England advise that this cluster of sites should 
be accompanied with an overarching masterplan that integrates multi-functional green infrastructure. 
 
Planning for Trowbridge 
Natural England notes the final pool of assessment sites.  It is noted that sites 4, 5 and 6 demonstrate 

https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/SiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=S2000175&SiteName=east%20harnham&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6551028777353216
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/SiteDetail.aspx?SiteCode=S1002342&SiteName=britford&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea=
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potential issues for bat species.  Both preferred sites (4 and 5) are within a medium risk area known 
as the Hilperton Gap and would constrain opportunities for landscape scale ecological connectivity 
with the Kennet and Avon Canal. 
 
Further assessment of all three site individually and cumulatively on important bat populations is 
required before Natural England can make a determination on the suitability of these proposed 
allocation sites for the area of Trowbridge. 
 
Planning for Warminster 
Site 9 (SHELAA reference 3676) encroach in the rural landscape and appears to impact on ecological 
connectivity in the locality.  Further assessment required to determine impacts on mobile species and 
overall biodiversity impact. 
 
All proposed allocation fall within the zone of influence for the Salisbury Plain SPA strategic solution. 
 
Planning for Westbury 
Site 6 (SHELAA reference 1011) The Proposals for a bypass to the east of Westbury were rejected 
by inspector on the grounds of unacceptable landscape impact.  As such, on the face of it, this 
proposal would seem to be at least as damaging, to meet a need that could be accommodated 
elsewhere.   
 
We welcome that this has been noted in the Site selection report, and advise that a LVIA is undertaken 
to assess the impact in detail.   
 
Site 10 (SHELAA reference) As stated this site has a good network or PRoW and proposals would 
need to demonstrate no net detriment to the local GI asset.   
 
Further advice 
Green Roofs 
Natural England is supportive of the inclusion of living roofs in all appropriate development. Research 
indicates that the benefits of green roofs include reducing run-off and thereby the risk of surface water 
flooding; reducing the requirement for heating and air-conditioning; and providing habitat for wildlife. 
 
We would advise your council that some living roofs, such as sedum matting, can have limited 
biodiversity value in terms of the range of species that grow on them and habitats they provide. Natural 
England would encourage you to consider the use of bespoke solutions based on the needs of the 
wildlife specific to the site and adjacent area. I would refer you to http://livingroofs.org/ for a range of 
innovative solutions. 
 
Access and Rights of Way 
Natural England advises that the Plan should include policies to ensure protection and enhancement 
of public rights of way and National Trails, as outlined in paragraph 98 of the NPPF.  Recognition 
should be given to the value of rights of way and access to the natural environment in relation to 
health and wellbeing and links to the wider green infrastructure network.  The plan should seek to link 
existing rights of way where possible, and provides for new access opportunities.  The plan should 
avoid building on open space of public value as outlined in paragraph 97 of the NPPF.   
 
The plan should make provision for appropriate quantity and quality of green space to meet 
identified local needs as outlined in paragraph 96 of the NPPF.  Natural England’s work on 
Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) may be of use in assessing current level of 
accessible natural greenspace and planning improved provision. 
 
Soils 
Soil and Agricultural Land Quality  
The Local Plan should give appropriate weight to the roles performed by the area’s soils. These 
should be valued as a finite multi-functional resource which underpin our wellbeing and prosperity. 
Decisions about development should take full account of the impact on soils, their intrinsic character 
and the sustainability of the many ecosystem services they deliver, for example: 

http://livingroofs.org/
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140605090108/http:/www.naturalengland.org.uk/regions/east_of_england/ourwork/gi/accessiblenaturalgreenspacestandardangst.aspx
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1. Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services (ecosystem 
services) for society; for instance as a growing medium for food, timber and other crops, as a 
store for carbon and water, as a reservoir of biodiversity and as a buffer against pollution. It is 
therefore important that the soil resources are protected and used sustainably. The Natural 
Environment White Paper (NEWP) 'The Natural Choice: securing the value of nature' (Defra, 
June 2011), emphasises the importance of natural resource protection, including the 
conservation and sustainable management of soils, for example: 

 A Vision for Nature: ‘We must protect the essentials of life: our air, biodiversity, soils and 
water, so that they can continue to provide us with the services on which we rely’ 
(paragraph 2.5). 

 Safeguarding our Soils: ‘Soil is essential for achieving a range of important ecosystem 
services and functions, including food production, carbon storage and climate regulation, 
water filtration, flood management and support for biodiversity and wildlife’ (paragraph 
2.60).  

 ‘Protect ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land’ (paragraph 2.35).  
 

2. The conservation and sustainable management of soils also is reflected in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), particularly in paragraphs170 and 171. When planning 
authorities are considering land use change, the permanency of the impact on soils is an 
important consideration. Particular care over planned changes to the most potentially 
productive soil is needed, for the ecosystem services it supports including its role in 
agriculture and food production. Plan policies should therefore take account of the impact on 
land and soil resources and the wide range of vital functions (ecosystem services) they 
provide in line with paragraph 118 of the NPPF, for example to: 

 

 Safeguard the long term capability of best and most versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 
2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land Classification) as a resource for the future. 

 To avoid development that would disturb or damage other soils of high environmental 
value (e.g. wetland and other specific soils contributing to ecological connectivity, carbon 
stores such as peatlands etc) (See comments below on biodiversity and geodiversity), 
and, where development is proposed.  

 Ensure soil resources are conserved and managed in a sustainable way. 
 

3.   To assist in understanding agricultural land quality within the plan area and to safeguard 
‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land in line with paragraphs 170 and 171 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, strategic scale Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) Maps are 
available. Natural England also has an archive of more detailed ALC surveys for selected 
locations. Both these types of data can be supplied digitally free of charge by contacting 
Natural England. Some of this data is also available on the www.magic.gov.uk website. The 
planning authority should ensure that sufficient site specific ALC survey data is available to 
inform decision making. For example, where no reliable information was available, it would 
be reasonable to expect that developers should commission a new ALC survey, for any sites 
they wished to put forward for consideration in the Local Plan 

  
4.  General mapped information on soil types is available as ‘Soilscapes’ on the 

www.magic.gov.uk  and also from the LandIS website http://www.landis.org.uk/index.cfm 
which contains more information about obtaining soil data.  

 
5. Further guidance for protecting soils (irrespective of their ALC grading) both during and 

following development is available in Defra’s Construction Code of Practice for the 
Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites, to assist the construction sector in the better 
protection of the soil resources with which they work, and in doing so minimise the risk of 
environmental harm such as excessive run-off and flooding.  The aim is to achieve positive 
outcomes such as cost savings, successful landscaping and enhanced amenity whilst 
maintaining a healthy natural environment, and we would advise that the Code be referred to 
where relevant in the development plan.  

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/228842/8082.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/228842/8082.pdf
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/natural/whitepaper/
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf
http://www.magic.gov.uk/
http://www.magic.gov.uk/
http://www.landis.org.uk/index.cfm
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69308/pb13298-code-of-practice-090910.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69308/pb13298-code-of-practice-090910.pdf
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Tranquillity 
The Local Plan should identify relevant areas of tranquillity and provide appropriate policy protection 
to such areas as identified in paragraph 100 and 180 of the NPPF.  
 
Tranquillity is an important landscape attribute in certain areas e.g. within National Parks/AONBs, 
particularly where this is identified as a special quality. The CPRE have mapped areas of tranquillity 
which are available here and are a helpful source of evidence for the Local Plan and SEA/SA. 
 
Gypsy and Traveller Local Plan 
Natural England have no comments to make on this consultation at this stage. Once sites have 
been selected please re-consult Natural England. 
 
For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation please send your 
correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk 
 
If you have any queries relating to the advice in this letter please contact me directly.  
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/countryside/tranquil-places?start=40
mailto:consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
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Annex A – Climate Change Adaptation  
 
We have put together the following list of resources that can help to embed climate change 
adaptation into the Local Plan:  
 
The Sixth Carbon Budget is a report based on a programme of analysis by the Climate Change 
Committee (CCC) that builds on evidence published in 2020 for Net Zero advice.  To support the 
advice CCC have produced; 

 A Methodology Report, setting out the evidence and methodology behind the scenarios. 

 A Policy Report, setting out the changes to policy that could drive the changes necessary 
particularly over the 2020s. 

 a separate dataset for the Sixth Carbon Budget scenarios, setting out detail and data on the 
pathways than can be included. 

 
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-carbon-budget/ 
 

 The Climate Change Adaptation Manual provides extensive information on climate change 
adaptation for the natural environment. It includes the Landscape Scale Climate Change 
Assessment Method that can help people through an assessment of the impacts and 
vulnerabilities of their natural environment features and the adaptation the can plan. There 
are sections on habitats, species, green infrastructure, access and recreation and geology 
and geomorphology.  

 

 The Nature Networks Evidence Handbook – again, a repository for our current evidence, 
tools and action regarding nature networks, it contains practical suggestions for designing 
and delivering a network and there is a practitioners version.  
 

 A range of spatial data including - National Biodiversity Climate Change Vulnerability 
Assessment (NBCCVA), National Habitat Network, Species Risks and Opportunities climate 
envelope modelling, etc. These datasets are included in the Landscape Scale Climate 
Change Assessment Method in the Climate Change Adaptation Manual, the Data and Tools 
chapter in the Nature Networks Evidence Handbook and NRN toolkit list. Furthermore, the 
fragmentation metric of the NBCCVA tool provides the Biodiversity and Connectivity Tool 
within the Biodiversity Metric of Net Gain.  

 

 A range of introductory climate change webinars (Natural England Climate Change 
webinars) are available on our YouTube channel. The following are planning and climate 
change documents which looked at climate change, species responses, ecological networks 
and spatial planning: 

 

 Climate Change and Biodiversity Adaptation: The Role of the Spatial Planning System 
(NECR004) http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/41006?category=10003 

 

 Making space for wildlife in a changing climate (NE263) 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/47002?category=10003 

 

 Spatial planning for biodiversity in our changing climate (ENRR677) 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/63010?category=10003 
 

 
 
 

https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/The-Sixth-Carbon-Budget-The-UKs-path-to-Net-Zero.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/The-Sixth-Carbon-Budget-Methodology-Report.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Policies-for-the-Sixth-Carbon-Budget-and-Net-Zero.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/The-Sixth-Carbon-Budget-Dataset.xlsx
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-carbon-budget/
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5679197848862720
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6105140258144256
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5069081749225472?category=10003
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5069081749225472?category=10003
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4674414199177216?category=10003
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLMjpbfdBx8OUaLBEkYo4iUF1m0Fwm6lA9
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLMjpbfdBx8OUaLBEkYo4iUF1m0Fwm6lA9
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/41006?category=10003
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/47002?category=10003
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/63010?category=10003
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 23 James Way 
Economic Development & Planning Hucclecote 
Wiltshire Council                                                                                                GLOUCESTER 
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TROWBIDGE  
BA14 8JQ nigel.bray2@railfuture.org.uk 
 
For the attention of Spatial Planning 
 
spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk 
 
 
6th March 2021 
 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 

Wiltshire Local Plan Review Consultation 
 

Please find attached Railfuture’s response to the above Consultation. Our comments are 
arranged by the headings for the individual towns as appropriate and relate mainly to the 
topic of Transport. 
 
If anything in this response requires clarification, please let me know. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Nigel Bray 
 
Nigel Bray 
Railfuture 
Secretary, Severnside Branch. 
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Planning  for  Bradford-on-Avon 
 
We  agree  that  the  town  has  a  very  good  train  service  but  it  would  seem  to  be  
difficult  to  connect  it  directly  by  rail  to  Chippenham  and  Swindon  without  either  
reversal  at  Trowbridge  or  reinstatement  of  the  northern curve  at  Bradford  Junction  
which  was  removed  in  the  early  1990s.     
 
Planning  for  Chippenham 
 
We  support  the  intention  (para.26,  item  ii)  to  make  further  improvements  to  the  
railway  station,  particularly  in  terms  of  interchange  with  bus  services,  of  which  those  
to  Calne  should  be  a  priority.  We  hope  the  Council  will  press  for  completion  of  the  
deferred  sections  of  Great  Western  electrification,  including  Chippenham  to  Bath  and  
Bristol  Temple  Meads. 
 
In  listing  the  key  features  under  Transport,  the  consultation  document  has  omitted  to  
mention  that  Chippenham  is  on  the  TransWilts  rail  route,  which  has  enjoyed  an  
enhanced  service  since  December  2013. 
 
Planning  for  Corsham 
 
We  welcome  the  intention  (para. 22,  item  v)  to  safeguard  land  for  reopening  of  a  
railway  station.  A  station  would  almost  certainly  be  viable,  not  only  because  of  its  
position  on  a  main  line  to  Bath,  Bristol,  Chippenham  and  Swindon  but  because  
Corsham  is  now  a  significant  centre  of  employment  itself,  notably  at  the  Science  
Park.  A  Bristol- Oxford  service  could  call  at  this  station  and  at  Royal  Wootton  
Bassett.       
 
Planning  for  Devizes 
 
Railfuture  strongly  supports  the  proposed  Devizes  Parkway  station  at  Lydeway  and  is  
pleased  that  the  Council  has  made  a  successful  bid  for  Restoring  Your  Railway  
funding  towards  a  feasibility  study. 
 
We  note  under  the  topic  of  Housing  needs,  a  forecast  decrease  in  the  population  of  
working  age.  If  this  is  in  absolute  numbers,  as  distinct  from  a  percentage  of  the  
overall  population,  it  would  suggest  a  need  for  better  connectivity  with  larger  centres  
of  employment.  We  believe  the  proposed  station  would  increase  access  to  job  
opportunities.      
 
Planning  for  Malmesbury 
 
Malmesbury,  like  Devizes,  is  about  three  miles  from  a  main  line  railway  but  has  no  
station.  Given  the  town’s  favourable  economic  situation  and  its  tourist  potential,  
consideration  should  be  given  to  opening  a  station  on  the  South  Wales- London  main  
line,  either  at  Little  Somerford,  accessed  via  the  B4042;  or  where  the  A429  passes  
under  the  line.  As  this  line  is  electrified,  a  semi-fast  service  could  be  provided  using  
Class  387  electric  multiple  units. 
 
Our  preferred  station  site  would  be  Little  Somerford  because  all  the  required  land  
appears  to  be  railway  owned  and  within  Network  Rail  fences;  there  is  parking  space  
in  the  former  goods  yard  on  the  up  side  of  the  line;  the  site  is  marginally  nearer  to  
Malmesbury  than  is  the  A429  road  bridge  and  there  is  space  to  relocate  the  former  
up  platform  slightly  westward  to  avoid  a  lineside  structure.        
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By  contrast  the  A429  site  would  require  platforms  to  be  built  on  an  embankment  
and  acquisition  of  farmland  for  parking. 
 
Planning  for  Marlborough 
 
Although  Marlborough  has  bus  links  to  Bedwyn  and  Pewsey  stations,  the  town’s  
importance  as  a  tourist  destination  makes  a  case  in  the  longer  term  for  reopening  
one  of  the  two  former  rail  lines  from  Savernake.  We  would  ask  the  Council  to  
safeguard  the  more  westerly  GWR  formation,  as  it  would  avoid  the  tunnel  on  the  
former  Midland  &  South  Western  Junction  route.    
 
Planning  for  Melksham 
 
We  support  the  work  being  undertaken  by  TransWilts  Community  Rail  Partnership,  
GWR,  Network  Rail  and  Wiltshire  Council  to  improve  the  environment  and  facilities  at  
Melksham  station,  as  well  as  the  walking  routes  towards  the  station. 
 
We  agree  that  the  TransWilts  route  needs  more  frequent  train  services.  Its  capacity  
is  constrained  by  the  8 ½  mile  single  track  section  between  Thingley  Junction  and  
Bradford  Junction.  The  TransWilts  service  tends  to  be  reduced  whenever  the  line  is  
used  for  diversion  of  InterCity  and  freight  trains. When  funding  permits,  a  passing  
loop  or  loops  should  be  created  on  the  present  single  track.  Additional  signaling  
would  also  enable  trains  to  follow  more  closely  in  one  direction. 
 
Planning  for  Royal  Wootton  Bassett 
 
Whilst  we  support  the  need  for  a  railway  station,  we  would  query  the  stated  cost  of  
£ 30m  to  £ 50m.  This  amount  would  be  way  above  anything  being  quoted  elsewhere  
for  new  stations  at  towns  of  comparable  size  and  would  suggest  that  a  massive  
Parkway  station  with  platforms  on  both  the  Bristol  and  South  Wales  lines  is  being  
contemplated. 
 
By  way  of  comparison,  Worcestershire  Parkway  station,  which  opened  in  2020  with  
three  platforms  on  two  different  levels,  a  500-space  car  park  and  a  large  covered  
booking  hall,  was  estimated  in  2016  to  cost  £ 22m. 
 
We  would  suggest  that  a  two-platform  station  with  adequate  access,  signage  and  
weather  protection  would  be  more  appropriate  for  Royal  Wootton  Bassett,  although  
additional  signalling  may  be  required.  A  Bristol- Oxford  service  would  not  require  
platforms  on  the  South  Wales  line. 
 
Planning  for  Trowbridge 
 
The  railway  station  was  improved  with  additional  waiting  accommodation  and  a  
second  entrance  in  2015.  Redevelopment  of  the  Bowyers  site  presents  an  opportunity  
to  build  on  those  improvements  by  creating  a  transport  hub  including  a  relocated  bus  
station. 
 
Planning  for  Warminster 
 
We  support  extension  of  TransWilts  services  to  Salisbury  and  Southampton.  The  
railway  station  has  a  sizeable  rural  catchment  area  to  its  south  and  there  is  a  case  
for  improving  connectivity  between  train  and  bus  services.            
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Planning  for  Westbury 
 
We  agree  that  Westbury  station  is  an  important  rail  hub  with  train  services  in  six  
directions.  It  needs  improved  connectivity  with  buses  and  between  east-west  and  
north-south  train  services.  Reinstatement  of  the  fourth  platform  would  allow  more  
trains  to  connect  at  any  one  time  and  improve  the  opportunities  for  cross-platform  
interchange,  which  is  essential  for  less  able  passengers.   
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Dear Sir or Madam 
 

Wiltshire Local Plan Review Consultation 
 

Please find attached Railfuture’s response to the above Consultation. Our comments are 
arranged by the headings for the individual towns as appropriate and relate mainly to the 
topic of Transport. 
 
If anything in this response requires clarification, please let me know. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
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Planning  for  Bradford-on-Avon 
 
We  agree  that  the  town  has  a  very  good  train  service  but  it  would  seem  to  be  
difficult  to  connect  it  directly  by  rail  to  Chippenham  and  Swindon  without  either  
reversal  at  Trowbridge  or  reinstatement  of  the  northern curve  at  Bradford  Junction  
which  was  removed  in  the  early  1990s.     
 
Planning  for  Chippenham 
 
We  support  the  intention  (para.26,  item  ii)  to  make  further  improvements  to  the  
railway  station,  particularly  in  terms  of  interchange  with  bus  services,  of  which  those  
to  Calne  should  be  a  priority.  We  hope  the  Council  will  press  for  completion  of  the  
deferred  sections  of  Great  Western  electrification,  including  Chippenham  to  Bath  and  
Bristol  Temple  Meads. 
 
In  listing  the  key  features  under  Transport,  the  consultation  document  has  omitted  to  
mention  that  Chippenham  is  on  the  TransWilts  rail  route,  which  has  enjoyed  an  
enhanced  service  since  December  2013. 
 
Planning  for  Corsham 
 
We  welcome  the  intention  (para. 22,  item  v)  to  safeguard  land  for  reopening  of  a  
railway  station.  A  station  would  almost  certainly  be  viable,  not  only  because  of  its  
position  on  a  main  line  to  Bath,  Bristol,  Chippenham  and  Swindon  but  because  
Corsham  is  now  a  significant  centre  of  employment  itself,  notably  at  the  Science  
Park.  A  Bristol- Oxford  service  could  call  at  this  station  and  at  Royal  Wootton  
Bassett.       
 
Planning  for  Devizes 
 
Railfuture  strongly  supports  the  proposed  Devizes  Parkway  station  at  Lydeway  and  is  
pleased  that  the  Council  has  made  a  successful  bid  for  Restoring  Your  Railway  
funding  towards  a  feasibility  study. 
 
We  note  under  the  topic  of  Housing  needs,  a  forecast  decrease  in  the  population  of  
working  age.  If  this  is  in  absolute  numbers,  as  distinct  from  a  percentage  of  the  
overall  population,  it  would  suggest  a  need  for  better  connectivity  with  larger  centres  
of  employment.  We  believe  the  proposed  station  would  increase  access  to  job  
opportunities.      
 
Planning  for  Malmesbury 
 
Malmesbury,  like  Devizes,  is  about  three  miles  from  a  main  line  railway  but  has  no  
station.  Given  the  town’s  favourable  economic  situation  and  its  tourist  potential,  
consideration  should  be  given  to  opening  a  station  on  the  South  Wales- London  main  
line,  either  at  Little  Somerford,  accessed  via  the  B4042;  or  where  the  A429  passes  
under  the  line.  As  this  line  is  electrified,  a  semi-fast  service  could  be  provided  using  
Class  387  electric  multiple  units. 
 
Our  preferred  station  site  would  be  Little  Somerford  because  all  the  required  land  
appears  to  be  railway  owned  and  within  Network  Rail  fences;  there  is  parking  space  
in  the  former  goods  yard  on  the  up  side  of  the  line;  the  site  is  marginally  nearer  to  
Malmesbury  than  is  the  A429  road  bridge  and  there  is  space  to  relocate  the  former  
up  platform  slightly  westward  to  avoid  a  lineside  structure.        
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By  contrast  the  A429  site  would  require  platforms  to  be  built  on  an  embankment  
and  acquisition  of  farmland  for  parking. 
 
Planning  for  Marlborough 
 
Although  Marlborough  has  bus  links  to  Bedwyn  and  Pewsey  stations,  the  town’s  
importance  as  a  tourist  destination  makes  a  case  in  the  longer  term  for  reopening  
one  of  the  two  former  rail  lines  from  Savernake.  We  would  ask  the  Council  to  
safeguard  the  more  westerly  GWR  formation,  as  it  would  avoid  the  tunnel  on  the  
former  Midland  &  South  Western  Junction  route.    
 
Planning  for  Melksham 
 
We  support  the  work  being  undertaken  by  TransWilts  Community  Rail  Partnership,  
GWR,  Network  Rail  and  Wiltshire  Council  to  improve  the  environment  and  facilities  at  
Melksham  station,  as  well  as  the  walking  routes  towards  the  station. 
 
We  agree  that  the  TransWilts  route  needs  more  frequent  train  services.  Its  capacity  
is  constrained  by  the  8 ½  mile  single  track  section  between  Thingley  Junction  and  
Bradford  Junction.  The  TransWilts  service  tends  to  be  reduced  whenever  the  line  is  
used  for  diversion  of  InterCity  and  freight  trains. When  funding  permits,  a  passing  
loop  or  loops  should  be  created  on  the  present  single  track.  Additional  signaling  
would  also  enable  trains  to  follow  more  closely  in  one  direction. 
 
Planning  for  Royal  Wootton  Bassett 
 
Whilst  we  support  the  need  for  a  railway  station,  we  would  query  the  stated  cost  of  
£ 30m  to  £ 50m.  This  amount  would  be  way  above  anything  being  quoted  elsewhere  
for  new  stations  at  towns  of  comparable  size  and  would  suggest  that  a  massive  
Parkway  station  with  platforms  on  both  the  Bristol  and  South  Wales  lines  is  being  
contemplated. 
 
By  way  of  comparison,  Worcestershire  Parkway  station,  which  opened  in  2020  with  
three  platforms  on  two  different  levels,  a  500-space  car  park  and  a  large  covered  
booking  hall,  was  estimated  in  2016  to  cost  £ 22m. 
 
We  would  suggest  that  a  two-platform  station  with  adequate  access,  signage  and  
weather  protection  would  be  more  appropriate  for  Royal  Wootton  Bassett,  although  
additional  signalling  may  be  required.  A  Bristol- Oxford  service  would  not  require  
platforms  on  the  South  Wales  line. 
 
Planning  for  Trowbridge 
 
The  railway  station  was  improved  with  additional  waiting  accommodation  and  a  
second  entrance  in  2015.  Redevelopment  of  the  Bowyers  site  presents  an  opportunity  
to  build  on  those  improvements  by  creating  a  transport  hub  including  a  relocated  bus  
station. 
 
Planning  for  Warminster 
 
We  support  extension  of  TransWilts  services  to  Salisbury  and  Southampton.  The  
railway  station  has  a  sizeable  rural  catchment  area  to  its  south  and  there  is  a  case  
for  improving  connectivity  between  train  and  bus  services.            
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Planning  for  Westbury 
 
We  agree  that  Westbury  station  is  an  important  rail  hub  with  train  services  in  six  
directions.  It  needs  improved  connectivity  with  buses  and  between  east-west  and  
north-south  train  services.  Reinstatement  of  the  fourth  platform  would  allow  more  
trains  to  connect  at  any  one  time  and  improve  the  opportunities  for  cross-platform  
interchange,  which  is  essential  for  less  able  passengers.   
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Response by email: spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk 

 

 

 

10 March 2021  

 

Wiltshire Local Plan review consultation March 2021 

 

Thank you for providing Historic England an opportunity to consider this consultation relating to the 
amount and distribution of new homes and land for employment; neighbourhood planning; climate 
change and biodiversity net gain. 
 
Our following comments supplement those previously made in our letter of 18 December 2017 which 

mainly emphasised the need for any review to consider the current state of Wiltshire’s historic 
environment and how it’s planning documents had performed regarding the delivery of a positive 
strategy for the historic environment (NPPF para 185). The scope of your proposals in this 
consultation may well have followed a review of how the current plan(s) have met their objectives, 

and how they have performed in relation to the delivery of sustainable development in respect of the 
historic environment. Is this evaluation available to view? 
 

Our consultation response is informed by Historic England advice and guidance which you may also 
find useful in helping to provide a clear and positive strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and 

enhancement of Wiltshire’s rich and varied historic environments. 

 
 The Historic Environment in Local Plans  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-local-plans/ 

 How to consider the Setting of Heritage Assets 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/ 

 Considering the historic environment when allocating sites in Local Plans  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 Neighbourhood Planning and the historic environment 
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/improve-your-neighbourhood/ 

 Conservation Area Appraisal, Designation and Management 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/conservation-area-appraisal-designation-management-advice-note-

1/ 

 Optimising housing density within historic places 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/increasing-residential-density-in-historic-environments/ 

 

The 'Emerging Spatial Strategy'  

 
The emerging spatial strategy indicates the proposed amount of new homes and land for 

employment that each main settlement should accommodate. We understand this has been 

informed by evidence including place-based assessments in Formulating Alternative Development 

Strategies, January 2021 (ADSs). These consider the (Red, Amber, Green) capacity of settlements in 
relation to historic environment, but you accept that such initial broad judgements may require 
further detailed evaluation.  

 
We would support the Council’s efforts to identify and allocate all brownfield sites, big and small, to 
help reinforce the often-compact nature of Wiltshire’s historic settlements, their character and 

identity in an appropriate response to context, and in turn limiting sprawl and less accessible forms of 

development.   
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Having considered the suggested potential sites in each of the 15 x Planning for… reports we are 
concerned there may not be the capacity for every settlement to meet the spatial strategy 

commitments and levels of growth you envisage without causing significant harm to the historic 
environment, inconsistent with legislation, national policy, guidance and advice,  rendering the 

spatial strategy relatively unsustainable, and the Local Plan potentially unsound.  
 
National policy requires that significant adverse impacts on heritage assets be avoided and, wherever 
possible, alternative options employed that reduce or eliminate such effects. Consequently, we would 

welcome the Council’s clarification that this draft spatial strategy does not predetermine the capacity 
of every settlement and that further evidence (e.g. additional more detailed evaluation of heritage and 
landscape capacity) may inform a review of those numbers and perhaps the inclusion of other sites in 

other settlements in that particular HMA or an adjacent HMA. 
 

Historic England appreciates an initial level of evidence has been gathered and applied proportionate 
to an early ‘sift’ of sites. However, we also note that Wiltshire Council acknowledge further assessment 

and consideration of the historic environment is essential to determine whether or not the principle of 
certain sites is acceptable, and if so, the form they may take. This is an important matter as having 

considered the 15 Settlement reports we note several potential sites directly affect designated 
heritage assets and their settings.  
 

At present without such evidence in the public domain, Historic England is unable to provide a fully 

informed view on whether sites affecting heritage assets are likely to safeguard their significance, and 

as such if the Local Plan has been prepared in accordance with legislation, national policy, guidance 
and advice for the historic environment. Our judgement on individual sites and such matters will 

consequently need to be deferred until that further evidence is available.  
 

Nevertheless, for the time being, we have considered a sample of the suggested sites at Salisbury that 
we hope will help indicate, in our opinion, their potential suitability and the form of the further 
evidence that would be helpful for all other settlements. Please refer to an appendix to this letter for 

such an evaluation and response to the individual questions relating to each of the 15 settlements. 
 

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.  
 
We look forward to continuing to work constructively with you on this important planning document. 
 

Sincere regards. 
 
Rohan Torkildsen BaHons DipUD MRTPI 

Partnerships Team Leader 
South West Historic Environment Planning Adviser  

Historic England 
Rohan.Torkildsen@HistoricEngland.org.uk 
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Appendix: Historic England response to the individual settlement proposals and 

related questions  
 

Settlement  Historic England comment 

 

Planning for 
Amesbury 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character, below round archaeology and 

landscape setting. The Amesbury Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan is 
now 13 years old; to ensure the Local Plan is informed by up to date information about 
the historic environment it seems timely that this document is perhaps updated and 
supplemented by a setting assessment, mindful of the towns significant historic 
landscape context and proposed expansion. 

 

 

 

AM1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 

Historic England considers that the character of the historic settlement, within its wider 
landscape setting, and the availability of suitability sites should inform the proposed 

scale and form of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 
good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an updated 

Conservation Area Appraisal. 
 

 AM2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 

An updated Amesbury Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or 

Heritage Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a 

positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, 
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 
185). 

 

 AM3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 

An updated Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment can inform the availability of 
suitable development sites. 

 
Disclaimer – Historic England have not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 

suggested sites in and around Amesbury due to the additional evidence proposed to be 
gathered. We therefore respectfully reserve judgement on their suitability. 
 

 AM4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 

What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
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An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 
should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 

Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be helpful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

Up to date Conservation Appraisals and setting assessments will also help inform this 

exercise.  
 

 AM5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 

missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 
 
The information accompanying the consultation in the Settlement Profile does not 
appear to set out how a strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape 
setting has informed the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. 

To do so a heritage topic paper for each settlement is recommended including a 
strategic landscape setting assessment and up to date Conservation Area Appraisal to 
inform brownfield and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, and undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by a site promoter.  
 

Planning for 

Bradford on 
Avon 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. Bradford 
on Avon doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan 
and the towns character assessment is now 13 years old. The Council should consider 

whether an update is required, and also a setting assessment to inform edge of town 

expansion. 
 

 BR1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 

The form and character of the historic settlement, within its wider landscape setting, and 
the availability of suitability sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 

good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up to date 
Conservation Area Appraisal. 

 

 BR2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 

A Bradford on Avon Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage 
Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive 
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strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including 
heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 BR3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 
The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 

is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites. 
 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 

suggested sites at Bradford on Avon due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide 

further evidence. We therefore reserve judgement until then. 
 

 BR4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 
Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

An up to date Conservation Appraisal and setting assessments, where appropriate, can 
help inform the Plan. 

 

It would be helpful to appreciate the judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage and 
landscape expertise, and any germane planning history. This information will be useful 
in relation to all 15 settlements. 

 

It will be important to be mindful of legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for 
the historic environment. 

 

 BR5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 

 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 

the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper for each settlement is recommended including a strategic landscape setting 

assessment and up to date Conservation Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity 
and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

Planning for 
Calne 

 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. Calne 

doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan but more 
importantly perhaps is the absence of a setting assessment to inform considerable 

proposed edge of town expansion. 
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CA1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
Should it be higher or lower? 
 

The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 

availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 

good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by a Conservation 

Area Appraisal, currently absent. 
 

 

 

CA2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
A Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic Paper can 
help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy for the 

conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage assets most 
at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 

 

CA3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 
is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites within the town. 

 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites at Calne due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. 

We therefore reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites adjoin or 

effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 

determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 

form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement.  

 

 

 

CA4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 

What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 
Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 
An up to date Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment, where appropriate, can 
help inform the Plan. 
 
It would be helpful to appreciate the judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage and 

landscape expertise, and any germane planning history.  
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It will be important to be mindful of legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for 
the historic environment. 

 

 
 

CA5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 
 

A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 
topic paper for Calne is recommended including a strategic landscape setting 

assessment and up to date Conservation Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity 

and place shaping opportunities. 
 
Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 

 

Planning for 
Corsham 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. It is 

unclear whether there are Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans 

available nor a setting assessment to inform considerable proposed edge of town 
expansion. 

 

 CO1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 

availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 
good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by Conservation Area 

Appraisals, which appear to be absent. 

 

 CO2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 
place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans and or a Heritage Topic Paper for 
the town can help inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy 
for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 
Have the Corsham Conservation Statement and 2015 Public Realm Study informed 

priorities? 
 

 CO3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
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The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 
is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites within and around the 

town. 

 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites at Corsham due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further 

evidence. We therefore reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 

adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 
determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement.  

 

 CO4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 

An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 
should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 
Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

Up to date Conservation Appraisals and setting assessment, where appropriate, can 
help inform the Plan. 
 

It would be helpful to appreciate the judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage and 
landscape expertise, and any germane planning history.  

 
It will be important to be mindful of legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for 

the historic environment. 
 

 CO5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 

missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 

 

A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper for Corsham is recommended; and a strategic landscape setting assessment 

and up to date Conservation Area Appraisals to inform brownfield capacity and place 
shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

Planning for 

Chippenham 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, the town’s history, character and, in particular, Chippenham’s 
landscape setting and surrounding heritage assets. A heritage topic paper and up to 
date setting assessment for the town and affected assets will be important, mindful of 
the scale and distribution of potential development. 
 

 CP1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
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Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town and surrounding villages, within its landscape 

setting, and the availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.   
 
An ambitious brownfield first target is encouraged although the related future capacity 
(numbers/amount of brownfield development) must relate to the context of the site(s) 

ensuring a good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by up to 

date appraisals for the affected Conservation Areas. We note the Chippenham 
Conservation Appraisal and Management plan are somewhat dated and others may be 
absent e.g. Allington. The absence of such important evidence should be addressed. 

 

 CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 
place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 

Conservation Area Appraisals, Management Plans and a Heritage Topic Paper for the 
town can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? If not, why 
not? 
 

We note that the Council has considered the impact of development on the historic 

environment, but it isn’t clear how it has informed the spatial strategy and site selection. 
A heritage topic paper could usefully provide this narrative. It can also include the 

judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage, archaeological and landscape expertise, 

and any germane planning history. We will defer a detailed evaluation of the suggested 

sites until such information is available.  

 
Needless to say, it will be important for any heritage topic paper to highlight how 

relevant legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for the historic environment 

has been applied.  
 

 CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built 
on? 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

should inform development in accordance with national policy. Historic England’s 
published advice on site allocations may be useful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 CP5. How can these concept plans be improved? 

 
At present it is unclear how an understanding of the significance of the historic 
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environment (heritage assessment) has informed the concept plans. 
 

 CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for 
Chippenham? 
 
We hope the previous responses to Q CP1-5 will help to inform the further planning work 
to be undertaken. 

 

Planning for 

Devizes 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, the town’s history, character and, in particular, Devizes 
landscape setting and surrounding heritage assets. A heritage topic paper and up to 

date setting assessment for the town and affected assets will be important, mindful of 

the scale and distribution of potential development, and proximity to heritage assets. 
 

 DE1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its landscape setting, and the availability of 
suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.   

 
An ambitious brownfield first target is encouraged although the related future capacity 
(numbers/amount of brownfield development) must relate to the context of the site(s) 

ensuring a good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up 

to date Conservation Area appraisal. We note the towns conservation statement is now 

15 years old. 
 

 DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
A Conservation Area Appraisal, Management Plan and a Heritage Topic Paper for the 
town can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 
is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites. 

 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites at Devizes due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further 
evidence. We therefore reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 

adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 

determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
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enhancement. 
 

 DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 
should inform development in accordance with national policy. Historic England’s 

published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 

 DE5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 

we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 

the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 
topic paper for Devizes is recommended; and a strategic landscape setting assessment 

and up to date Conservation Area Appraisals to inform brownfield capacity and place 
shaping opportunities. 

 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 DE6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 

Infrastructure. A heritage topic toper could establish whether there are any other issues, 

needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 
 

Planning for 
Malmesbury 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. 

Malmesbury doesn’t appear to have an up to date and the towns character assessment 
is now 13 years old. The Council should consider the preparation of a setting assessment 
to inform edge of town expansion and also whether an update of the 2010 Conservation 

Area Appraisal and Management Plan is required. 
  

 MM1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 

 

The form and character of the historic settlement, within its wider landscape setting, and 
the availability of suitability sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 
good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up to date 
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Conservation Area Appraisal. 
 

 MM2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
An up to date Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic 
Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 MM3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether an updated Conservation Appraisal and setting 
assessment is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites within the 

town. 
 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites adjoin or effect 

the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be determined and 
applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the form that 

development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement.  

 

 MM4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 

An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 
Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

An up to date Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment might help inform the 
Plan. 

 

It would also be helpful to appreciate the views on proposals of the Council’s in-house 

heritage and landscape expertise, and any germane planning history.  
 

 MM5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 
we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
It is evident the Council appreciate that further heritage evidence needs to be gathered 
and applied. 

 

 MM6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 
Infrastructure. A heritage topic toper could establish the issues, needs and opportunities 
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relating to the historic environment. 
 

Planning for 
Marlborough 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. 
Marlborough doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management 
Plan and a setting assessment to inform edge of town expansion would be invaluable. 
 

 MB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
Should it be higher or lower? 

 
The form and character of the historic settlement, within its wider landscape setting, and 

the availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 

good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up to date 

Conservation Area Appraisal. 
 

 MB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 

How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
A Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic Paper can 
help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy for the 

conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage assets most 

at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 MB3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 

The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 
is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites within the town. 
 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 
adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 

determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement. 
 

 MB4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

of the city should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with 

national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
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site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 MB5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 
we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 
Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 

commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 

 
 

MB6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 

 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is considered an important 

component part of Wiltshire’s infrastructure; described in your Settlement Profile as 
Green & Blue Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any 

‘other issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 

 

Planning for 
Melksham 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. Melksham 

doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan but more 

importantly perhaps is the absence of a setting assessment to inform considerable 
proposed edge of town expansion. 
 

 ME1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
Should it be higher or lower? 
 

The form and character of the historic settlement, within its wider landscape setting, and 

the availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 
good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up to date 

Conservation Area Appraisal. 
 

 ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
A Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic Paper can 
help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage assets most 

at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
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Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 
The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and in particular a 

setting assessment is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites 

within the town. 
 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 

suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 
adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 
determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 

enhancement. 

 

 ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 
of the city should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with 
national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 

 ME5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 

we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 

 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 

Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 

commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by the promoter of a site. 

 

 ME6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 

 

We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is considered an important 

component part of Wiltshire’s infrastructure; described in your Settlement Profile as 
Green & Blue Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any 
‘other issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 

 

Planning for 
Royal 
Wootton 

Bassett 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. Royal 
Wootton Bassett doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and 

Management Plan but perhaps more importantly is the absence of a setting assessment 
to inform considerable proposed edge of town expansion. 

 

 WB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
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The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 
availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the 
townscape.  
 

 WB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
Historic England welcome inclusion of the following priorities: protecting the distinct 
character and identity of the town; safeguarding the historic alignment of the 

Wilts and Berks Canal and taking forward canal restoration; conserving and enhancing 
environmental assets around Royal Wootton Bassett; maintaining the town’s elevated 
historical setting and central conservation area. 
 

Have these priorities been informed by a particular study of the town? A Conservation 
Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic Paper could certainly 

demonstrate how the towns ‘priorities’ have been identified and in doing so 
demonstrate a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other 

threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 WB3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether a setting assessment would help inform the 

promotion of suitable development sites. 

 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 

suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 
therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 

adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 

determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement. 

 

 WB4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

of the city should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with 
national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 WB5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 
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we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 

the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 
Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 

commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 WB6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is considered an important 
component part of Wiltshire’s infrastructure; described in your Settlement Profile as 
Green & Blue Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any 

‘other issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 
 

Planning for 

Salisbury 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, the town’s history, character, below ground archaeology and, 

in particular, its landscape setting. The Council should consider whether an up to date 
setting assessment for the town is required. 

 

 SB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 

availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the 
townscape.  

 

 SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 

We broadly welcome these priorities. 
 
The Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and a Heritage Topic Paper can 
help to further inform potential additions and in doing so demonstrate a positive 
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including 

heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 

 

 
 

SB3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether a strategic and up to date setting assessment is 



 

Page 18 

 

required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites. 
 

 
 
 

Site 1: Land NE of Old Sarum 
 
“The site’s landscape character is prominent and exposed, with few hedgerows, and 
assessment shows that any development would have to accommodate this successfully 
whilst taking account of the setting for Ende Burgh scheduled long barrow to the east of 

The Portway”. 
 
Without further expert assessment by the local authority as part of the plan making 

process and subsequent clear and appropriate response to the numerous heritage 

concerns, one must question how such development might successfully be 
accommodated in this sensitive and historic landscape setting.  
 
Currently the view of the local authority’s in-house heritage and landscape expertise isn’t 

apparent. We assume the planning history and evidence base associated with previous 

planning applications and development plans also continue to be relevant and may 
help inform the principle of development today. 
 

It isn’t clear how the indicative concept diagrams accompanying the consultation 

acknowledge or positively respond to the significance of numerous on and off-site 

heritage matters. 
 

 
 
From our initial assessment we note that the barrow is not very well understood and 

could be Bronze Age or Roman, it could be one barrow or two. If Bronze Age, then it is 
likely to be part of a wider cemetery with other known barrows in the area (not 
scheduled as ploughed flat) including a large example on the north edge of the current 

development northwest of the Portway.  Views to and from other Bronze Age 
monuments then becomes a factor of its significance. 

 
If Roman, then it is likely to be associated with the Portway Roman Road and may be 
part of a cemetery along the road here. There is a single ditched oval enclosure next to it 
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which goes across the road.  This may be Roman, and it may define a cemetery. 
 
The barrow is a significant landscape feature sitting on a high point in the landscape and 

is visible from a wide area.  As a burial marker it was meant to be seen and to project 

power and control, the person buried here was important and they wanted to make sure 
everyone knew it. 
 

The undesignated barrows are the circles (single and double) forming a small cemetery.  

The public space next to Norman Drive preserves these. 
 
The view from Figsbury Ring may also be important, as is (certainly) the relationship of 
the site to the adjacent Monarchs Way, and Old Sarum heritage assets within their wider 

landscape setting. 

 
The nations heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and should be conserved in a 
manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their 

contribution to the quality of life of existing and future generations. One must carefully 

consider whether further expansion of the current development off the Portway would 
accord with such national policy, legislation, guidance and advice to help protect such 
finite and nationally important heritage assets and their appreciation within context i.e. 

their setting. 

 

 
 

Site 6 & 7 Downton Road 
 
These sites to the south east of the city relate to several important heritage assets 

including the Woodbury scheduled monument and related undesignated and less 
known archaeology; Britford conservation area and associated listed buildings; the 

Salisbury conservation area, River Avon and meadows, and; the wider historic landscape 
setting including views of the Cathedral - all important matters to inform the relative 

suitability of these sites.  
 

It would be helpful to appreciate the thoughts of the council’s in-house heritage and 
landscape expertise on how such matters have informed these proposals, and any 

previous planning history that may still be relevant.  

 

It will be important to demonstrate how legislation, national policy, guidance and advice 
for the historic environment has been applied, and in particular how the Britford 
conservation area appraisal and management plan has been considered especially in 

relation to site 6. 
 

Certainly, further expert assessment appears to be required as part of the plan making 
process to better understand the extensive and important below ground archaeology, 
and to better explain a contextual and positive response to the historic environment that 

would be required, should the principle be deemed appropriate.  
 

 SB4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 

What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

of the city should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with 
national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
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https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 
 
 
 

SB5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 
 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 

the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 
topic paper is recommended including a strategic landscape setting assessment and up 
to date Conservation Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping 

opportunities. 

 
Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

Planning for 

Tidworth and 
Ludgershall 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, in particular below ground archaeology, landscape setting and 
surrounding heritage assets. A heritage topic paper and up to date setting assessment 

will be important, mindful of the scale and distribution of potential development. 

 

 TL1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

Historic England considers that the character of these historic settlements, within their 

wider landscape setting, and the availability of suitability sites should inform the 
proposed scale and form of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s). 
 

 
 

TL4. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
A heritage topic paper might identify certain heritage matters requiring priority 

attention. 
 

 

 

TL5. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 
The Council should consider whether a setting assessment is required to inform the 

promotion of suitable development sites. 
 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. 

 

 TL7. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 
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we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
A heritage topic paper might identify certain heritage matters requiring attention. 

 

 TL8. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 
Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any ‘other 
issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 

 

Planning for 

Trowbridge 
 

It will be important to demonstrate, perhaps in a discrete heritage topic paper, how 

proposals have considered and responded to the historic environment, the town’s 
history, character and, in particular, it’s landscape setting and surrounding heritage 
assets such as Hilperton Conservation Area. It appears a setting assessment for the town 

and affected assets has been undertaken. This will be useful evidence to consider, and 
we assume will be publicly available in due course. 

  

 TB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should they be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 
availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the 
townscape.  
 

 TB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
A Heritage Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a 

positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, 
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 

185). At present it isn’t clear how these priorities have been established.  
 

 TB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? If not, why 

not? 
 
We assume that an understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and 

landscape setting of the town has informed the level of growth and site suitability in 
accordance with national policy. We hope Historic England’s published advice on site 
allocations may have been useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 

Planning for It will be important to demonstrate, perhaps in a discrete heritage topic paper, how 
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Warminster 
 

proposals will have considered and responded to the historic environment, the town’s 
history, character and, in particular, it’s landscape setting and surrounding heritage 
assets. Warminster and Bishopstrow do not appear to have a Conservation Area 

Appraisal and Management Plan but perhaps more importantly is the apparent absence 

of a setting assessment to inform considerable potential edge of town expansion. 
 

 WA1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 
Historic England considers that the historic form and character of a historic settlement 

within its wider landscape setting, and the availability of suitable sites should inform the 

proposed scale of growth. 
 
We support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all potential 
brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant or 
underused buildings of historic or architectural interest to help reinforce the character of 

the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious target is encouraged although the 
related future capacity (amount of development) must relate to the context of the site(s) 
and the future form should ensure a good fit with the townscape. 
 

Historic England has prepared advice on optimising housing density within historic 
places which may be helpful.  https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

books/publications/increasing-residential-density-in-historic-environments/ 
 

 WA2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
Conservation Area Appraisal’s and Management Plan’s for the town and Bishopstrow, 

and a Heritage Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so 

demonstrate a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other 

threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 WA3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? Are there any other sites we 

should be considering? 
 

Conservation Appraisal’s and a strategic setting assessment will be important evidence 

to inform a site’s suitability. 

 
Disclaimer – Historic England have not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites in and around the town due to the additional evidence proposed to be 

gathered. We therefore respectfully reserve judgement on their suitability. 
 

 WA4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? What type 
and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 
Wiltshire council acknowledge that further assessment and consideration of the historic 

environment is essential to determine whether or not the principle of certain sites is 
acceptable and if so the form they may take. At present without such evidence in the 

public domain, Historic England is unable to take a view on whether the Local Plan has 
been prepared in accordance with legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for 
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the historic environment. Our judgement on such matters will consequently need to be 
deferred. 
 

Wiltshire Council explored several potential sites during the preparation of the recent 

Wiltshire Housing Allocations Plan’s (2020). No doubt this experience can inform the 
current plan making process. 
 

Historic England’s position on Site 2 East of Deane is illustrated by our previous 

statement provided for the Planning Inspectorate’s Examination of the aforementioned 
Housing Allocations Plan. https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/article/2353/Wiltshire-Housing-
Sites-DPD-Examination 
This current consultation suggests a much larger site that may well exaggerate the 

impact and degree of harm. 

 

 WA5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 

 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 
topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 

Area Appraisals to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 

 

 
 

WA6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 
Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any ‘other 

issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 

 

Planning for 

Westbury 
 

It will be important to demonstrate, perhaps in a discrete heritage topic paper, how 

proposals will have considered and responded to the historic environment, the town’s 
history, character and, in particular, it’s landscape setting and surrounding heritage 

assets. Westbury doesn’t appear to have an up to date Conservation Area Appraisal and 

Management Plan but perhaps more importantly is the apparent absence of a setting 

assessment to inform considerable potential edge of town expansion. 
 

 WE1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 
availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
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development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the 
townscape.  
 

 WE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 
place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
A Heritage Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a 

positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, 
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 
185). At present it isn’t clear how these priorities have been established.  

 

 WE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? Are there any other sites we 

should be considering? 
 
The Council should consider whether a setting assessment could help inform the 

promotion of suitable alternative development sites. 
 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 

adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 
determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 

form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement. 

 

 WE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? What type 
and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 

We note several proposed sites affect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their 

significance needs to be determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the 
principle is acceptable, the form that development should take to avoid or minimise 
harm and deliver potential enhancement. 

 

 WE5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 

A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 
Area Appraisals to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 

 
Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 WE6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 

Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any ‘other 
issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 
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Response by email: spatialplanningpolicy@wiltshire.gov.uk 

 

 

 

10 March 2021  

 

Wiltshire Local Plan review consultation March 2021 

 

Thank you for providing Historic England an opportunity to consider this consultation relating to the 
amount and distribution of new homes and land for employment; neighbourhood planning; climate 
change and biodiversity net gain. 
 
Our following comments supplement those previously made in our letter of 18 December 2017 which 

mainly emphasised the need for any review to consider the current state of Wiltshire’s historic 
environment and how it’s planning documents had performed regarding the delivery of a positive 
strategy for the historic environment (NPPF para 185). The scope of your proposals in this 
consultation may well have followed a review of how the current plan(s) have met their objectives, 

and how they have performed in relation to the delivery of sustainable development in respect of the 
historic environment. Is this evaluation available to view? 
 

Our consultation response is informed by Historic England advice and guidance which you may also 
find useful in helping to provide a clear and positive strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and 

enhancement of Wiltshire’s rich and varied historic environments. 

 
 The Historic Environment in Local Plans  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-local-plans/ 

 How to consider the Setting of Heritage Assets 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/ 

 Considering the historic environment when allocating sites in Local Plans  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 Neighbourhood Planning and the historic environment 
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/improve-your-neighbourhood/ 

 Conservation Area Appraisal, Designation and Management 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/conservation-area-appraisal-designation-management-advice-note-

1/ 

 Optimising housing density within historic places 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/increasing-residential-density-in-historic-environments/ 

 

The 'Emerging Spatial Strategy'  

 
The emerging spatial strategy indicates the proposed amount of new homes and land for 

employment that each main settlement should accommodate. We understand this has been 

informed by evidence including place-based assessments in Formulating Alternative Development 

Strategies, January 2021 (ADSs). These consider the (Red, Amber, Green) capacity of settlements in 
relation to historic environment, but you accept that such initial broad judgements may require 
further detailed evaluation.  

 
We would support the Council’s efforts to identify and allocate all brownfield sites, big and small, to 
help reinforce the often-compact nature of Wiltshire’s historic settlements, their character and 

identity in an appropriate response to context, and in turn limiting sprawl and less accessible forms of 

development.   
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Having considered the suggested potential sites in each of the 15 x Planning for… reports we are 
concerned there may not be the capacity for every settlement to meet the spatial strategy 

commitments and levels of growth you envisage without causing significant harm to the historic 
environment, inconsistent with legislation, national policy, guidance and advice,  rendering the 

spatial strategy relatively unsustainable, and the Local Plan potentially unsound.  
 
National policy requires that significant adverse impacts on heritage assets be avoided and, wherever 
possible, alternative options employed that reduce or eliminate such effects. Consequently, we would 

welcome the Council’s clarification that this draft spatial strategy does not predetermine the capacity 
of every settlement and that further evidence (e.g. additional more detailed evaluation of heritage and 
landscape capacity) may inform a review of those numbers and perhaps the inclusion of other sites in 

other settlements in that particular HMA or an adjacent HMA. 
 

Historic England appreciates an initial level of evidence has been gathered and applied proportionate 
to an early ‘sift’ of sites. However, we also note that Wiltshire Council acknowledge further assessment 

and consideration of the historic environment is essential to determine whether or not the principle of 
certain sites is acceptable, and if so, the form they may take. This is an important matter as having 

considered the 15 Settlement reports we note several potential sites directly affect designated 
heritage assets and their settings.  
 

At present without such evidence in the public domain, Historic England is unable to provide a fully 

informed view on whether sites affecting heritage assets are likely to safeguard their significance, and 

as such if the Local Plan has been prepared in accordance with legislation, national policy, guidance 
and advice for the historic environment. Our judgement on individual sites and such matters will 

consequently need to be deferred until that further evidence is available.  
 

Nevertheless, for the time being, we have considered a sample of the suggested sites at Salisbury that 
we hope will help indicate, in our opinion, their potential suitability and the form of the further 
evidence that would be helpful for all other settlements. Please refer to an appendix to this letter for 

such an evaluation and response to the individual questions relating to each of the 15 settlements. 
 

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.  
 
We look forward to continuing to work constructively with you on this important planning document. 
 

Sincere regards. 
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Appendix: Historic England response to the individual settlement proposals and 

related questions  
 

Settlement  Historic England comment 

 

Planning for 
Amesbury 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character, below round archaeology and 

landscape setting. The Amesbury Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan is 
now 13 years old; to ensure the Local Plan is informed by up to date information about 
the historic environment it seems timely that this document is perhaps updated and 
supplemented by a setting assessment, mindful of the towns significant historic 
landscape context and proposed expansion. 

 

 

 

AM1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 

Historic England considers that the character of the historic settlement, within its wider 
landscape setting, and the availability of suitability sites should inform the proposed 

scale and form of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 
good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an updated 

Conservation Area Appraisal. 
 

 AM2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 

An updated Amesbury Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or 

Heritage Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a 

positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, 
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 
185). 

 

 AM3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 

An updated Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment can inform the availability of 
suitable development sites. 

 
Disclaimer – Historic England have not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 

suggested sites in and around Amesbury due to the additional evidence proposed to be 
gathered. We therefore respectfully reserve judgement on their suitability. 
 

 AM4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 

What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
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An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 
should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 

Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be helpful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

Up to date Conservation Appraisals and setting assessments will also help inform this 

exercise.  
 

 AM5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 

missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 
 
The information accompanying the consultation in the Settlement Profile does not 
appear to set out how a strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape 
setting has informed the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. 

To do so a heritage topic paper for each settlement is recommended including a 
strategic landscape setting assessment and up to date Conservation Area Appraisal to 
inform brownfield and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, and undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by a site promoter.  
 

Planning for 

Bradford on 
Avon 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. Bradford 
on Avon doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan 
and the towns character assessment is now 13 years old. The Council should consider 

whether an update is required, and also a setting assessment to inform edge of town 

expansion. 
 

 BR1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 

The form and character of the historic settlement, within its wider landscape setting, and 
the availability of suitability sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 

good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up to date 
Conservation Area Appraisal. 

 

 BR2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 

A Bradford on Avon Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage 
Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive 
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strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including 
heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 BR3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 
The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 

is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites. 
 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 

suggested sites at Bradford on Avon due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide 

further evidence. We therefore reserve judgement until then. 
 

 BR4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 
Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

An up to date Conservation Appraisal and setting assessments, where appropriate, can 
help inform the Plan. 

 

It would be helpful to appreciate the judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage and 
landscape expertise, and any germane planning history. This information will be useful 
in relation to all 15 settlements. 

 

It will be important to be mindful of legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for 
the historic environment. 

 

 BR5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 

 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 

the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper for each settlement is recommended including a strategic landscape setting 

assessment and up to date Conservation Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity 
and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

Planning for 
Calne 

 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. Calne 

doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan but more 
importantly perhaps is the absence of a setting assessment to inform considerable 

proposed edge of town expansion. 
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CA1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
Should it be higher or lower? 
 

The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 

availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 

good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by a Conservation 

Area Appraisal, currently absent. 
 

 

 

CA2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
A Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic Paper can 
help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy for the 

conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage assets most 
at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 

 

CA3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 
is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites within the town. 

 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites at Calne due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. 

We therefore reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites adjoin or 

effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 

determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 

form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement.  

 

 

 

CA4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 

What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 
Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 
An up to date Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment, where appropriate, can 
help inform the Plan. 
 
It would be helpful to appreciate the judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage and 

landscape expertise, and any germane planning history.  
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It will be important to be mindful of legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for 
the historic environment. 

 

 
 

CA5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 
 

A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 
topic paper for Calne is recommended including a strategic landscape setting 

assessment and up to date Conservation Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity 

and place shaping opportunities. 
 
Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 

 

Planning for 
Corsham 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. It is 

unclear whether there are Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans 

available nor a setting assessment to inform considerable proposed edge of town 
expansion. 

 

 CO1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 

availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 
good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by Conservation Area 

Appraisals, which appear to be absent. 

 

 CO2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 
place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans and or a Heritage Topic Paper for 
the town can help inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy 
for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 
Have the Corsham Conservation Statement and 2015 Public Realm Study informed 

priorities? 
 

 CO3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
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The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 
is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites within and around the 

town. 

 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites at Corsham due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further 

evidence. We therefore reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 

adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 
determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement.  

 

 CO4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 

An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 
should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 
Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

Up to date Conservation Appraisals and setting assessment, where appropriate, can 
help inform the Plan. 
 

It would be helpful to appreciate the judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage and 
landscape expertise, and any germane planning history.  

 
It will be important to be mindful of legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for 

the historic environment. 
 

 CO5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 

missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 

 

A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper for Corsham is recommended; and a strategic landscape setting assessment 

and up to date Conservation Area Appraisals to inform brownfield capacity and place 
shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

Planning for 

Chippenham 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, the town’s history, character and, in particular, Chippenham’s 
landscape setting and surrounding heritage assets. A heritage topic paper and up to 
date setting assessment for the town and affected assets will be important, mindful of 
the scale and distribution of potential development. 
 

 CP1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
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Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town and surrounding villages, within its landscape 

setting, and the availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.   
 
An ambitious brownfield first target is encouraged although the related future capacity 
(numbers/amount of brownfield development) must relate to the context of the site(s) 

ensuring a good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by up to 

date appraisals for the affected Conservation Areas. We note the Chippenham 
Conservation Appraisal and Management plan are somewhat dated and others may be 
absent e.g. Allington. The absence of such important evidence should be addressed. 

 

 CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 
place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 

Conservation Area Appraisals, Management Plans and a Heritage Topic Paper for the 
town can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? If not, why 
not? 
 

We note that the Council has considered the impact of development on the historic 

environment, but it isn’t clear how it has informed the spatial strategy and site selection. 
A heritage topic paper could usefully provide this narrative. It can also include the 

judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage, archaeological and landscape expertise, 

and any germane planning history. We will defer a detailed evaluation of the suggested 

sites until such information is available.  

 
Needless to say, it will be important for any heritage topic paper to highlight how 

relevant legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for the historic environment 

has been applied.  
 

 CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built 
on? 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

should inform development in accordance with national policy. Historic England’s 
published advice on site allocations may be useful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 CP5. How can these concept plans be improved? 

 
At present it is unclear how an understanding of the significance of the historic 
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environment (heritage assessment) has informed the concept plans. 
 

 CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for 
Chippenham? 
 
We hope the previous responses to Q CP1-5 will help to inform the further planning work 
to be undertaken. 

 

Planning for 

Devizes 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, the town’s history, character and, in particular, Devizes 
landscape setting and surrounding heritage assets. A heritage topic paper and up to 

date setting assessment for the town and affected assets will be important, mindful of 

the scale and distribution of potential development, and proximity to heritage assets. 
 

 DE1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its landscape setting, and the availability of 
suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.   

 
An ambitious brownfield first target is encouraged although the related future capacity 
(numbers/amount of brownfield development) must relate to the context of the site(s) 

ensuring a good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up 

to date Conservation Area appraisal. We note the towns conservation statement is now 

15 years old. 
 

 DE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
A Conservation Area Appraisal, Management Plan and a Heritage Topic Paper for the 
town can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 DE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 
is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites. 

 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites at Devizes due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further 
evidence. We therefore reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 

adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 

determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
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enhancement. 
 

 DE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 
should inform development in accordance with national policy. Historic England’s 

published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 

 DE5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 

we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 

the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 
topic paper for Devizes is recommended; and a strategic landscape setting assessment 

and up to date Conservation Area Appraisals to inform brownfield capacity and place 
shaping opportunities. 

 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 DE6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 

Infrastructure. A heritage topic toper could establish whether there are any other issues, 

needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 
 

Planning for 
Malmesbury 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. 

Malmesbury doesn’t appear to have an up to date and the towns character assessment 
is now 13 years old. The Council should consider the preparation of a setting assessment 
to inform edge of town expansion and also whether an update of the 2010 Conservation 

Area Appraisal and Management Plan is required. 
  

 MM1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 

 

The form and character of the historic settlement, within its wider landscape setting, and 
the availability of suitability sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 
good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up to date 
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Conservation Area Appraisal. 
 

 MM2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
An up to date Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic 
Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy 

for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 MM3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether an updated Conservation Appraisal and setting 
assessment is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites within the 

town. 
 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites adjoin or effect 

the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be determined and 
applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the form that 

development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement.  

 

 MM4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 

An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with national policy. 
Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

An up to date Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment might help inform the 
Plan. 

 

It would also be helpful to appreciate the views on proposals of the Council’s in-house 

heritage and landscape expertise, and any germane planning history.  
 

 MM5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 
we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
It is evident the Council appreciate that further heritage evidence needs to be gathered 
and applied. 

 

 MM6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 
Infrastructure. A heritage topic toper could establish the issues, needs and opportunities 
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relating to the historic environment. 
 

Planning for 
Marlborough 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. 
Marlborough doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management 
Plan and a setting assessment to inform edge of town expansion would be invaluable. 
 

 MB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
Should it be higher or lower? 

 
The form and character of the historic settlement, within its wider landscape setting, and 

the availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 

good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up to date 

Conservation Area Appraisal. 
 

 MB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 

How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
A Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic Paper can 
help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy for the 

conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage assets most 

at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 MB3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 

The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and setting assessment 
is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites within the town. 
 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 
adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 

determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement. 
 

 MB4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

of the city should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with 

national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
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site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 MB5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 
we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 
Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 

commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 

 
 

MB6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 

 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is considered an important 

component part of Wiltshire’s infrastructure; described in your Settlement Profile as 
Green & Blue Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any 

‘other issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 

 

Planning for 
Melksham 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. Melksham 

doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan but more 

importantly perhaps is the absence of a setting assessment to inform considerable 
proposed edge of town expansion. 
 

 ME1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
Should it be higher or lower? 
 

The form and character of the historic settlement, within its wider landscape setting, and 

the availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) and the future form ensuring a 
good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be informed by an up to date 

Conservation Area Appraisal. 
 

 ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
A Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic Paper can 
help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage assets most 

at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
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Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 
The Council should consider whether a Conservation Appraisal and in particular a 

setting assessment is required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites 

within the town. 
 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 

suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 
adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 
determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 

enhancement. 

 

 ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 
of the city should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with 
national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 

 ME5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 

we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 

 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 

Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 

commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 

provided by the promoter of a site. 

 

 ME6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 

 

We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is considered an important 

component part of Wiltshire’s infrastructure; described in your Settlement Profile as 
Green & Blue Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any 
‘other issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 

 

Planning for 
Royal 
Wootton 

Bassett 
 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 
the historic environment, the town’s history, character and landscape setting. Royal 
Wootton Bassett doesn’t appear to have a Conservation Area Appraisal and 

Management Plan but perhaps more importantly is the absence of a setting assessment 
to inform considerable proposed edge of town expansion. 

 

 WB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
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The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 
availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the 
townscape.  
 

 WB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
Historic England welcome inclusion of the following priorities: protecting the distinct 
character and identity of the town; safeguarding the historic alignment of the 

Wilts and Berks Canal and taking forward canal restoration; conserving and enhancing 
environmental assets around Royal Wootton Bassett; maintaining the town’s elevated 
historical setting and central conservation area. 
 

Have these priorities been informed by a particular study of the town? A Conservation 
Area Appraisal and Management Plan and or Heritage Topic Paper could certainly 

demonstrate how the towns ‘priorities’ have been identified and in doing so 
demonstrate a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other 

threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 WB3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether a setting assessment would help inform the 

promotion of suitable development sites. 

 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 

suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 
therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 

adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 

determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 
form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement. 

 

 WB4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

of the city should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with 
national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 WB5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 
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we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 

the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 
Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 

commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 WB6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is considered an important 
component part of Wiltshire’s infrastructure; described in your Settlement Profile as 
Green & Blue Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any 

‘other issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 
 

Planning for 

Salisbury 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, the town’s history, character, below ground archaeology and, 

in particular, its landscape setting. The Council should consider whether an up to date 
setting assessment for the town is required. 

 

 SB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 

availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the 
townscape.  

 

 SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 

We broadly welcome these priorities. 
 
The Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and a Heritage Topic Paper can 
help to further inform potential additions and in doing so demonstrate a positive 
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including 

heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 

 

 
 

SB3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 

 
The Council should consider whether a strategic and up to date setting assessment is 
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required to inform the promotion of suitable development sites. 
 

 
 
 

Site 1: Land NE of Old Sarum 
 
“The site’s landscape character is prominent and exposed, with few hedgerows, and 
assessment shows that any development would have to accommodate this successfully 
whilst taking account of the setting for Ende Burgh scheduled long barrow to the east of 

The Portway”. 
 
Without further expert assessment by the local authority as part of the plan making 

process and subsequent clear and appropriate response to the numerous heritage 

concerns, one must question how such development might successfully be 
accommodated in this sensitive and historic landscape setting.  
 
Currently the view of the local authority’s in-house heritage and landscape expertise isn’t 

apparent. We assume the planning history and evidence base associated with previous 

planning applications and development plans also continue to be relevant and may 
help inform the principle of development today. 
 

It isn’t clear how the indicative concept diagrams accompanying the consultation 

acknowledge or positively respond to the significance of numerous on and off-site 

heritage matters. 
 

 
 
From our initial assessment we note that the barrow is not very well understood and 

could be Bronze Age or Roman, it could be one barrow or two. If Bronze Age, then it is 
likely to be part of a wider cemetery with other known barrows in the area (not 
scheduled as ploughed flat) including a large example on the north edge of the current 

development northwest of the Portway.  Views to and from other Bronze Age 
monuments then becomes a factor of its significance. 

 
If Roman, then it is likely to be associated with the Portway Roman Road and may be 
part of a cemetery along the road here. There is a single ditched oval enclosure next to it 
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which goes across the road.  This may be Roman, and it may define a cemetery. 
 
The barrow is a significant landscape feature sitting on a high point in the landscape and 

is visible from a wide area.  As a burial marker it was meant to be seen and to project 

power and control, the person buried here was important and they wanted to make sure 
everyone knew it. 
 

The undesignated barrows are the circles (single and double) forming a small cemetery.  

The public space next to Norman Drive preserves these. 
 
The view from Figsbury Ring may also be important, as is (certainly) the relationship of 
the site to the adjacent Monarchs Way, and Old Sarum heritage assets within their wider 

landscape setting. 

 
The nations heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and should be conserved in a 
manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their 

contribution to the quality of life of existing and future generations. One must carefully 

consider whether further expansion of the current development off the Portway would 
accord with such national policy, legislation, guidance and advice to help protect such 
finite and nationally important heritage assets and their appreciation within context i.e. 

their setting. 

 

 
 

Site 6 & 7 Downton Road 
 
These sites to the south east of the city relate to several important heritage assets 

including the Woodbury scheduled monument and related undesignated and less 
known archaeology; Britford conservation area and associated listed buildings; the 

Salisbury conservation area, River Avon and meadows, and; the wider historic landscape 
setting including views of the Cathedral - all important matters to inform the relative 

suitability of these sites.  
 

It would be helpful to appreciate the thoughts of the council’s in-house heritage and 
landscape expertise on how such matters have informed these proposals, and any 

previous planning history that may still be relevant.  

 

It will be important to demonstrate how legislation, national policy, guidance and advice 
for the historic environment has been applied, and in particular how the Britford 
conservation area appraisal and management plan has been considered especially in 

relation to site 6. 
 

Certainly, further expert assessment appears to be required as part of the plan making 
process to better understand the extensive and important below ground archaeology, 
and to better explain a contextual and positive response to the historic environment that 

would be required, should the principle be deemed appropriate.  
 

 SB4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 

What type and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 
 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting 

of the city should inform the level of growth and site suitability in accordance with 
national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
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https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-
site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 
 
 
 

SB5. Are there important social, economic and environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual sites? 
 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 

the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 
topic paper is recommended including a strategic landscape setting assessment and up 
to date Conservation Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping 

opportunities. 

 
Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

Planning for 

Tidworth and 
Ludgershall 

 

It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to 

the historic environment, in particular below ground archaeology, landscape setting and 
surrounding heritage assets. A heritage topic paper and up to date setting assessment 

will be important, mindful of the scale and distribution of potential development. 

 

 TL1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

Historic England considers that the character of these historic settlements, within their 

wider landscape setting, and the availability of suitability sites should inform the 
proposed scale and form of growth. 
 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 

sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 
character of the town and limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s). 
 

 
 

TL4. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? 
How might these place shaping priorities be achieved? 

 
A heritage topic paper might identify certain heritage matters requiring priority 

attention. 
 

 

 

TL5. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 

Are there any other sites we should be considering? 
 
The Council should consider whether a setting assessment is required to inform the 

promotion of suitable development sites. 
 
Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. 

 

 TL7. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think 
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we’ve missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 
A heritage topic paper might identify certain heritage matters requiring attention. 

 

 TL8. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 
Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any ‘other 
issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 

 

Planning for 

Trowbridge 
 

It will be important to demonstrate, perhaps in a discrete heritage topic paper, how 

proposals have considered and responded to the historic environment, the town’s 
history, character and, in particular, it’s landscape setting and surrounding heritage 
assets such as Hilperton Conservation Area. It appears a setting assessment for the town 

and affected assets has been undertaken. This will be useful evidence to consider, and 
we assume will be publicly available in due course. 

  

 TB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should they be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 
availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 

We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 
potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 

encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 

development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the 
townscape.  
 

 TB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
A Heritage Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a 

positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, 
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 

185). At present it isn’t clear how these priorities have been established.  
 

 TB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? If not, why 

not? 
 
We assume that an understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and 

landscape setting of the town has informed the level of growth and site suitability in 
accordance with national policy. We hope Historic England’s published advice on site 
allocations may have been useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-

site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 

 

Planning for It will be important to demonstrate, perhaps in a discrete heritage topic paper, how 
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Warminster 
 

proposals will have considered and responded to the historic environment, the town’s 
history, character and, in particular, it’s landscape setting and surrounding heritage 
assets. Warminster and Bishopstrow do not appear to have a Conservation Area 

Appraisal and Management Plan but perhaps more importantly is the apparent absence 

of a setting assessment to inform considerable potential edge of town expansion. 
 

 WA1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 

Should it be higher or lower? 
 
Historic England considers that the historic form and character of a historic settlement 

within its wider landscape setting, and the availability of suitable sites should inform the 

proposed scale of growth. 
 
We support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all potential 
brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant or 
underused buildings of historic or architectural interest to help reinforce the character of 

the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious target is encouraged although the 
related future capacity (amount of development) must relate to the context of the site(s) 
and the future form should ensure a good fit with the townscape. 
 

Historic England has prepared advice on optimising housing density within historic 
places which may be helpful.  https://historicengland.org.uk/images-

books/publications/increasing-residential-density-in-historic-environments/ 
 

 WA2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 

place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
Conservation Area Appraisal’s and Management Plan’s for the town and Bishopstrow, 

and a Heritage Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so 

demonstrate a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other 

threats (NPPF para 185). 

 

 WA3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? Are there any other sites we 

should be considering? 
 

Conservation Appraisal’s and a strategic setting assessment will be important evidence 

to inform a site’s suitability. 

 
Disclaimer – Historic England have not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites in and around the town due to the additional evidence proposed to be 

gathered. We therefore respectfully reserve judgement on their suitability. 
 

 WA4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? What type 
and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 
Wiltshire council acknowledge that further assessment and consideration of the historic 

environment is essential to determine whether or not the principle of certain sites is 
acceptable and if so the form they may take. At present without such evidence in the 

public domain, Historic England is unable to take a view on whether the Local Plan has 
been prepared in accordance with legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for 
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the historic environment. Our judgement on such matters will consequently need to be 
deferred. 
 

Wiltshire Council explored several potential sites during the preparation of the recent 

Wiltshire Housing Allocations Plan’s (2020). No doubt this experience can inform the 
current plan making process. 
 

Historic England’s position on Site 2 East of Deane is illustrated by our previous 

statement provided for the Planning Inspectorate’s Examination of the aforementioned 
Housing Allocations Plan. https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/article/2353/Wiltshire-Housing-
Sites-DPD-Examination 
This current consultation suggests a much larger site that may well exaggerate the 

impact and degree of harm. 

 

 WA5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 

 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 
topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 

Area Appraisals to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
 

Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 

 

 
 

WA6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 
Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any ‘other 

issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 

 

Planning for 

Westbury 
 

It will be important to demonstrate, perhaps in a discrete heritage topic paper, how 

proposals will have considered and responded to the historic environment, the town’s 
history, character and, in particular, it’s landscape setting and surrounding heritage 

assets. Westbury doesn’t appear to have an up to date Conservation Area Appraisal and 

Management Plan but perhaps more importantly is the apparent absence of a setting 

assessment to inform considerable potential edge of town expansion. 
 

 WE1. What do you think to this scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
Should it be higher or lower? 
 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the 
availability of suitable sites should inform the proposed scale of growth. 

 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all 

potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, including repurposing existing vacant 
sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the 

character of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is 
encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
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development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the 
townscape.  
 

 WE2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these 
place shaping priorities be achieved? 
 
A Heritage Topic Paper can help to inform such priorities and in doing so demonstrate a 

positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, 
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 
185). At present it isn’t clear how these priorities have been established.  

 

 WE3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? Are there any other sites we 

should be considering? 
 
The Council should consider whether a setting assessment could help inform the 

promotion of suitable alternative development sites. 
 

Disclaimer – Historic England has not undertaken a detailed assessment of the 
suggested sites due to Wiltshire Council’s intention to provide further evidence. We 

therefore respectfully reserve judgement until then. We note several proposed sites 

adjoin or effect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their significance needs to be 
determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the principle is acceptable, the 

form that development should take to avoid or minimise harm and deliver potential 
enhancement. 

 

 WE4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? What type 
and form of development should be brought forward at the town? 

 

We note several proposed sites affect the setting of designated heritage assets. Their 

significance needs to be determined and applied to inform site suitability and if the 
principle is acceptable, the form that development should take to avoid or minimise 
harm and deliver potential enhancement. 

 

 WE5. Are there important social, economic or environmental factors you think we’ve 
missed that need to be considered, generally or in respect of individual site? 
 

A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform 
the spatial distribution, capacity and specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage 

topic paper is suggested; a strategic landscape setting assessment and Conservation 
Area Appraisals to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 

 
Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or 
commissioned by the local planning authority rather than relying solely on evidence 
provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 WE6. Are there any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 
We note that the historic environment/heritage assets is an important component part 

of Wiltshire’s infrastructure – described in your Settlement Profile as Green & Blue 

Infrastructure. A heritage topic paper could establish whether there are any ‘other 
issues’, needs and opportunities relating to the historic environment. 
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