
 
Rep ID: Melks1 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): private 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Expanding the town with excessive housing will totally take away the essence of this market town, High Streets are dying already 
and should be used to integrate retail with residential especially for single households/ younger age groups in their 20s. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. I agree with regeneration especially integrating residential in the centre of town 
2. how are you going to achieve this when you have said Melksham does not need more employment land. both Bowerhill Ind. 
site and Hampton site should be extended and SHELA site 6 used for industrial use. 



3. i do not agree we need a new bypass. The A350 does not go through our town centre. however if you allocate housing sites 
before determining the route of any possible  bypass you preclude the certain possible routes in particular route 10c if you build 
on site 5 
4. This will not work and does not work in Trowbridge where there are 5 or 6 trains per hour. Cycle racks are empty. We are not 
going to persuade a distressed train service to make Melksham a more frequent stop. Waste of money. however if you think this 
is a good idea then a bypass on the east of the town will be in the wrong place. 
5. the surgeries and the schools are at capacity. Where is the money to come from as the Community Levy would be needed to 
pay for road network requirements. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
No. if you use 5 south of Bowerhill you will preclude the possible bypass route 10c linking any new route to the east to the 
existing A350 widened to accommodate new traffic. Site 5 also contains a 14 acre mature woodland viz Giles Wood so is 
SHELAA intending to demolish this asset contra to all government promises to plant more trees! The use of this site will also 
mean Bowerhill becomes larger than Melksham but with no town centre. The asset of the  K&A canal and its wild life habitat will 
be destroyed and this is a major tourist facility in the area. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I think  sites 7 to 15 west of the town should be prioritised. Access to the town centre will be closer walking and cycling, access to 
the train station will be closer walking and cycling, the balance of the town plan will be preserved and you will not be creating 
huge estates with no community adhesion. also better access for commuting to Bath Bristol Chippenham where major 
employment is found 
 

 
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 sites? 
 



 
We do not need an aggrandisement of Melksham taking away its unique character. Wiltshire Core Strategy should value the 
existing rural nature of Wiltshire and not be building to destroy rolling farming landscapes or wild life habitats or indeed leisure 
amenities as the K&A canal 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
WE need to relook at employment opportunities especially in view of changed life style patterns created by home working and 
Covid. It is imperative that there is joined up thinking with regard to bypass options and housing sites as both need to be decided 
at the same time 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks2 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The brownfield target should be higher but the only way I can see this happening is if Cooper Tires decides to vacate their 
Melksham factory.  There should then be a mixed-use development with housing and retail to ensure there is a thriving town 
centre. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The town centre needs a drastic overhaul and investment, either by s106 or commercial investment.  This may include 
demolishing the 60s/70s lead architecture and replacing with something more modern.   There is a lack of prime retail and the 
town centre is not fit for a town the size of Melksham now, so an expanded Melksham would need to provide new facilities. 



The A350 bypass should be safeguarded as a dual carriageway similar to Cepen Way in Chippenham, and there needs to be 
safeguarding around Melksham Station to allow dual tracking and the restoration of Melksham Station back to how it was before 
it was demolished. 
There also needs to be a surgery in the north of the town, and maybe the new Wiltshire acute hospital if that ever gets off the 
ground. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
The development sites look fine, however sites 8-11 should be discounted as 11 is a flood plain, and 8-11 would promote 
coalescence between Melksham and Berryfield / Bowerhill 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The housing should be supplemented by central retail, and more healthcare.  Melksham is in danger of becoming a dormitory 
town which is residential lead and the population will have to travel to other centres like Trowbridge and Chippenham to perform 
basic tasks. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
With Melksham expanding "outwards" people in the new developments will be further away from the town which will lead to more 
use of the car.  As you are planning the A350 to be routed around the town, this will mean people would find it easier to commute 
to other towns instead of going into the town centre.  People will be less likely to walk into the town so buses will need to be 
planned to provide a decent service. 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks3 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth far outweighs the infastructure of the town, which is already struggling with medical facilities and surgeries 
over subscribed.  The traffic is also an issue with heavy congestion through the town and limited access down Woodrow Road 
with only one vehicle access during most of the day. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Agree with most of the priorities.  This should also include the amount of green space 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Site 16 has limited access into Woodrow Road, which already gets congested going into the town centre, often with vehicles 
having to wait to get through around parked cars.  More houses mean more vehicles therefore more congestion and bigger 
problems for larger vehicles getting through including emergency vehicles.  There is only a limited footpath down one side of part 
of Woodrow Road.  The road is largely a country lane which cannot be expanded due to dwellings and hasn't the capacity to take 
more vehicles.  Therefore more houses will only exasperate the already existing problem.  
Site 17 has a similar problem, access to and from Woodrow Road will lead to increased traffic and further congestion down what 
is in effect a country lane with one footpath.  This would undoubtedly lead to accidents and possibly fatalities as many cars speed 
down this road despite it being a 3mph zone and a lot of horses are ridden down this road, which is in effect a country lane with 
at least two blind bends.  Access the town centre is already congested with speed bumps and only room for one vehicle to get 
through on a regular basis.  There is also a flooding issue and a major power lines across both these sites.  It is ludicrous to build 
even more houses in a position where access is already an existing problem. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brown field sites should be used in the first instance across the town.  If further development is needed this should be 
concentrated to the south and south east of Melksham where vehicular access is more readily available and developments are 
already taking place. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Many people in areas 16 and 17 would have purchased houses to be in a semi-rural location.  Building houses on these sites 
detracts from this so has a social effect.  Undoubtedly there is a lot of wildlife in these areas which must be considered with 
regards the environment.  Area 16 was rejected once before due to wildlife issues so why is it being raised yet again?? 



 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
If these planning proposals are to go ahead Schools, energy Leisure, health, green and blue infastructure and transport ALL 
need to be considered seriously. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Melksham is doing more than its fair share of building and the local council needs to be tougher on Wiltshire County Council and 
not just bow to their needs. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks4 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
There has already been overdevelopment in Melksham including the many housing schemes currently in progress.   The 
Brownfield target should be MUCH higher and in fact should be the only permitted development - this would fall in line with 
current Government strategy of NOT using open countryside for development. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
There is no requirement for an A350 new bypass - smaller improvements to the existing infrastructure is all that is required.  The 
town currently enjoys a market-town feel - the proposed housing (e.g. within a bypass boundary area as proposed) would nearly 
double the size of Melksham and change it beyond all recognition.  This is almost as much new development as existing large 



towns (Chippenham, Trowbridge) and is grossly unfair to Melksham.  Wiltshire Council should allocate these burdens more 
equitably across the region. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
No it is not.  All the eastern sites 16, 17, 1, 5 and 6 are in pristine countryside and should be avoided at all cost.  Those on the 
western side are already partly built and/or already have road infrastructure in place which could be upgraded and are therefore 
arguably more suitable.  But overall, the development plans should be scaled back to be more in keeping with the current size 
and nature of the town. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
14, 15 and 11 but see comments in 9 above. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
The area around the Kennet and Avon canal south of Bowerhill is possibly the most accessible leisure countryside area in 
Melksham and is enjoyed by thousands (including tourists) every year.  It is a wildlife haven and quiet space as well as a handy 
cycling and walking route.  Recent proposals to run a bypass alongside it should be rejected firmly to protect this green area.  No 
leisure centre (if ever built) can ever replace this wonderful natural asset. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 



The green infrastructure particularly to the west and south of Melksham (Kennet + Avon canal) must be protected.  Cycling 
infrastructure could be improved - particularly between Devizes and Melksham. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
All councillors should consider whether nearly doubling the size of Melksham is desirable because I don't believe the existing 
residents want this. We moved here because it is a small, rural market town with a good community feel - not a dormitory new 
town. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks5 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): melksham resident 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

The figure for housing growth should be lower. Melksham does not have the capacity to cope with such a high amount of 
development. The infrastructure of the town would be unable to sustain such a high increase. Brownfield sites should be the only 
ones considered. We have already lost too much of our countryside to development. Plus, whether just due to climate change 
and/or the development already undertaken thus far, the amount and frequency of flooding around Melksham has greatly 
increased over the last few years, and flood zones 2 and 3 are also increasingly flooded. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

Most of these priorities are required NOW, not just when and if there is future growth. The proposed A350 bypass, I feel, is a 
cloak and dagger way to enable future development of greenfield sites, and should be very carefully considered. It would impact 
on our wildlife, farming land, and the river. 



 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

Far too many of the sites being considered are too close to existing flood plains. Future development of these sites could 
adversely impact flooding, which is far more frequent and widespread in the last few years. There would be a very severe impact 
on wildlife, particularly from sites 13, 16 and 17. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

Brownfield. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

Environmental impact on the town, the river, wildlife and general wellbeing o would be adversely impacted by developing sites . 
This is particularly true for sites 13, 15 and 17. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
With the prospect of The Avon factory closing, what employment is going to keep Melksham as a working town, not just a 
dormitory town? 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks6 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is far too high considering the councils own assessment of employment opportunity in the town and the lack 
of capacity for healthcare provision, school places and expansion in traffic loading brownfield travers should only be considered 
again when healthcare, school and traffic considerations have been met. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
5, 4, 6 and 7 should be the absolute priorities before moving to plan housing.  
The priorities also need to be looked at in context - the current sight review for housing totally fails to take any of the above in to 
account, or the proposed routes for the bypass which will define at least some of the response to land selection.  



I would also suggest that revising a housing target when the old target consumption hadn’t quite been completed will cause a 
lack of trust between residents and local government. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
You should be considering infrastructure and the route of the bypass before committing to a review that sits out of context with 
those aims. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The east of the town is the least harmful - but again, where does the bypass fit in to your 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 sites? 
 

 
Severance with the twin and facilities will be an issue fir all sites. Building houses next to a bypass will also cause problems 
around particulate pollution from tyres and brakes and also serious issues with noise and light for those affected. This sits at odds 
with central and local governments commitments to reducing pollution. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Yes - we don’t have a criteria for scoring the sites 
 

 



Further comments 
 

 
Melksham needs to play a part in providing housing but the needs of the community need to be met with holistic planning. The 
current proposals around housing and transport are not fit for purpose in that they are not seemingly linked in any way. There is 
no way for the community to trust that the previous mistakes around housing development locations in relation to transport 
infrastructure, or development without taking lack of infrastructure  in to account, will not happen again. For instance we already 
have an existing bypass route with capacity to expand which is being rejected in favour of a route which passes through the east 
and south plots available for development. Where is the joined up thinking? 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks7 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Protecting the enviroment 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
There is no need for any more housing.Building on green fields and spoiling natural habitats for wildlife is disgusting.There is not 
the infrastructure in place to support more housing. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Housing development needs to end in Melksham. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
No more housing developments 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brown field sites should be reserved for industry and retail.There is no need for more housing.These housing developments are 
of a poor build quality to maximise profits and they blight the country side .With more people living here it is harder to get seen by 
a doctor or dentist and families find it hard to find a school place for their children. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Stop concreting over the country side.You are supporting the destruction of animal habitats and plant life.You are trashing the 
enviroment and polluting the land.You are assisting greedy developers to blight the countryside . 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
How can you allow more housing developments when there are no more doctors surgeries,dentists,schools etc. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

How much are the housing developers putting into councillors bank accounts? 



 
Rep ID: Melks8 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The brownfield target should be much higher as this will mitigate many of the adverse impacts of building on greenfield sites. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree with these priorities. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
Within town brownfield sites. For example is the Avon rubber site likely to contract? 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites not adjacent to existing villages as these risk eroding the separation between town and the villages, each of which have 
their distinct characters. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Where arr the new healthcare and educational facilities going to be, or how will existing ones be expanded? Melksham Oak will 
be full in the next few years and has already been expanded. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
There is a serious risk of there not being enough school places available if Melksham expands by over 2000 houses. Local 
healthcare facilities e.g. GP surgeries are at/near capacity already. The sport and leisure facilities in the town are poor since the 
closure of Christie Miller. The a350 is very congested and significant investment into rail infrastructure is required to cope with 
more commuters. Cycling infrastructure is likewise poor. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



[TEXT REDACTED], which has 0.5 miles between it and Melksham. Building in this natural boundary is highly likely to erode the 
distinction between Melksham and the village. This will lead to negative effects on the collection of listed properties at the 
southern end of Beanacre as well as changing the character of the whole village to more of a suburb. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks9 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower too much already! 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Less houses more schools doctors and shops for the houses already here 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
No these are but needed or welcomed in Melksham. Please give some to other towns that are not getting as many this is too 
much for one town it’s needs to be more fair 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site one as there is already houses there and football pitch, shop and pubs but not the other sites. Best to have one massive 
housing estate than lots of other smaller ones drowning the area 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
We need our fields for walks and nature. Too many people in one town is not good for the services here, one secondary school 
can not cope with all the new families, too much traffic, in percentages a few more Homes to Chippenham or Trowbridge would 
not make as much impact as it does on Melksham they already have three secondary schools each and more shops,cinemas, 
sports halls please don’t let Melksham take the brunt 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Less houses give them to Chippenham or Trowbridge they can cope better in every aspect let Melksham be a smaller town that 
all the residents live and care for not somewhere nobody care about 
 

 
Further comments 
 

T 



 
Rep ID: Melks10 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Absolutely ridiculous, the bypass should be built before plus sports facilities, jobs and doctors first. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No 5. Should be!?! Will be accompanied 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
Good luck to the people who buy in areas 11 and 12. It floods all year round, I just don't understand how this is fair to home 
owners? 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
1 and 5 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Yes! Flooding! 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
The river needs sorting plus doctors and school 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks11 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too fast where is the infrastructure to support any of this! 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
You are putting the cart before the horse! We need the infrastructure already not in the future! The amount of houses now are 
already too much for the infrastructure 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Too much! 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
If this continues we will be leaving the area 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Not enough in place at the minute even before adding more houses! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Rethink your policy and put the correct infrastructure in place now to take care of the people who currently call Melksham home, 
before you try to increase the pressure on an already fragile infrastructure. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks12 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth for housing is totally out of proportion to the existing town of Melksham. Allocation for greenfield housing has 
been achieved by apparently just colouring in all the open spaces around Melksham, with no regard to existing land use; context 
with the surrounding environment; flood zones (actual, not historic Environmental Agency zones); existing infrastructure and 
facilities; or brownfield sites.  There is no justification for allocating so much new housing to Melksham, rather than distributing 
throughout the county on an equitable basis. Brownfield development should be the presumption i.e. no greenfield development 
until all brownfield sites have been exhausted (developers citing cost of redevelopment is not a valid excuse). 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



1). The Cooper Tyres site is not shown as a potential brownfield housing site, despite the company committing to down-scale 
their operations at the site. This location should be clearly promoted as a potential brownfield development site.   
2). What does an "improved employment offer" actually mean?   
3). An A350 bypass is not a priority. What is the justification for this statement?   
4). Why is there a focus on additional car parking at Melksham station? The emphasis at the railway station should be on 
promoting more sustainable and lower-traffic methods of transport, such as cycling, walking and bus journeys.   
5). Wiltshire Council have demonstrably failed to enforce the provision of new healthcare facilities, schools and transport 
infrastructure when granting new housing developments. An example being the Melksham East development, where planning 
permission was granted and land made available for a new doctors' surgery next to the Water Meadow pub and shops at 
Cranesbill Road. 9 years after construction was completed on the majority of homes in the development, there is still no doctors' 
surgery and the land remains undeveloped. What guarantee will there be that Wiltshire Council will ensure that new healthcare 
facilities, schools and transport infrastructure will actually be delivered?   
6). Again, Wiltshire Council have demonstrably failed to adequately plan for future education requirements.   
7). Safeguarding the future route of the Wilts and Berks canal is the only reasonable priority in the list given by Wiltshire Council. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Allocation for greenfield housing has been achieved by apparently just colouring in all the open spaces around Melksham, with 
no regard to existing land use; context with the surrounding environment; flood zones (actual, not historic Environmental Agency 
zones); existing infrastructure and facilities; or brownfield sites.  
The statement in the site selection report that "the individual merits of each site are assessed to understand their strengths and 
weaknesses in terms of how accessible a site location may be and what wider impacts could result from their development..."  is 
utter nonsense. Clearly there has been no assessment of potential sites which are "...more likely to have unacceptable 
impacts...." Examples being: 
- Site 11 floods regularly (i.e. every winter). Building on this land will exacerbate flooding. 
- Housing on Site 1 will increase run-off into Clackers Brook, leading to flooding downstream. This land is currently good 
agricultural land. 
 



 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield land should always be developed ahead of greenfield land. Prime sites include the Avon Enterprise Park Trading 
Estate off New Broughton Road and the Cooper (Avon) Tyres site. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Environmental factors have been ignored. No evidence that low traffic forms of transport have been considered or the inter-
connectivity of sites with the existing town. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Low traffic routes (cycling, walking) between new housing developments and facilities and services must be included. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks13 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private Individual 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is complete nonsense.  Melksham is being destroyed right now by piecemeal developments that the Council 
are allowing because Wiltshire Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year land supply.  The Wiltshire Strategic Plan is not fit for 
purpose as the land supply issue means all the rules within the Plan can be ignored by developers.  As a result  Melksham is 
paying the price for Chippenham not building enough houses.  The character of Melksham is being destroyed. So say small 
villages such as Bowerhill and Berryfield are being swallowed up to become Greater Melksham.  Shame on the Councillors that 
are allowing this to happen on their watch, none of them obviously live in Melksham.  Still at least the pretty towns in the County 
won’t be affected.  The allocation of housing stinks. 
 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Infrastructure has to come first such as health and schooling before more significant house building can be considered.  Green 
spaces in and around Melksham are disappearing at an alarming rate.  Traffic induced air pollution is steadily getting worse year 
on year. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Site 11 is totally inappropriate.  Firstly it is required for the Wilts and Berks canal route and secondly a significant proportion of the 
site is flood risk. 
Build the A350 bypass and then in-fill with a sensible amount of houses to the east of the town. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1 is the most appropriate followed by site 16.  All the other sites have problems. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Air pollution in Melksham is getting worse with increasing traffic levels and housing.  2500 more houses on top of what is already 
built and planned will make this situation worse.  Melksham will coalesce with Bowerhill,Beanacre and Berryfield and the town will 
become an environmental disaster because other towns in the County are not taking their fair share of housing requirements. 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Doctors, dentists, schools, bypass, leisure facilities - all of which are either missing or stretched to breaking point already. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Wiltshire Council needs to stop treating Melksham as the rubbish tip of Wiltshire.  All the “pretty” towns and villages in this county 
are protected from excessive development to the detriment of a working town like Melksham.  Totally unfair and totally wrong but 
hey you won’t take any notice of this consultation so you may as well encourage the developers in, take their sweeteners and 
destroy our town good and proper. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks14 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of new housing is too high. The region will become a commuter area and its rural aspect will be lost. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Town regeneration is important as is good train links. However I do not see the need for the proposed bypass to invade the the 
Avon and Kennet Canal area of Bowerhill which is an essential part of this part of Melksham allowing access to greenspaces and 
the wildlife dependent on it. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Building large estates on these areas will impact on the rural aspect in this region. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Small developments on unused land may be considered 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Allowing so many new houses to built will impact on the environment.  I have witnessed first hand how this affects the community 
where I previously lived - natural vegetation and wildlife disappeared, pollution increased due to the amount cars in the area and 
pedestrian safety was jeopardised due to traffic. .  Also though the town had a good train service to the 2 nearest large towns 
people still used their cars for commuting as a motorway was just a few miles away. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Education and health are a priority.  GP services must be able to cope as must schools  if there is such an increase in population. 

 
Further comments 
 

I do not see the need for more housing as the target for expansion has already been reached. Also the increased population will 
not expand employment in the area as the new residents will commute to their jobs. 



 
Rep ID: Melks15 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private resident of 
Melksham 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is criminal and totally unacceptable.  Leave Melksham and surrounding area as it is. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
See my answer number 7. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
No -  no more development in the Melksham area.   I moved to Melksham 6 years ago and since living here I have witnessed the 
obvious desire to ruin the town and its surrounding rural area.  No more housisng develdopments please.  Instead concentrate of 
improving the existing facilties, ie. More GPs to serve the area, more dental facilties, stop the closure of retail outlets and the 
general rundown appearance of the town.   Concentraste on developing the campus and a leisure/marina area.  Ensure that the 
existing public transport servces are at least maintained, if not improved. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NONE!!!!!!!! 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
See my answer to number 9. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
All of the above but for the existing Melksham - not for an unwanted expanded Melksham. 

 
Further comments 
 

If you want to KILL OFF Melksham carry on with the proposed unnecessery housing developments..  Why are you all so short 
sighted?  The answer  is GREED.   The residents of Melksham do not want any more housing developments. Listen to them.  
Just improve the existing Melksham with better facilities and attractions to tempt people to visit the town, which in turn will 
improve trade and income. 



 
Rep ID: Melks16 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth is far too fast. We don't have the amenities to provide for any more people. Start developing the town first, then 
more houses to follow. Provide Melksham with a new GP practice, more school places, new sporting facilities (and not just the 
'campus' when its built, we need more than that! Provide us with a cinema, provide us with clothes shops, make the town more 
attractive, as it really isn't all that great at the moment! It could be so different, with plenty to offer the elderly, the young and those 
that are choosing to use Melksham as another hub to London/Bristol/Reading/Cardiff. The town is failing its current residents, 
never mind any more people. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



its all well and good saying you will do these things, but so far there has been very little movement in getting these proposed 
investments going, yet housing is literally being thrown up! The above, as listed, needs to be completed BEFORE any more 
houses are built. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
for what is proposed above (17 sites) we have no where near enough schools, GP practices, Sports amenities, etc. "Are there 
any other sites we should consider?" - isnt that enough? 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
none - not until you sort out how these people will be employed, schooled, etc. You seriously need to think of the wellbeing of 
everyone in this town. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
yes! how are you going to find work for all these people in a town thats almost ghost like already? How do you plan to entertain 
all of these people.  
Pre-covid, we had a lot of crime and destruction caused by the younger generation because they are so bored, they have nothing 
to do in this town. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am all for providing housing for people, I am all for developing town, but the speed at which this is all happening is just a little 
too quick for a town that cannot provide for its existing residents. Please please please consider the wellbeing of the current 
residents before building any more. I speak as a healthcare professional who works in the town. I provide a service to all of the 
residents (who chose to use my work place) and even pre-covid, we are working tirelessly and there is nothing for me to do (pre-
covid) to enjoy the town I live in. There are no amenities. GP practices are working relentlessly dealing with troublesome children 
with nothing to do in their town, dealing with multiple patients (in the 1000's) who are suffering with depression (this was pre-
covid, and even more so now during covid), we don't have the district nurses to provide for the residents we have now, 
nevermind any more residents. I speak as a healthcare professional in this town and also a resident. Please please consider the 
wellbeing of this town. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks17 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 



 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As per the overwhelming view of residents in Melksham, I share the view that the medical facilities are already overstretched and 
that there is a need for at least one more Secondary school. House building in Melksham has been going at a great pace over 
the recent times but I cannot see any increase in medical and educational facilities. These must be paramount  before any further 
agreement is given to further housing developments. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks18 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): RCC Town Planning 
Consultancy Ltd 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks18 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



The site lies on the south eastern edge of Melksham, positioned to the south of Melksham Oak Secondary School and between 
potential development sites 1 and 4 as shown in the ‘Planning for Melksham’ document. It is accessed directly off the A365 Bath 
Road, one of the main arterial routes serving Melksham. 
The DEFRA mapping system classifies the land as Grade 3 but the land directly adjoining the western site boundary has been 
graded in more detail. This wider expanse of neighbouring land is classed as Grade 3b (moderate quality agricultural land as 
shown on magicmaps.co.uk) and there is no reason to assume that the land at Loves Farm is of any different quality/grading. It 
does not contain nor is it covered by any landscape or cultural designations. Furthermore, the site lies within Flood Zone 1. 
The location and extent of the land in question is shown on the plans overleaf (refer to attachment Melks18): We submit that the 
land at Loves Farm should be considered as a potential development site, particularly in conjunction with potential development 
site 1 (land to the east of Melksham encompassing SHELAA sites 3552, 3686, 3525, 3123) and in light of the proposals for a 
Melksham by-pass (by-pass option 10c)1. We are also aware that the parcel of land to the north is being promoted with a 
developer having an option on the land. The annotated map below show Loves Farm and its position in relation site 1 (figure 3). 
Figure 4 shows by-pass option 10c. Potential development site 1 is a large site and a logical extension to the eastern edge of the 
town, connecting to the Melksham Oak Secondary School and Rugby and Football Clubs site. It is large enough to enable 
sufficient visual mitigation measures to be incorporated along with links to local services and facilities. It also avoids an area of 
high flood risk which covers large swathes of land to the north and west of the town. Furthermore, if developed in conjunction with 
the Loves Farm site and the parcel of land to the north and west, it would enable the creation of a comprehensive and logical 
urban extension to the settlement, incorporating sufficient land for one of the desired by-pass routes (10c as shown overleaf at 
figure 4). By-pass option 10c is the lowest expected cost of the long bypass options under consideration and is predicted to draw 
the most traffic from other routes. The estimated reduction in traffic on the existing A350 is approximately 40%. Loves Farm is 
well connected to the town, being sited directly off the A350 Bath Road. It also offers excellent potential to create a well-planned 
urban extension to the town, meeting the town’s housing need alongside the long-standing desire for a by-pass. Moreover, the 
site is well connected to both the town centre (and Melksham Train Station) and other local centres (Bath, Devizes, Trowbridge 
and Chippenham) with a bus stop (Old Loves Farm Bus Stop) directly opposite the site. There is a pedestrian footpath opposite 
the site leading to Bowerhill (and the facilities on offer here) as well as Melksham Oak Secondary School and beyond to the town 
centre. 
The development of the Loves Farm site, together with the site being promoted to the north and west, obviously connects site 1 
to the A365 which otherwise would not be possible. This is considered a critical issue to allow multiple access points to site 1 and 
ensures that development here will positively contribute to the reduction of traffic congestion within the town centre by filtering 
traffic from Beanacre to the eastern and southern side of Melksham, thus reducing congestion within the town centre itself. It will 
also enable a ‘joined-up’ approach to the future development of Melksham to be adopted, enabling the issues of housing supply 
and the by-pass to be dealt with together and comprehensively through a planned scheme. It is critical that the issues of the by-



pass and traffic congestion are addressed alongside housing need. We therefore submit that concentrating the direction of 
growth to the eastern edge of Melksham and creating a logical and planned extension to the settlement will result in the greatest 
benefits to residents. The inclusion of Loves Farm, plus the land to the north and west, will enable this consolidated pattern of 
growth to come forward in conjunction with the creation of the by-pass. It would also help to deliver identified infrastructure 
requirements and shape development in a positive and planned way, avoiding area at higher risk of flooding and with other 
landscape and heritage constraints. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks18 for full representation that includes any maps/diagrams/tables etc 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
MARKET TOWN CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM -MELKSHAM 
POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SITE AT: LOVES FARM, MELKSHAM 



We write on behalf of our client, [NAME REDACTED], to provide a response to the current consultation relating to the Wiltshire 
Local Plan Review, namely the ‘Melksham Proposals’. In particular, this letter forms the response to question 3 of the Market 
Town Consultation regarding potential development sites. 
Our client’s details are: 
[NAME REDACED] (landowner) Loves Farm, Bowerhill, Melksham, Wiltshire, SN12 6RB. 
Our client owns Loves Farm which is circa 2.7 hectares and comprises a farmhouse, small number of outbuildings and 
surrounding agricultural land (a plan showing the extent of the land ownership accompanies this letter). The purpose of this letter 
is to promote this site and put it forward for consideration as part of the local plan review. The site has also been submitted for 
consideration as part of the Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) at the same time as this 
submission. This response addresses question 3 of the Market Towns consultation which is considered relevant to the 
consideration of this site for residential development. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks19 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think the scale of growth proposed is way too big. Green field sites, some susceptible to flooding, are being proposed! 
Melksham can't cope with the residents we have at the moment ie. Doctors surgeries, dentists, schools so how will it cope with 
so many extra residents? If anything brown field sites should be built on first but even so the number of new properties should be 
way less than proposed. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes they are the right priorities but it's the number of properties proposed that's the problem. It appears that Chippenham seems 
to be merging with Melksham as far as the number of proposed building sites suggested in the fields between the two towns! 



 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
No. We live next to Site 17 & across the road from Site 16. Both of these fields flood very easily & as you can see from the 
diagram are on flood plains. Woodrow Road isn't capable of taking anymore traffic than it currently has due to the size of the 
road, which is unclassified & floods! Sites 16, 17, 11, 15 & 12 are all totally unsuitable. Look at the picture, they're all flood plains! 
Why does Melksham need to be enlarged so much? 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

Coopers Tyres, any brown field sites but not so many houses that Melksham loses it's market town image 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

Yes. Flooding, poor roads & services & the fact that as a country we need to grow food to feed ourselves. If all of these fields 
which currently grow crops are concreted over where will we grow the crops that were once grown there? 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

Not building on flood plains, not building houses where the current infrastructure can't cope with the increase 
 

 
Further comments 
 

Melksham doesn't need so many new houses. Build them elsewhere 



 
Rep ID: Melks20 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
This seems extremely high for a such a small town and more use of brownfield areas should be used. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I don't feel the A350 bypass will bring any benefits to the town unless properly executed. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
Areas away from major road networks should not be considered and we appear to be losing more and more local farm land when 
British farmers need to provide more for their local economy due to leaving the EU, this just can't happen if we cover all the farm 
land up. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Land around new build and road networks. 11,5,1,2,3,48,9,10,14 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
An attempt to keep urban and semi-urban areas 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks21 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Always Brown Field first.   
The Avon factory site is perfect despite its proximity to the river, whose flood risk impact can be mitigated with some common 
sense thinking.  It’s adjacent to the A350.  Neither it, or the town, is severed from the railway station by the A350, as there is an 
underpass that’s been successfully in use for nearly fifty years and has the potentially for a further long stint of service.   It has 
the potential to provide a large number of homes with sustainable access to both the town and travel links.  The whole site can 
reasonably be expected to become available within the timescale of this plan. 
The ex RAF base at Hullavington would have been a perfect site for a large new settlement when it was sold by the MOD, as it 
could have been developed using Chippenham’s services, schools, doctors etc, until it’ own were fully in place.   
But brown field sites don’t yield the huge profits for developers that green fields do, and so they aren’t able to “support” the 
council so well if they are forced to use them. 
 
 



 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
There are incorrect ‘assumptions’ with regard to employment in the town.  Melksham is predominately a dormitory for the 
surrounding / wider areas, and these additional houses will cement that status.  The employment centred around Bowerhill has 
few large scale job providers, with much of the work in service type industries.  More importantly there is inward commuting to 
those jobs as well as fulfilment by existing Melksham residents, and little indication that those not already living in Melksham wish 
to relocate, as those jobs aren’t generally long term careers.   Quite simply there is no employment pressure to provide houses 
for jobs that don’t exist in the town.  In reality people move to Melksham to work elsewhere, so it would seem logical to locate 
new houses ‘elsewhere’.    (I did some actual ‘ask real people’ research on this.) 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
No, and Yes. 
Salisbury with its transport links to all compass points and its relative proximity to the expanding areas of Southampton, 
Portsmouth, and even London, allow effective commuting.  It already has the necessary infrastructure and is far bettered 
positioned to absorb central government’s housing building strategy, which is now targeted at larger existing population centres.  
For its size, it has woefully low recent house building levels, which needs to be addressed. Could a reason for it currently not 
being selected for large scale development, be due to the composition of the current Wiltshire cabinet, with so many of its 
members being located in the surrounding area ?  Similarly this also applies to a degree to Devizes.  (All of this information 
sourced from WC itself). 
 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
See answer for Qn 1. 



 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
See answer for Qn 6, in relation to ineffective sports facility provisions.   Also the plans acknowledged the paucity of GP facilties 
and schools.  Therefore as these facilities can take decades to catch up, even considering recent large scale additional housing 
developments on top of those already/about to be completed, further development would be either incompetent or wilfully 
inflicting social deprivation, simply to achieve government targets on housing . 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Melksham doesn't need ANOTHER bypass, because it already has one. Building a new road to allow this and the other A350 
Corridor housing developments is not the answer, because there no actual valid question.   
The truth of WC’s plans can be found at the link below which contains its interactions with the DfT obtained through FOI requests.  
The link is just to a cloud storage area that contains all of the FOI material and other relevant documentation.  It clearly shows 
that WC is falsifying its case in order to justify its actions.  This information is now in the public domain and so there’s no hiding 
what’s being done. Please look here: https://1drv.ms/u/s!AuSD62PLWDzFhPE-dEl-ynC_rCd4xQ?e=Ihfee2  
NB  Pay special to the flooding pictures which includes how close one of the main power distribution stations is to being 
inundated, by the A350 Farmers roundabout.  Imagine how much worse the flooding will be with the run off from tens of 
thousands more houses and roads in Chippenham and Melksham, pouring into the Avon.  This is an environmental disaster 
waiting to happen, and the fault will rest solely with WC and its policies. 
It also means that any trust in what WC has to say is broken, although in Melksham’s case this was already true due to the 
recommendations of a former WC councillor to effectively build a super bowls club, rather than a community leisure facility for all. 
This was stopped when what was being done was uncovered and put into the public domain.  With it finally collapsing due to the 
incompetence of having to pay more than half the project budget for the land swap and construction of the Football and Rugby 
facilties.  It has resulted in the loss of all daytime indoor dry sports provision in the town, now that Christie Miller has been closed 
by WC as a cost cutting measure, and with the Campus still unbuilt.  The Oak school extension also seems to have stalled, or 
significantly slowed down, which may be due to the council’s financial position, as it’s certainly not as a result of the impact of 



COVID, as building regulations still permit work to be done, as witnessed by the activity at Pathfinder Way, and Snowberry Lane, 
etc. The fact is that WC, by its own reports, is on the verge of insolvency, and only functioning because of central government 
bailouts. A situation it expects to persist for several years to come.  This insolvency probably explains the reference in the 
documentation to the “leisure centre” facility being the subject of developer’s contributions.  I.E. Only by allowing further housing 
expansion can money be extracted to potentially fulfilled WC’s so far failed promise of the facility.  Also although construction 
work is promised to start in March 2021, the completion date of 2022, referred to in the documentation, seems unlikely in 
practical terms, and with so many false starts, completion at all is still far from certain.  It’s also hard not to believe that this 
current flurry of activity, on things like the Campus, isn’t linked to the local elections in May 2021, after which there’s another four 
years before any opportunity for general holding to account, so progress within that period is subject to a fair degree of 
uncertainty. 
Another concern with infrastructure must be how the transition to purely electrically powered vehicles which will require charging 
at domestic properties on a massive scale, will be dealt with.   The current size of the settlements will pose a significant challenge 
in ensuring the main distribution and local feeder networks will be able to cope with this new demand.  However if the proposed 
almost doubling of the size of the 3 towns is factored in (Trowbridge, Melksham and Chippenham), over the same period of time 
as this transition will be taking place, then significant investment in the electrical distribution network  infrastructure will be 
required, if serious problems are to be avoided.   The documentation doesn’t even mention this, so I doubt this has been consider 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
There is continuous reference to ‘the figures’, ‘studies, ‘models’, etc, to justify the policies outlined in these documents.  At no 
time is any evidence presented as to an independently verified and audited source of this information, or its subsequent 
translation into these conclusions.  It simply seems that WC only have to trot out the figures and phrases, and we are expected to 
accept them as a truthful, logical and unquestionable.  Considering WC’s unenviable position with regard to the voracity of 
anything it has to say, quite simply why would anyone believe anything that comes from the council and councillors, due to its 
consistent track record of misinforming to suit its/their, needs .  
NB: There’s lots of evidence to support this fact in the A350 FOI material, see some examples below: 
From the “ Strategic Outline Business Case Submission” Document 
 • “Journeys from towns to and from the north and south of Melksham must pass through the town via the A350 including the 
River Avon crossing” 
 • “Physical constraints in the ‘urban’ sections of the A350 in northern Melksham and Beanacre village”   



(NB Definition of ‘urban’: adjective, in, relating to, or characteristic of a town or city.) A simple check on Google Maps shows 
these for the untruths they are. 
So here are some of questions for you. Wiltshire is a big county with a large number of communities spread across, it that are 
joined together by a reasonably effective existing road, and rail network, including in the south.  They also share a wide range of 
amenities, infrastructure, and employment opportunities, particularly now as so much can be done from home.  So truly and 
honestly, why do you want build so many homes here, and not elsewhere in the county ?  
Finally.  Do you live in the areas that will be so massively adversely affected by these proposals, and if not, how would you feel if 
they were being forced on you, and you knew their basic premises were wrong, and were only truly being done to satisfy a few 
people’s ambitions and greed? 
Homes absolutely need to be built, but how many, where, and why, should be decided openly, honestly and fairly.  This is not the 
case here, in any shape or form. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks22 
 

 
Consultee code: Landowner 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Gompels Healthcare Ltd. 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks22 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks22 for full representation that includes any maps/diagrams/tables etc 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Gompels HealthCare welcome the opportunity to comment on the Wiltshire Local Plan Review. On reviewing the documents we 
were pleased to see the acknowledgement of the value Gompels have brought to the local economy through the expansion of 
our offices and warehouses a couple of years ago.  
Unlike for many businesses, COVID19 has led to further rapid growth for Gompels which has meant that we are rapidly 
outgrowing even our recently extended site on Swift Way. This has left us considering the future and how we continue to grow 
post pandemic. Our current site has been built out to its full potential and has minimal further room to expand. In order to 
continue the strong growth we have seen over recent years, we now find ourselves looking for a potential new site to expand into.  
We are disappointed to see that the local plan review rejects employment allocation within Melksham, stating that ‘the existing 
supply is available and is capable of meeting needs.’ This is certainly not the conclusion we have come to when looking for 
potential areas for growth. Consideration needs to be given to the type of employment allocation required. There may well be 



sufficient potential for smaller, or retail type businesses, but for larger factory / distribution businesses, of which there are a 
number of within Melksham, the space available is just not sufficient. In order to keep large businesses, who employ a significant 
number of local people, in the area, employment allocation is required.  
With the COVID19 pandemic, online shopping has gone from strength to strength, and this is only forecast to continue post 
pandemic. We would all love to see a thriving town centre, but we have to be realistic and plan for the changes in shopping habits 
brought about by the pandemic. Sadly, town centre retail offerings are likely to further decline, in turn reducing the number of jobs 
available. On the contrary, large out of town distribution centres are likely to continue to see significant growth and in turn provide 
an increased employment offer, providing they have the support and space to expand.  
We acknowledge that within the HMA there is potential at Chippenham, or indeed at Trowbridge, but a forced move to a different 
town would lead to significant out commuting, further increasing traffic congestion and pollution in the local area, which is against 
the council’s green agenda and aims to reduce congestion and air pollution on the A350 through the proposed Melksham 
Bypass. It would also lead to a significant number of job losses for Melksham, a large proportion of our workforce currently walk 
or cycle to work, and this simply would not be possible for them if we had to relocate to Chippenham or Trowbridge. If we were 
not in a position to keep our fantastic current workforce, then we would have to consider a move out of Wiltshire, nearer to 
strategic motorway routes and carrier hubs such as Coventry or South Wales. 
Over the plan period to 2036 Melksham has been earmarked for significant further housing allocation to support the assessed 
needs of the HMA. Gompels support the assessed level of housing planned for Melksham as it will bring in a larger workforce to 
support business growth. However, without employment allocation within the town, new residents will be forced to commute to 
neighbouring towns, and even further afield, increasing congestion on the road network, and contributing to increased pollution. 
One of the place shaping priorities identified in the Planning for Melksham document is to reduce out commuting through an 
improved employment offering, this is at odds to the plan itself which does not consider employment allocation necessary.   
Gompels would therefore encourage the council to look at the allocation of site/s for employment within Melksham, to ensure that 
large employers, such as ourselves, can stay within the town and in turn provide a strong employment offering. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks23 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too large and begs the question why Melksham?  There are so few job opportunities so any housing would 
generate even more commuter vehicles.  Of course there should be a brownfield target.  It is essential to move away from 
"making nature pay" rather than developers paying to clear brownfield sites. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are good priorities but, from past experience, most will not be attained.  There is a desperate need for more parkland and 
safe walking and cycle routes away from main roads. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Some of these are acceptable, especially if one of the sites near Berryfield enables the restoration of the Wilts and Berks Canal.  
However, there are far too many.  Why is more housing not planned for Salisbury? 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield land and infill. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
The knock-on effect of thousands more vehicles on our roads whill have a negative impact on anyone living along or walking by 
the roads.  With the speed limits not being enforced the noise of speeding traffic is affecting the health of residents, especially 
with disturbed sleep.  This is in addition to the pollution from exhausts and tyres. Any homes that are built should be sustainable, 
there is no excuse any longer with the frightening effects of climate change hitting home now. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Another Melksham by-pass is not needed.  What is needed is more employment in the town and safe walking and cycling routes.  
The government and councils have declared a climate emergency but are not acting accordingly. No mention has been made of 
infrastructure for the charging of thousands of electric vehicles!  Again, the number of these vehicles could be reduced, see 
above. 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
Wiltshire Council has not provided independently verified and audited sources of of the figures used to justify its policies.  The 
Council is not trusted by many residents, which is a sad state of affairs.  As an example, it is thought by many that the 
commencement of the Melksham House site is a red herring and work will stop again after the elections. 
The question is why are Melksham, Chippenham and Trowbridge being unfairly landed with plans for huge increases in housing 
stock, practically doubling their size? 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks24 
 

 
Consultee code: Landowner 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Gompels Healthcare Ltd 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Gompels Helathcare Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks24 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I welcome the publication of the Local Plan review consultation and am pleased to see that positive planning is taking place for 
the end of the Core Strategy period. I note that Melksham has been assessed as a sustainable location for additional housing 
growth, to take capacity from some of the more constrained settlements within the HMA. I am very much in support of the levels 
of growth suggested for Melksham; there is a need and desire for additional housing within the area. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
As we have seen in the past, large strategic allocations, like Ashton Park in Trowbridge, are highly risky because it is uncertain 
that they will be delivered within the required time frames. In light of this, smaller scale sites, within Market Towns, which can be 
delivered much more quickly should be allocated to ensure a secure land supply.  
Melksham is on the main strategic A350 route through Wiltshire and does not have the constraints such as the Bath and Bradford 
on Avon Bat SAC or Green Belt restrictions that other nearby settlements have. Melksham is a highly sustainable location, 
currently welcoming significant investment, including the recent market place redevelopments and community campus project.  
 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I am encouraged to see land under my ownership, SHLAA site 3331 assessed for potential allocation in the local plan review. 
Initial concept plans suggest that site 3331, combined with site 3345, could accommodate approximately 200 dwellings forming a 
logical extension to the town. In line with local housing need, it is anticipated the site could also facilitate a proportion of 
bungalows and a care home for the ageing population of Melksham, would in turn free up housing stock of larger properties from 
those wishing to down size.  
It is recognised that the site lies approximately 2km from the town centre however, it can no longer be considered to be located at 
an unsustainable distance. The site lies less than 300 meters to the east of the Melksham Oak School and the Hornchurch Road 
development opposite. It is therefore within easy walking distance of the school, as well as less than 150 meters from the bus 
stop at Old Loves Farm serviced by the 271 Bath to Urchfont service, the SB2 Seend Shuttle to Melksham and the X72 service. 
Footpaths are already in place up to the site at Old Loves Farm and the development would facilitate further footways to the site 
to ensure a safe walking route to the centre of the town. The site is in a much more sustainable location than sites located on the 
west side of Melksham, these sites do not have good access to schools, especially secondary provision, nor doctors surgeries or 
the town centre and local employment areas such as the Bowerhill Industrial Estate, unlike this site. 
Initial surveys and records indicate no archaeological interests within the vicinity of the site, nor does the site suffer from any 
ground or surface water flooding issues. There are no ecological constraints within or surrounding the site. Hedgerows form the 
boundary of the site and these can be retained and enhanced through the development. Old Loves Farmhouse is a grade II listed 



building on the northern boundary of site 3345 which is adjacent to site 3331. However, a landscape buffer and screening could 
be provided through site 3345 as well as on the north-western corner of site 3331. This would significantly reduce any adverse 
effects on the listed building.  
The site assessment suggests that the site would be an urban encroachment towards the village of Seend. However, it is not 
considered that this is the case. The site already forms part of the eastern edge of Melksham and is within the existing 40mph 
zone on the Bath Road. It is also contained by the linear development on Carnation Lane to the east of the site which forms a 
practical boundary. Suitable landscape buffers have been accommodated in the indicative plans to reduce the impact of the 
development on the residents of Carnation Lane and Seend. Furthermore, following the recent Melksham Bypass consultation, 
bypass options 10C and 10D, which appear to be the sensible routes to take forward, follow a route further east of the site which 
would form a new boundary to Melksham. Site 3331 would fall inside of this and therefore be a logical site for expansion within 
Melksham and help to facilitate the construction of the bypass through the associated contributions. Through other land under my 
ownership, the site could also facilitate a safer road route onto Carnation Lane, reducing the traffic on the dangerous junction 
from the A365 onto Carnation Lane. 
In conclusion, development of site 3331, alongside 3345 would help to meet a number of the place shaping priorities of the local 
plan review. It’s a site which can be brought forward relatively quickly and bring some really positive benefits to the town, 
including helping to facilitate the Melksham Bypass, improve road safety and provide a range of housing stock and care facilities 
and support the regeneration of town. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

Refer to attachment Melks24 for full representation that includes any maps/diagrams/tables etc 



 
Rep ID: Melks25 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
No. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes they are. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
Do not understand the question. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Land subject to flooding. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Not with individual sites. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks26 
 

 
   

 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I am disappointed to see that the local plan review is not looking to allocate any employment land within Melksham. With the 
significant level of housing growth planned for Melksham, the employment offering also needs to increase. Without this, 
unemployment levels in the town will grow, as will congestion and the associated air pollution from residents commuting to 
nearby towns for work. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The Planning for Melksham document is contradictory, one of its place shaping priorities is to reduce out communing through an 
improved employment offer, yet it says there is no need for additional land for employment development. With more and more 

Consultee code: Landowner



town centre retail businesses being forced to close due to the impacts of the COVID19 pandemic, we must support the provision 
of jobs through the local businesses who have been fortunate enough to continue to thrive over the last year. Without the space 
to be able to expand, businesses will not be able to invest in Melksham and provide a better employment offer for local residents. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
I fully support the allocation of an employment site in Melksham, in particular site 1004 Land South of Hampton Park which could 
bring many much needed jobs into the town, supporting the proposed levels of housing development within Melksham and 
reducing the need for out commuting. 
Looking at the Site Selection Report, I agree with the stage 2 assessment, that the site has good accessibility, both by road, and 
walking and cycling links into the residential areas of Melksham, has very low flood risk and little heritage considerations that 
would preclude development of the site. However, I disagree with the assessment of the traffic and landscape impacts 
development of the site would have.  
The site is located in an ideal position for an employment allocation. It is adjacent to the existing Hampton Park Industrial Estate 
and has good access either directly, or indirectly through Hampton Park to the A350 meaning no traffic to the site would have to 
pass through residential areas. In fact, the site could lead to a reduction in traffic through the village of Semington, via the 
relocation of the bus gate to the south of the site. This would mean traffic to the site, and the existing, often fast moving and noisy 
traffic, to and from the Air Ambulance base would be able to pass straight onto the A350 through the Hampton Park Estate.  
Contrary to the site assessment, I also believe the site is in a far better location for employment development in terms of 
landscape and visual impact, than other sites that could be considered around Melksham. Being adjacent to the A350 and 
existing Hampton Park Estate means that visual impact is negligible on the Northern and Eastern boundaries, and the 
established Southern boundary to the site along with the canal already provide a good level of screening from Semington and this 
could be further enhanced during development. The site does not lead to coalescence between Melksham and Semington, with 
the canal and river (with associated flood plains) forming a very distinctive, clear divide between the two. 
Development of the site for employment uses utilises land that would not be suitable for residential development due to the noise 
generated by the helicopter movements at the adjacent Air Ambulance base, however, an employment allocation would actually 
screen Semington from the noise of the helicopter, bringing benefits to the residents of the village. The allocation of the site also 
provides the opportunity to protect a section of the Wilts and Berks canal, helping to preserve a section of the historic route which 
is an important priority for the town and one of the place shaping priorities of the local plan review.  
 



 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
In conclusion, I fully support employment allocation at Melksham within the local plan review, in particular site 1004. It would 
bring benefits to the village of Semington, through reduced traffic, and reduced noise from traffic and helicopter movements, as 
well as being in a logical, well accessible location, extending the Hampton Park Estate. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks27 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sport England 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
No comment. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Creation of a healthy, inclusive sustainable town.  this can be done in part through the use of  Sport England and Public Health 
England’ Active Design: https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-
design when designing new housing and in environmental improvements 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
I have concern regarding site 1.  The site adjacent to the south is used for football and the housing could cause planning blight 
should the club try tot develop an Artificial Grass pitch.  Careful masterplanning for the housing will be required to ensure this 
does not happen. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Non-sporting land 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
See above 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No 



 
Rep ID: Melks28 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is much too big -it would swamp the existing town. It is always better to use brown field sites, such as the 
Avon Rubber site by the river that should shortly be available. This site is in a prime position close to town and shops, and would 
lend itself to a "Riverside development". 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
There is not enough employment for the houses planned. Melksham is predominately a dormitory town and with any extra 
housing would lead it to being a bigger dormitory town. Many people who work at the existing businesses on Bowerhill Industrial 



Estate come in by car from outside the area (they followed the work when it relocated). If people do not live and work in the same 
area there is a lot of commuting traffic, ie cars. Rail and buses do not serve the Industrial area! 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Most of the sites identified to the north and south of Melksham are not suitable due to water logging and environmental concerns. 
If some of these sites are drained the water would just be displaced to other areas. Area 5 that borders the canal is used 
extensively for recreation. Area 7 is where a canal is being planned to be resurrected. Area 9 is"out on a limb" and would lend 
itself for more industrial use. Other towns lend themselves for County house building such as Salisbury that has good transport 
and road links. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The best of the areas identified is 1, but it is the other side of town from all the supermarkets and shops- more car journeys! 
Otherwise any brown field sites or convert unused buildings. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Melksham should remain a town and not be a sprawl. There is not the infrastructure for lots more housing. It is no good trying to 
get more doctors - they couldn't get any more doctors when they tried to enlarge a practice some years ago. The secondary 
school is being enlarged to accommodate the children expected from current developments. If more housing is planned another 
secondary school would be needed. A new primary school is expected but there is nothing certain yet. 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
What is not needed is another by-pass. The existing bypass works well now that there are traffic lights on Farmer's Roundabout. I 
admit there are delays during "rush hour" but where isn't? We do not need Melksham being encircled by a ring round and infilled 
with housing. There are more HGVs now because they are being diverted from Bath. What Wiltshire council needs to do is get 
BANES to have a by-pass from the Batheaston by-pass to the A36 Warminster Road. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks29 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The brownfield target should be much higher and leave the greenfield as untouched as possible, if at all. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities should be reinvestigated given the pandemic and likely increase in home working in the future. Is an A350 bypass really 
necessary now? There appears to be no priority given to retention of greenfield land. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Sites 5, 6 and 7 
This is in danger of merginf Semington with Melksham, keeping very little green space in between. The industrial estate 
separates these sites from the centre of Melksham leaving them more remote. This will result in a large loss of greenbelt land. 
The sites come down to the Kennet and Avon Canal and should not be allow to encroach  this close to this important leisure site. 
You state easy access from A350 but it isn't as the road in in a cutaway to pass beneath the Kennet and Avon and doesn't rise 
again until the Indistrial Estate roundabout. Melksham will end up being much further north to south and east to west. 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Massive loss of green space with several of the proposals. Access to sites 5, 6 and 7 not easy from A350 as the road is in a 
cutaway under the Kennet and Avon canal. Transport to centre of Melksham from sites 5, 6 and 7 not easy as they are south of 
the industrial area. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks30 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Personal 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Brownfield sites should be used before greenfield sites are used. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
Land to the North of Area 1 and east of Area 17; 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield and non agricultural land or land that is of poor agricultural value 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks31 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes - in fact I think brownfield should be the priority. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Melksham is being unfairly targeted for Wiltshire's requirement for new housing. The size of the town at present is correct for its 
character, facilities, location and its existing residents.  It should be embraced for its small market town rural character.  The 
additional housing already being built is more than sufficient for future needs.  The size of Bowerhill industrial estate and other 
smaller business estates around the town is sufficient for future needs.  Doctors' surgeries and schools are already at near 



capacity and may struggle so if ANY new build is permitted, it should be for this purpose only.  Call a halt to housebuilding - it is 
not needed or wanted in Melksham - the size of the town would nearly double and would destroy its character.  
Secondly - a bypass is NOT required. The improvement to existing infrastructure is all that is required.  The proposed bypass is 
an excuse to release land for housing and would swallow acres of open countryside.  The government have recently stated that 
green countryside should be avoided for infrastructure - why is Wiltshire ignoring the green directives? 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
No - why is Melksham being promoted for such considerable development. All sites to the east should be removed from 
consideration - particularly 1, 4, 5, 17, 16 and 7.  These areas should be protected from development. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield, some sites along existing infrastructure such as 11 and 12 - this land is of little use for agriculture or leisure. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Your proposals for Melksham will double its size and this is not what the residents want. Its small rural market town character 
should be retained. It is already being over-developed.  All sites to the east should be dropped for future development - these 
contain many favourite beauty spots particularly along the Kennet and Avon - to lose this would be a tragedy for the town. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 



There doesn't appear to be much thought for cycling infrastructure 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I really do think the council should give serious consideration to scaling back ALL plans for development around Melksham - it is 
not intended to be a dormitory town for Swindon, Chippenham and Trowbridge.  Development should be concentrated on these 3 
larger towns and resources in particular should concentrate on improving and regenerating Trowbridge. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks32 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Transwilts Community Rail 
Partnership (CIC) 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
No comment on scale of growth. Brownfield sites are high particularly with dated appearance of old industrial sites. The Avon site 
in the town is large and we may expect significant consolidation in the timescale of the local plan. There is an opportunity for 
redevelopment of the riverside to improve the attractiveness of the town centre. There are old industrial brownfield sites around 
the railway station and to the west of the railway line which are not currently considered in the plan. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
4. The cycling and pedestrian access should be substantially improved, including a northern access. The land to the west of the 
station should be included in the plan to protect a western access to the station on the other side of the track. A pedestrian bridge 



across the railway at the end of foundry close would serve a platform on the western side of the track. This has a potential for 
improved station access in the long term. The growth of Melksham population envisaged could grow the station passenger 
numbers pa from 75,000 in 2019 pre-pandemic to circa 400,000. 
This will stretch the existing Station Approach access and it will not accommodate the growth in bus services from a future 
carbon reduction strategy. 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Reference the previous comments, land to the north of site 12 opposite the station should be included for brownfield development 
with an improved access route to the railway with a land strip reserved opposite the existing station platform. 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Further land around Shurnhold to the north west of site 12 and the station. There is a danger of the town centre of gravity moving 
east with implied car only access. 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
The plan should include consideration of bus and cycle routes across the town. The potential for visitor economy should be 
included. In particular the access to the K&A canal by safe cycle routes south to Semington and use of the Avon route to Lacock. 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

Pedestrian bridge across the railway at Foundry Close. A cycle bridge crossing the Avon at Scotland Road. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks33 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Semington Parish Council 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks33 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks33 for full representation that includes any maps/diagrams/tables etc 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Melksham local plan proposals – submission from Semington Parish Council 
Our response to the local plan consultation for Melksham, which we have drawn up in consultation with villagers, is in two parts.  
The first is a statement of our overall priorities for village development; the second addresses specific issues raised by the local 
plan proposals. 
Overall principles 
Appropriate, small-scale development in the village may be supported provided it meets identified parish needs. It is essential 
that the integrity and identity of the village is maintained and protected from the over-expansion of surrounding towns. The long-
established and naturally-integrated green spaces between settlements must be safeguarded against inappropriate development 
as the presence of this land, and access to it, is essential for the mental and physical well-being of everyone who lives in the 
county. 



Over-development will bring an irreversible loss of habitat and protected species at a time when the national priority is to enhance 
biodiversity rather than destroy it. Such development will also have a negative effect on the popularity of the area both to vistors 
and residents, all of whom make a hugely important contribution to the economic viability of the county. 
Specific point 
The Kennet and Avon canal is a hugely important heritage, leisure and wildlife asset that is of national significance.  Retaining its 
rural character is crucial if it is to continue to attract visitors and be a tourism asset for the county with all the economic benefits 
that this brings.  Accordingly, should Sites 5, 6, or 7, singly or in any combination, be selected for Melksham housing needs, 
Semington Parish Council wants a 500m no further development buffer zone to be established to the north of the canal and 
maintained in perpetuity with legal guarantees in order to protect the canal and its immediate environs. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks34 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Maypool Estates Ltd 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Waddeton Park Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The strategy proposes a requirement for 3,950 homes between 2016 and 2036, meaning that a further 2,585 are needed. This 
scale of growth is appropriate. 
Brownfield Target 
The NPPF supports the re-use of previously developed land and in principle we agree that the re-use of brownfield land should 
be supported. Any target should be a minimum figure that in no way constrains the overall delivery of housing land. 
 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



We agree with these priorities. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Yes. Specifically this representation supports the allocation of land off Woodrow Road (site 3107) for residential development. 
The site has been combined with site 1001 by the Council as part of the consultation to form site 16. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 3107 (part of site 16) should be allocated for residential development. 
A previous scheme (reference 16/05644/OUT) proposed the development of 77 units and was refused on 31.3.17 at a time when 
Wiltshire Council concluded that they could demonstrate a five year land supply and therefore there was no requirement to permit 
development beyond settlement limits.  
The Delegated Report confirmed that there were no heritage or landscape reasons to refuse the scheme and neither the heritage 
or landscape consultees objected to the scheme. As with any new development beyond the settlement limits (that were set to 
meet historic housing land requirements) there would be a very limited and localised landscape impact. 
Given that the Council is now seeking to allocate new land for development beyond historic settlement limits, that reason for 
refusal is no longer relevant and there are no constraints on allocating the site for residential development. The site adjoins the 
settlement and is a highly sustainable option for future growth. 
 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
No. 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
N/A. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks35 
 

 
Consultee code: Landowner 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Imperial College 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Far too high for a country village with country village infrastructure. There should be a target but one which preserves the farming 
community and protects the natural environment. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
You need to think 20 years ahead when all vehicles will be not run on fossil fuels, many people will be working from home and 
methods of education will change. Do you really need a bypass which will only churn up the countryside and will become 
redundant. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Yes but in moderation 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Certainly not land which is designated as areas of natural beauty and preferably on Land which is not suitable for agriculture and 
certainly not in the flood plain. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Already implied  in my previous answers. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am the owner of 300 acres of farm land some of which is implicated in your plans for the A350 bypass. Please note under no 
circumstances would I be willing to sell this land. 



 
Rep ID: Melks36 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of development needs to be reduced and needs to be aligned to the provision of schooling, doctors etc. Brownfield 
development should be the priority. With the potential sale of the Avon to Goodyear the likelihood of the site or part of it becoming 
available will increase significantly. The plan should cater for this eventuality. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The bypass is not a priority for the town the data supporting the bypass fails to take account of the changes in working patterns or 
even the improvements to the Farmers roundabout. The assumptions made re employment in the town are incorrect and there is 



no employment pressure to provide houses for jobs that do not exist! Most people living in Melksham commute to work outside 
the town! 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Bowerhill has taken more than its fair share of housing development and should be treated in line with the other large villages 
rather than as part of the town. Development of the land close to the K&A canal and the flood plane for Semington brook should 
be avoided. Lessons need to be learnt re the issues with Bloor homes and the resulting flooding of homes. The area is full of 
natural springs hence the very high water table!! 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Any brown field development sites must be the priority. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Additional housing up and above that already planned needs to be put on hold until the schools and GP surgeries etc are at a 
point where they can handle it. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 



Yes development of brownfield sites, regeneration of the town centre.  Flooding issues have not been properly considered all this 
additional housing can only make matters even worse! The impact of COVID on the future has also not been fully considered. 
Developers should be contributing for the needs of the people of Melksham and not towards the building of a new Bypass etc. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks37 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sandridge House 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower. It’s not necessary to have such a huge number of homes.Why? It would be better to expand some villages on a small 
scale ..keep it smaller. The homes aren’t even imaginatively designed ,environmentally conscious, or individual. Just mass 
production. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
What is place shaping? I fear you use distraction language. The bigger the place the more you build the more you destroy. Small 
is beautiful. Look to small scale growth in small communities so that no projects become impossible to manage. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
You are overloading the area. Look into small projects. You think too big and it will be horrible 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Think small. Think natural beauty and if you concrete over it it’s gone. Think of all the things you know are good for people 
..walks, parks, space, peace and quiet, as well as a quick commute. Think trains and public transport. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
If you spoil an area you won’t make it attractive 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please think carefully. I wont live long enough when the impact hits but I am sad for the area. I won’t give up our land without a 
strong objection 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks38 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Melksham Without Parish 
Council 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Melksham Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group, Melksham Town Council and Melksham Without Parish Council 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks38 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The choice of Wiltshire Council not to use the Government standard calculation method and utilise its own local housing 
requirement calculation and application of contingency to produce a higher figure is not accepted. Government calculations 
method would already place a significant demand upon Melksham NDP urban and rural area communities. However, the 
cumulative effect of this within a strategy that has removed employment growth and skewed strategic housing growth to 
Melksham, within a strategic approach designed for market towns is inappropriate and likely to lead to development that will be 
harmful to and not contribute to Wiltshire’s climate change objectives. The approach to the distribution of higher figures has 
resulted in a c17% increase in housing requirement for Chippenham HMA, compared to only a c5% and c10% increase at 
Salisbury and Trowbridge HMAs respectively. The effects of higher growth levels for Chippenham HMA are further concentrated 
at Melksham as a result of the chosen housing growth scenario CH-C, which diverts an additional c1000 homes (c33%) above 



CH-A (rolling forward the current Core Strategy approach). The JMNP Steering Group is strongly supportive of development of 
brownfield land being prioritised to maximise the sustainability of development and minimise the demand for greenfield land. 
Clarification is requested as to how the brownfield target is a reasonable indicative target figure for housing delivery and how 
brownfield land can be delivered through the Neighbourhood Plan. Regardless of the figure stated, unless the reviewed JMNP is 
able to allocate brownfield sites that include housing, it will not be able to be in control of or responsible for brownfield land 
housing delivery. In addition, the 10-year threshold is not in step with the expected reviewed plan period, linked to the reviewed 
local plan. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
This response is supported by a schedule of commentary on the place shaping priorities known to the councils and NDP Steering 
Group. The commentary in the schedule below is a result of recent stakeholder community consultation and technical work 
undertaken during the evidence gathering to support the submitted Neighbourhood Plan. This schedule firstly addresses a review 
of priorities identified by the Planning for Melksham document. It then itemises and expands upon other place shaping priorities 
identified through work undertaken in building the NDP evidence base. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Please see attached document (Appendix 1): 
LPR / AECOM / JMNP SITES Commentary.xlsx 
This spreadsheet compares Wiltshire Council’s pool of sites at Melksham with assessments undertaken by AECOM as part of 
previous work undertaken in developing the Submitted Melksham Neighbourhood Plan. Please note: not all sites assessed are in 
the AECOM document. 
The JMNP Steering Group met to review the pool of sites proposed by Wiltshire Council during February 2021. Harnessing 
Wiltshire’s appraisal, AECOM assessments and Steering Group Members’ in-depth understanding of all sites (including those 
that were not assessed by AECOM), an initial RAG rating response has been proved in the final column of the attached 
spreadsheet. 



This rating represents the current views of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and is validated by the joint qualifying body 
councils. Informal consultation was also undertaken on a number of these sites during the Neighbourhood Plan preparation 
process. Feedback from this is also shown in the comparison table. During Regulation 14 and 16 draft plan consultations, full 
evidence bases linked to site allocations were published. Where sites have not been subject of AECOM assessment responses 
contained in this schedule represent the views of the JMNP Steering Group as validated by qualifying bodies. 
The JMNP Steering Group concluded that the following sites were potentially most suited to be advanced to the next stage of 
sustainability appraisal: 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Distribution of development has been considered at a special meeting of the JMNP Steering Group. This meeting referenced 
published analysis and site assessment undertaken during production of the submitted JMNP and Local Plan Review inform the 
following comments. It also referenced sites it considered potentially suitable from Wiltshire Council’s proposed pool of sites as 
outlined in ME3 above. 
Primarily due to the current lack of a demonstrated five-year housing land supply in Wiltshire, Melksham is subject to a number of 
speculative planning applications, which have either resulted in recent planning consents, applications or likely applications. 
These schemes relate to SHELAA sites 699 / 1025 / 728 / 715 /1027 & 3243 
If consented, these schemes could result in a further c.600 houses being built in addition to schemes in the pipeline identified by 
Wiltshire Council. This amounts to a potential of approaching 25% of the current proposed strategic housing requirement for 
Melksham or more than a further three years of supply pipeline. Consideration of preferred locations has taken current 
knowledge of this speculative development activity into account. 
These comments put forward an emerging preferred approach to the allocation of land at Melksham for the remainder of the 
extended plan period. At this stage, in advance of further sustainability appraisal, it is too early to specify precisely which sites or 
parts of sites are preferred. Stated preferences do not assume acceptance of the number of homes proposed for the town or the 
lack of additional employment space currently proposed. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 



 
Please see attached document (Appendix 1): LPR / AECOM / JMNP SITES Commentary.xlsx for individual site comments. 
The JMNP highlights a number of areas that are important within the Neighbourhood Plan area: 
The importance of placing sustainable development and the climate crisis at the centre of decision making (we acknowledge this 
is covered in a separate consultation paper) in line with our Neighbourhood Plan policies 1 and 2). 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks38 for full representation that includes any maps/diagrams/tables etc 
 

 
Further comments 
 

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



 
Rep ID: Melks39 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Greenfield land should only be considered as an absolute last resort. There are plenty of brownfield sites already in existence, 
and sadly due to the pandemic more businesses are failing, suggesting there will be even more brownfield sites in the future. If 
greenfield becomes necessary, it should wrap around the town as tightly as possible and not extend to neighbouring villages. 
There should be a very high brownfield target. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
A350 bypass of the town is not necessary. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
No. sites 5, 6 & 7 are too far from Melksham town centre, and actually separated from the town by Bowerhill Industrial Estate. 
Development there would compromise the rural setting of Semington Village and the wildlife and leisure benefits of the canal. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield sites 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Yes. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by Semington village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. 
It must retain its rural character to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. Building on 
agricultural land then providing small pockets of green leisure space does not compensate for destroying the countryside. It is 
vital for society's wellbeing, mental & physical, not to allow urban sprawl - for Wiltshire towns not to get too big - for the natural 
environment to be close by and accessible to all. This is essential for wildlife diversity too. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 



 

 
To sum up: -please do not take away more of rural Wiltshire, target brown field sites, leave green belt intact 
-developing sites 5,6 & 7 would effectively merge Melksham with Semington and stretch the town too far north to south. It would 
also compromise the canal, affecting leisure and wildlife welfare 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks40 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private individual 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I am concerned about growth planned for Melksham. Melksham is a tiny town with very few, and often poor eg: shopping, 
pedestrian town access, doctors, community learning, sports and arts, youth provision. In making this statement, I am comparing 
Melksham to Trowbridge, Chippenham and Corsham, towns with which I am familiar. The traffic in Melksham, both through the 
town, and on the A350 and feeder roads,is already deterimental to living in Melksham. 
So, in terms of facilities and infrastructure, the housing targets are unacceptable. This could be mitigated with significant 
investment into the aspects listed above and with greater brownfield development, although Melksham is very small. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



These are the right priorities. I am concerned as I have lived in Melksham for 8 years and these have always seemed to be 
priorities but to no effect. An exception is the railway service and the canal development. 1, 5 and 6 are not being addressed at 
the moment in my view. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
This is too much for a little town to sustain. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NA 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
14/15. Significant impact on A350 which is regularly congested along this stretch. Dunch Lane - rat run, too narrow for increasing 
levels of traffic which use this lane.  

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks41 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower. It’s not necessary to have such a huge number of homes.Why? It would be better to expand some villages on a small 
scale ..keep it smaller. The homes aren’t even imaginatively designed ,environmentally conscious, or individual. Just mass 
production. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Roads and infrastructure need to be considered. Woodrow road is very very narrow with parking on one side increased housing 
along this road can only gave negative effects for those living along it already with no path ways increase nuiling site traffic and 
subsequent residents vehicles and therefore traffic 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
See above yes impact will be high 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks42 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I believe the growth should be lower - based on CPRE's evidence that Wiltshire has already delivered 140 per cent of its target 
over 2017-2020, in building 7,720 new homes instead of the required 5,506. The Local Plan should take this into account by 
proportionally reducing its building over the remainder of its period to 2036. This is even more pronounced for Melksham, that 
has already taken an above-proportional share of housing over the past 5 years, so should accordingly have a reduced share 
compared to other towns over the remaining period. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



I agree with these priorities. These all apply to the urban area of Melksham however, and that should not be to the detriment of 
the rurality of its surrounding areas - these priorities are all possible whilst retaining a distinct separation from the more rural 
areas surrounding it, that wish to remain rural. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Yes I think all surrounding sites have been considered here - however 14 is notably the only one that encroaches upon 
surrounding villages / rurality, so should be curtailed closer to Melksham. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Only select sites that have the least detrimental impact based on the criteria selected by the Local Plan itself (Traffic, Landscape, 
Flood Risk, Heritage, Accessibility) - this has not been done for sites 3243 and 3405 that show as amber/red for each of these, 
and yet have been selected for development appraisal, above those that show a less harmful impact (amber/green). 
Only select sites that have the least detrimental impact on the surrounding countryside and its delineation from the urban area. 
Only permit large-scale development if they provide additional facilities for the town - not just through S106 / CIL payments. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Only select sites that have the least detrimental impact based on the criteria selected by the Local Plan itself (Traffic, Landscape, 
Flood Risk, Heritage, Accessibility) - this has not been done for sites 3243 and 3405 that show as amber/red for each of these, 
and yet have been selected for development appraisal, above those that show a less harmful impact (amber/green). Only select 
sites that have the least detrimental impact on the surrounding countryside and its delineation from the urban area. Only permit 
large-scale development if they provide additional facilities for the town - not just through S106 / CIL payments. 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks43 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Individual 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Brownfield Target should be higher. Housing target needs to be reduced to match additional targets for new schools, new 
surgery’s, local employment opportunities and leisure facilities. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are the right priorities s long as the appropriate number of houses to match these are built 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
I don’t have the expertise to judge this question as I am an individual. Apart from very definitely NOT building on any flood plains. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
As above.  NOT on floodplain 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Ancient trees, protected animals, floodplain, 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Yes 

 
Further comments 
 

I support the view of the the two Melksham councils, that the additional number of new New housing is too great and would 
significantly change the community in Melksham. Less housing, alongside a comprehensive plan to create additional health, 
education, employment and leisure  to service the new influx of people. Also, each area should accept a proportion of the new 
housing needs across the  county, I understand Chippenham has refused to build any new housing, this is not acceptable 
particularly if the pressure and increase is simply pushed into the Melksham area 



 
Rep ID: Melks44 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I believe this target should be lower and that the scale of growth in Melksham is already exceeding the facilities and local 
employment opportunities. The A350 bypass has to be built before any further housing is built. Melksham is already at gridlock 
during peak commuting times (Pandemic is hiding this currently). Doctors Surgery, Dental Clinics, Schools and Banking capacity 
are all woefully lacking in Melksham. Train and Bus links are very limited as well. There is also a major lacking in public parks 
and green spaces in the centre of the town and you now have to travel further to get to any green spaces as they are being built 
on. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Agree that any new houses are only allowed to be built when these Priorities have been put in place and make the house 
builders subsidies most of this as they are the ones making big bucks out of this. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
11 = This is not a great idea as it is a flood plane. 9 = I think should be made set for Green Space and transformed to allow for 
kids to play. 5 = This is possibly a good idea as further out of town. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
14 and 15 seem a good place as they are on the A350. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
The town centre has very poor air quality as a result of the over population of Melksham and this will only get worse. I think 
something should be done to make the centre less of a shortcut. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
As mentioned there is not enough green areas, as in fields for kids to play in. The fact the field behind the blue pool is being cut 
down is a real mistake in my opinion. 
 

 



Further comments 
 

 
Flood risk is a real concern due to global warming and the River Avon needs serious analysis not just for what we expect but to 
give a good margin. The fact we have to flood the River Avon into fields near houses tells me there is not that much spare 
capacity for this river and with extra houses we loose earth to naturally absorb the rain water. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks45 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Canal & River Trust 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 



 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
It is noted that the placeshaping principles highlight the need for a new bypass and for continuing to safeguard a future route of 
the Wilts and Berks canal to enable its delivery to provide significant economic, environmental and social benefits for Melksham. 
The Trust is aware that various routes are being considered for the bypass and that at least one of them would require a new 
bridge over the Kennet & Avon canal. If this route goes forward to the next stage of consideration, then discussions should 
commence with the Trust regarding the location and detailed design requirements for a bridge as well as with regard to the 
various licenses and consents required. Early engagement is necessary as this may be relevant to the final route selection.   
In order to comply with other emerging policies in the plan review, and as a result of the non- footloose nature of the canal, 
Melksham may be a suitable location water for related facilities, subject to further studies on navigational safety and water 
resources.  
It is noted that Sites 7 and 5 are near to the Kennet & Avon canal. Site 7 includes part of the route for the proposed Wiltshire & 
Berkshire canal restoration known as the Melksham Link.   
Both sites should highlight the potential to enhance green and blue infrastructure and recreation. Recreation opportunities should 
be considered both on and off the water and the need for such facilities should be considered and explored in the Leisure Needs 
analysis as paddle sports are becoming increasingly popular. Facilities for those wishing to use the towpath for recreation such 
as walking and angling should be considered such as parking areas and way finding. 
Both sites should contribute to enhancements to the canal towpath as a result of increased usage as a result of new 
development. Any proposals for water-based recreation or new bridge crossings should require early engagement Any 
engagement with the Canal & River Trust. 
Both sites should consider the use of canal water for low/zero carbon energy and it may be possible to use the canal for surface 
water drainage and the towpath to provide a route for utilities, including Fibre broadband. Access to the towpath should be 
facilitated if possible, to allow easy access to the GBI corridor and all the benefits it will bring to the lives of future residents.   



Placemaking and urban design are very important in providing a successful transition from a more rural location to a more urban 
environment and the existing canalside habitat is  important for both sites and opportunities for enhancement should be 
considered.  The Trust would welcome the opportunity to comment on the final assessments of these two sites as well as on any 
further detailed planning policies or masterplans for them. 
Any development at site 7, or in any sites which come forward in the future along the proposed route of the Melksham link 
should, where possible, not only secure its route but contribute towards its construction as a multifunctional GBI asset. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
It is noted that the Gypsy & Travellers Assessment states that boater requirements will be considered in the Local Plan. It is not 
clear if there is an intention to suggest sites to be allocated, either for moorings or any other type of canal related facilities around 
Melksham. Any proposals should be discussed with the Canal & River Trust who have an  agreed Moorings Policy for the Kennet 
& Avon Canal  and any proposals for new moorings would be assessed in terms of navigational safety and water resources and 
should comply where possible with the Kennet & Avon Canal Conservation Management Plan. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks46 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth proposed by Wiltshire Council is ridiculous. This is because the current local infrastructure is already 
overstretched. We need better medical facilities, schooling and policing to cope with the existing housing stock, and to build more 
homes would simply without these problems being tackled first would be totally irresponsible. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes these priorities are the correct ones. However, experience has demonstrated that Wiltshire Council in reality gives property 
developers Carte Blanche to develop sprawling estates of low grade housing without taking these factors into account or 
providing the infrastructure to support them. These 'place shaping priorities' therefore should be set in stone well before any 



permissions are given for new housing developments and the latter's developers tied into ironclad contracts that oblige them to 
fund the necessary improvements to infrastructure. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
One only has to look at the map to see the horrifying prospect of the town being surrounded by a sea of housing estates and the 
concomitant destruction of the surrounding countryside. So my answer is no, this is not the right pool of development sites. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Perhaps some small Brownfield sites could be used for new homes, but no more Greenfield sites. Personally, I don't think we 
need any more sprawling housing estates at the cost of the destruction of our fast disappearing countryside. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Yes, Melksham is already overwhelmed by new housing estates with seemingly little consideration for the social impact of the 
current lack of infrastructure in the form of medical facilities, schooling and policing; let alone local facilities for shopping and 
leisure. Secondly, environmental impacts from these developments are now becoming evident., Take just one example for 
instance: the recent flooding at Farmer's Court and Berkley Way, which is adjacent to the new Hunters Wood development to the 
east of Melksham. This is undoubtedly the result of run-off from previously naturally drained land, now built over without thought 
for the environmental impact. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 



 
Flooding and environmental impacts resulting from the destruction of the countryside. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
None 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks47 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Melksham TC and 
Melksham Joint NP 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks47a/b/c 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Melksham Town Council and Melksham Without Parish Council Submission Joint Neighbourhood Plan In principle both 
Melksham Town Council and Melksham Without Parish Council support and are proactively planning for the coordinated 
sustainable development of both administrative areas through their joint commitment to producing their Neighbourhood Plan. 
Both aim to work constructively with Wiltshire Council to help shape strategic policies for Melksham and 
produce neighbourhood plan policies that meet neighbourhood plan basic conditions and support meeting community needs at 
the local level. A Statement of Common Ground is expected to be put in place to underpin this. 
Melksham Neighbourhood Plan has now been submitted by Wiltshire Council to the Examiner. Having reached this stage, its 
policies have passed through Regulation 14 consultation, submission to Wiltshire Council and Regulation 16 Consultation. Whilst 
a Melksham (prepared by the Joint Melksham Neighbourhood Plan (JMNP) group) number of its policies and its approach to 
allocation of housing land at Melksham has attracted ongoing comment and objection, policies that have not been substantially 
challenged through engagement or questioned by the Examiner may be considered to have gathered weight. In addition, 



evidence bases that support policies can also be considered to have benefitted from several opportunities for community 
engagement and therefore be sound representations of the community’s issues, objectives and priorities. 
Work undertaken in production of Melksham’s Joint Neighbourhood Plan, together with strategic planning and transportation 
related studies, provide an evidence base that has informed the following comments. Melksham Joint Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group also convened two special (closed) sessions to address and prepare responses. 
This feedback provides Wiltshire Council with additional evidence that is specific to Melksham and Melksham Without but also 
raises questions and issues relating to Wiltshire Council’s emerging spatial strategy and growth affecting the neighbourhood plan 
area. 
The response document was approved for submission by the Joint Melksham Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group on 
Wednesday 24th February 2021, Melksham Town Council on 1st March 2021 and Melksham Without Parish Council also on 1st 
March 2021. 
Wiltshire Housing Requirement Figure 
The choice of Wiltshire Council not to use the Government standard calculation method and utilise its own local housing 
requirement calculation and application of contingency to produce a higher figure is not accepted. Government calculations 
method would already place a significant demand upon Melksham NDP urban and rural area communities. 
However, the cumulative effect of this within a strategy that has removed employment growth and skewed strategic housing 
growth to Melksham, within a strategic approach designed for market towns is inappropriate and likely to lead to development 
that will be harmful to and not contribute to Wiltshire’s climate change objectives. 
Whilst initial sustainability appraisal has indicated no adverse impact of applying higher figures, evidence supporting place growth 
strategies has identified significant environmental and infrastructure constraints at market towns within Chippenham HMA which 
restrict their ability to accommodate their predicted share of housing growth. This has resulted in a strategy that has diverted 
significantly more growth towards Melksham, beyond meeting its stated needs and role as a market town. Such increased levels 
of growth at Melksham are more akin to the proportion and approach for Chippenham where balancing housing, employment and 
infrastructure are to be coordinated. 
The approach to the distribution of higher figures has resulted in a c17% increase in housing requirement for Chippenham HMA, 
compared to only a c5% and c10% increase at Salisbury and Trowbridge HMAs respectively. The effects of higher growth levels 
for Chippenham HMA are further concentrated at Melksham as a result of the chosen housing growth scenario CH-C, which 
diverts an additional c1000 homes (c33%) above CH-A (rolling forward the current Core Strategy approach). 
It is noted that the decision to adopt such an approach was informed by an interim sustainability appraisal that reported no 
unacceptable impacts. Did this take account of the disproportionate uplift on Chippenham HMA and Melksham? 
COVID-19 has potentially significantly altered growth needs for at least the initial years of the reviewed plan period. It is 
suggested this is reviewed.  



Climate Change 
In adopting the higher growth approach and choosing to focus a larger proportion of only its housing to Melksham without 
balancing this with land use allocation to increased selfcontainment and commitments to infrastructure delivery that would 
neutralise its carbon footprint, the current strategy is also considered contrary to Wiltshire Council’s climate change objectives. 
The proposed growth level will have significant impacts on its existing locally valued rural setting, compound issues with strained 
community infrastructure and increase levels of traffic and congestion. The amount of growth will require extension of the town to 
an extent that is not attractive for walking and cycle connections to its town centre. 
Melksham’s Councils have a track record of proactively planning for sustainable growth and recognise its benefits if achieved to 
meet community needs. Within the pool of SHELAA sites put forward by Wiltshire, there are sites and parts of sites that could 
achieve more sustainable patterns of growth at lower levels, coordinated and balanced with supporting uses, sustainable 
transport and community infrastructure. However, delivering higher levels will almost inevitably lead to increased requirements to 
use cars for local trips. 
Further comments are made to assist Wiltshire Council work with Melksham and in coordination with its neighbourhood plan to 
shape an acceptable strategy for the town and its rural setting. These are made without prejudice to the in-principle rejection of 
the amount of housing only growth that is directed to Melksham. 
Employment Balance 
Within the consultation material, there are various references to the need to balance housing delivery with allocation of land for 
employment. There are also references to the economic vitality of Melksham, the availability of the labour force and the shortage 
of employment space. Whilst Melksham has been expected to accommodate a significantly higher level of housing growth, 
Wiltshire Council has not adopted the recommendation of scenario CH-C. This approach is questioned. It appears to challenge 
sustainability objectives for market town self-containment and minimising the need for travel. Both Melksham Councils wish to 
engage further with Wiltshire Council to resolve a more forward thinking strategic and local approach to employment land 
allocation and policies for Melksham as a sustainable location for living and working taking account of brownfield land 
regeneration, town centre renewal, supporting employment to provide community infrastructure and enabling home working. 
Coordination of Infrastructure 
Melksham and Bowerhill have reached a point where much of its existing market town infrastructure is at or over capacity. If 
growth is to be seen as acceptable to the community, it must be master plan led and inextricably linked to the simultaneous 
delivery of community and green and blue infrastructure, strategic and local sustainable transportation investments - and 
proactive investment in the town centre. 
Development must deliver benefits to the existing population and be in a form that contributes to and does not conflict with 
Wiltshire and Melksham’s commitments to tackle climate change. The current strategy does not provide such safeguards and 
benefits. 



Role of Neighbourhood Planning 
The Emerging Strategy highlights the importance of neighbourhood plans in preparation or review in working in coordination with 
the Local Plan Review. This is the case at Melksham. It is planned that following plan-making of the current submission Joint 
Melksham Neighbourhood Plan, the document would go into immediate review to enable this. In addition to taking a lead in place 
shaping within Melksham and Bowerhill and the NDP area’s rural environment and villages, it is anticipated the Neighbourhood 
Plan would seek to allocate further sites at Melksham for development. 
In particular, in the context of a planned growth strategy, the JMNP Steering Group would wish to agree a key role for the plan in 
setting master planning and design principles to direct strategic growth deliverables and quality. 
Brownfield Land Prioritisation 
The JMNP Steering Group is strongly supportive of development of brownfield land being prioritised to maximise the 
sustainability of development and minimise the demand for greenfield land. Clarification is requested as to how the brownfield 
target is a reasonable indicative target figure for housing delivery and how brownfield land can be delivered through the 
Neighbourhood Plan. Regardless of the figure stated, unless the reviewed JMNP is able to allocate brownfield sites that include 
housing, it will not be able to be in control of or responsible for brownfield land housing delivery. In addition, the 10-year threshold 
is not in 
step with the expected reviewed plan period, linked to the reviewed local plan. 
The JMNP will provide a suite of local policies for Melksham NDP area that will provide inprinciple support for and guide 
appropriate development of brownfield land that contributes to NDP or Local Plan objectives. The reviewed plan can explore the 
potential to agree development briefs for priority areas including within Melksham Town Centre. 
Melksham Town Council has invested in analysis of Melksham’s current and future issues, drivers and opportunities in its 
“Melksham 2020-2036” study. It is now engaging with the community area and Wiltshire Council in analysing travel patterns and 
sustainable transport opportunities, to connect the town centre with its surrounding communities. These studies will provide key 
evidence to inform strategy and investment in the town centre and local sustainable transport. Melksham TC and the JMNP 
Steering Group wish to engage with Wiltshire Council towards the collaborative production of a vision and strategy for town 
centre post COVID-19 recovery. 
Brownfield Target Figure 
The Brownfield Target figure is derived from past windfall figures and is in addition to the housing requirement figure for the area. 
It is then taken off the housing requirement for future Local Plan reviews. This methodology appears muddled, with the 
Brownfield target considered to be external to the housing requirement figure, yet windfall considered to be internal to the 
housing requirement figure. It is more than likely that some windfall development will occur on Brownfield land. This is not 
splitting hairs – allocations, indicative housing requirements, brownfield targets, windfall targets are all different concepts in 



planning and are not interchangeable. Therefore, we do not agree that the Brownfield target should be in addition to the overall 
housing requirement figure. In addition, we consider any Brownfield target should align with the Plan period. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
This response is supported by a schedule (SEE ATTACHMENTS MELKS47a/b/c) of commentary on the place shaping priorities 
known to the councils and NDP Steering Group. The commentary in the schedule below is a result of recent stakeholder 
community consultation and technical work undertaken during the evidence gathering to support the submitted Neighbourhood 
Plan. This schedule firstly addresses a review of priorities identified by the Planning for Melksham document. It then itemises and 
expands upon other place shaping priorities identified through work undertaken in building the NDP evidence base. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Please see attached document (Appendix 1) - attachments Melks47a/b/c for full representation that includes any 
maps/diagrams/tables etc: 
LPR / AECOM / JMNP SITES Commentary.xlsx This spreadsheet compares Wiltshire Council’s pool of sites at Melksham with 
assessments undertaken by AECOM as part of previous work undertaken in developing the Submitted Melksham Neighbourhood 
Plan. Please note: not all sites assessed are in the AECOM document. 
The JMNP Steering Group met to review the pool of sites proposed by Wiltshire Council during February 2021. Harnessing 
Wiltshire’s appraisal, AECOM assessments and Steering Group Members’ in-depth understanding of all sites (including those 
that were not assessed by AECOM), an initial RAG rating response has been proved in the final column of the attached 
spreadsheet. 
This rating represents the current views of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and is validated by the joint qualifying body 
councils. Informal consultation was also undertaken on a number of these sites during the Neighbourhood Plan preparation 
process. Feedback from this is also shown in the comparison table. During Regulation 14 and 16 draft plan consultations, full 
evidence bases linked to site allocations were published. Where sites have not been subject of AECOM assessment responses 
contained in this schedule represent the views of the JMNP Steering Group as validated by qualifying bodies. 



The JMNP Steering Group concluded that the following sites were potentially most suited to be advanced to the next stage of 
sustainability appraisal: 
Large sites 
Potential Development Site 1 
The northern area of this large site with access from the A3102 is considered to be a reasonable site to progress for further 
assessment. The green infrastructure corridor of Clackers Brook links into the town and could provide a natural edge to the site 
(ref. policy 12 of submission JMNP). Impact on the landscape and views from Sandridge Hill across the lower lying and flat area 
of landscape should be taken into account – it is important to respond sensitively to the transition between the settlement edge 
and countryside in this location (ref. policy 17 of the submission JMNP). There are also existing trees and hedgerows on this site 
which development should retain where possible (ref. policy 16 of the submission JMNP) and an area of biodiversity value; an 8-
acre plantation on this site is an area of deciduous woodland priority habitat. There is also a new local centre located close to the 
site on the other side of the Eastern Way - links would need to be made across this road to improve connectivity. Development of 
the area to the south of Clackers Brook would not be supported (specifically SHELAA site 3123). 
Potential Development Site 17 
The south-eastern end of this site is considered to be potentially suitable for development specifically SHELAA sites 3478/9 
(smaller part of this site identified as 17 by the LPR). These sites have been put forward in the past by Melksham Without Parish 
Council as the most logical place for next development in the Parish and linked to the town. Impact on the landscape and views 
from Sandridge Hill across the lower lying and flat area of landscape should be taken into account. Access to this site should be 
from the roundabout immediately to the south of the site. 
For both sites the extension of bus routes into the area would be important as part of a wider sustainable transport network 
together with walking and cycling routes linked into the town and key locations such as King George V Park and Recreation 
Ground and importantly, the railway station. It should be noted here that the Town Council has begun work on a Movement 
Strategy (Priority for People: Melksham 2021) which should inform the site appraisal and master planning processes going 
forward. Links into the Green and Blue Infrastructure network (Clackers Brook being a key element which links through the site 
into 
the town) and additions to the overall network of the town would also be important. 
Smaller sites 
Potential Development Site 9 
Coalescence between Melksham and Bowerhill is a key concern here – it would be important to maintain a landscape buffer. 
Potential Development Site 10 
The A350 is a significant barrier and concern in terms of walking / cycling access, but the site is potentially within walking 
distance of a range of facilities if safe crossings are provided. 



Potential Development Site 11 
There are a number of constraints associated with this site, however there is potentially good access to Aloeric School if a 
crossing can be provided - the road is a significant barrier so safety and access issues for pedestrians and cyclists would be a 
priority to address. The land here is Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land so any development of this greenfield should 
minimise land take of this valued resource. Coalescence with / impact on Berryfield is a concern as well as wider impact on the 
landscape. 
Potential Development Site 13 
This site is well located for active travel and links into the existing green infrastructure network (ref policy 12 of the submission 
JMNP) with proximity to King George V Park and access to facilities and services in the town, and supports local ambitions to 
increase levels of movement and active travel (ref policy 11 of the submission JMNP). 
Other Sites 
The excel spreadsheet LPR / AECOM / JMNP SITES Commentary.xlsx also includes a table of AECOM Site Assessments for 
JMNP that are NOT on the Local Plan Review list of sites. This schedule identifies sites within the JMNP area that were 
assessed by AECOM for suitability for allocation within the neighbourhood plan, but have not been identified by Wiltshire council 
as being suitable for inclusion within its draft pool of potential allocation sites. NB: The majority of these sites are outside of the 
Melksham and Bowerhill urban area. 
The following site at Melksham was considered to be potentially suitable for allocation: 
● SHELAA Site 3333 (Land occupied by Cooper Tires (just the part that is a SHELAA, adjacent river)) 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Distribution of development has been considered at a special meeting of the JMNP Steering Group. This meeting referenced 
published analysis and site assessment undertaken during production of the submitted JMNP and Local Plan Review inform the 
following comments. It also referenced sites it considered potentially suitable from Wiltshire Council’s proposed pool of sites as 
outlined in ME3 above. 
Primarily due to the current lack of a demonstrated five-year housing land supply in Wiltshire, Melksham is subject to a number of 
speculative planning applications, which have either resulted in recent planning consents, applications or likely applications. 
These schemes relate to SHELAA sites 699 / 1025 / 728 / 715 /1027 & 3243 If consented, these schemes could result in a further 
c.600 houses being built in addition to schemes in the pipeline identified by Wiltshire Council. This amounts to a potential of 
approaching 25% of the current proposed strategic housing requirement for Melksham or more than a further three years of 



supply pipeline. Consideration of preferred locations has taken current knowledge of this speculative development activity into 
account. 
These comments put forward an emerging preferred approach to the allocation of land at Melksham for the remainder of the 
extended plan period. At this stage, in advance of further sustainability appraisal, it is too early to specify precisely which sites or 
parts of sites are preferred. Stated preferences do not assume acceptance of the number of homes proposed for the town or the 
lack of additional employment space currently proposed. 
Brownfield Land 
The JMNP Steering Group agrees with Wiltshire Council that the development brownfield land should be prioritised to maximise 
the sustainability of development and minimise the demand for greenfield land. Please refer to ME1. However, it is anticipated 
that development of previously used land (definition of brownfield in the NPPF) will take place within the town as current uses 
give way to new uses (but it is acknowledged that there are no known currently available brownfield sites) as a result of changing 
economic patterns, and the Covid-19 pandemic. Is the potential for more diversification and change of land uses on previously 
developed land being taken into account in the overall spatial strategy? 
The management of the brownfield target through Neighbourhood Plans is considered to be unclear. Clarification is requested as 
to how brownfield can be delivered through the Neighbourhood Plan and what the expectations are on a reviewed 
Neighbourhood Plan for delivery of brownfield land development. Further dialogue with the Local Planning Authority will be 
sought to clarify the approach to brownfield in the Plan area. 
Additionally, paragraph 3.11 of the Emerging Spatial Strategy refers to setting a brownfield target for the next 10 years of the 
Local Plan period, not for the whole of it. We suggest this should be revisited and instead align with the Local Plan period. 
Prioritisation of Most Sustainably Connected Greenfield Allocations Melksham Town and Melksham Without Parish Councils wish 
Local Plan allocations to 
prioritise the allocation of land from its preferred pool of sites. The aim is to maximise the feasibility and attractiveness of walking 
and cycle as a chosen and inclusive approach to short journeys and connections to local facilities and the town centre. It 
therefore expresses a first preference for the allocation of suitable sites that are within approximately 20 minutes walking distance 
of Melksham town centre facilities. 
Enabling Delivery of Affordable Housing 
The allocation strategy should ensure the annual delivery of affordable homes to meet Melksham’s community needs. This 
should include the allocation of sites that are considered capable of completion within the initial c.10 years of the extended plan 
period. This is more likely to be through the allocation of smaller sites with less complex site ownership and delivery issues. This 
may be followed by the delivery of a larger allocation which, whilst requiring greater lead-in times, will be capable of more certain 
delivery through the latter period of the plan. 
Delivery of Infrastructure 



Place shaping priorities identified in ME2 and infrastructure requirements identified in ME6 will inform Melksham’s future general 
infrastructure delivery requirements. Each allocation site/area will also generate their own infrastructure requirements to address 
site specific issues, protect heritage and environmental assets, and to optimise their sustainable connectivity and contribution to 
the Local Plan and JMNP vision and objectives. The JMNP policy and evidence base provide analysis of community facility, 
infrastructure and green infrastructure and open space future needs in addition to existing and emerging Wiltshire 
Council evidence. 
Wiltshire Council analysis has identified current provision of major elements of community infrastructure including primary and 
secondary school places and healthcare facilities are currently at, or near capacity and will need expanding to support current 
planned growth. Whilst contributions to the network of infrastructure, green space and facilities may be made through incremental 
contributions from the smaller site allocations coming forward, it is recognised such infrastructure may be more feasibly provided 
as part of a larger site allocation. In principle therefore, Melksham Councils support further exploration of an 
opportunity to identify a suitable large scale allocation area that may combine and coordinate the allocation of a cluster of linked 
SHELAA sites. These should be the subject of master planning and progression of a proactive delivery strategy to ensure 
programmed implementation of large-scale infrastructure needs. 
A350 By-Pass 
The ME1 response has highlighted the critical importance of committed and programmed delivery of the A350 by-pass 
coordinated with planning and delivery of growth within the Chippenham-Trowbridge corridor and at Melksham. Wiltshire Council 
plan delivery of the by-pass around 2027, even if delayed during the Local 
Plan Review period. Currently the route is yet to be confirmed. However, connecting the bypass route with the larger allocation 
area may enable traffic flows to be disbursed. It may also increase the viability and attractiveness of employment and local needs 
retail/services within the master planned area. It is important to note here that the Steering Group were clear that larger scaled 
planned housing growth should be delivered with and not before delivery of the by-pass. 
Emerging Locational Strategy 
Melksham views further greenfield growth as being in four phases or elements: 
(i) Completion of plan led schemes in the pipeline. 
(ii) Completion of consented speculative development as a result of the five year housing land supply issue. 
(iii) Smaller, less complex housing allocation completions in sustainable locations. 
(iv) Larger scale master plan led allocation phased delivery (with by-pass). 
Smaller sustainable sites are considered to be those to the west and south of Melksham, where linked to existing infrastructure, 
transport-links and without significant environmental constraints. 
Coordination of clustered SHELAA sites to the north-east and east of the town (17-1) are currently considered to offer the 
greatest opportunity. However, site 1 is only considered appropriate where is can be integrated into maximum 20-minute cycle 



connections to local facilities and the town centre. If considered appropriate, Site 17 should be fully integrated within a 
comprehensive approach and developed from the south. 
Master Planning 
A large-scale master planned allocation should include enabling the by-pass route and delivery, the delivery of primary and 
secondary school expansion, additional healthcare provision and new community playing fields and investment in connecting 
walking, cycling and public transport links with the town centre and rail station. Development mix should include a small local 
needs community hub, ongoing delivery of a range of affordable housing options and new employment opportunities and 
floorspace (which Melksham’s Councils believe must be provided). The submitted JMNP includes locally distinct design policy 
supported by analysis of local character. Melksham Councils will be supporting the review and additions to the current NDP 
immediately upon its Making. The reviewed NDP should be considered as an opportunity to set local design parameters, policies 
and codes that would secure high quality places and design through large scale allocation master planning. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Please see attached documents Melks47a/b/c (Appendix 1): LPR / AECOM / JMNP SITES Commentary.xlsx for individual site 
comments. The JMNP highlights a number of areas that are important within the Neighbourhood Plan area: The importance of 
placing sustainable development and the climate crisis at the centre of decision making (we acknowledge this is covered in a 
separate consultation paper) in line with our Neighbourhood Plan policies 1 and 2). Low emission vehicle charging infrastructure 
to enable lower carbon forms of transport (Neighbourhood Plan policy 4), together with a linked sustainable transport system 
connecting areas of housing with the town centre and the railway station via bus. Linking in an extensive and improved footpath 
and cycle network to enable active travel is also a key priority for the Plan area (Neighbourhood Plan policy 11). This all linked to 
local delivery of employment to minimise out-commuting. Delivery of schools, healthcare, community infrastructure and services 
to support existing and new members of the community is extremely important (Neighbourhood Plan policies 8 / 15). Edges to the 
settlement need to be considered carefully and sensitively to protect the wider landscape setting and deliver a strong green and 
biodiverse edge to built settlement (Neighbourhood Plan policies 12/13/16 & 17). The role and function of the town centre 
(Neighbourhood Plan policy 9) in terms of economy, leisure (including the arts, for example the Assembly Hall) and identity are 
important to consider as the towns grown: strong connections between town centre to new development are vital. 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
See table in Melks47a. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
All evidence documents for Melksham Neighbourhood Plan can be accessed at www.melkshamneighbourhoodplan.org 
Please see full representation in sharepoint (LPR - Reg 18 - Consultation reps Jan 2021 - Melksham - 
MelkshamTC_JMNP_05032021) 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks48 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): WebbPaton 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): TEXT REDACTED' 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
It is ambitious to deliver 2,585 dwellings in Melksham until the A350 bypass is built, which will delay the delivery of any sites in 
Melksham.  Having said this we fully support the the upgrading of the A350 as it is needed as a strategic corridor from north to 
south Wiltshire or from the M4 to the A303.  the expansion of Melksham will hopefully also allow for an upgrade on the train 
services that call at Melksham Railway Station. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Yes. My client owns part of Site 11 being land to the west of Melksham (SHEAA sites 3105a, 3105b, 3105c, 3105d, 728 & 3645) 
and all of Site 12 being land to the west of Shurnhold (SHELAA sites 3552 & 3310).  Site 11 is currently be promoted by Baker 
Estates. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1: Land to the east of Melksham (SHELAA sites 3552, 3525 & 3123); Site 5: Land South of Bowerhill (SHELAA sites 1005, 
1006 & 3603); Site 11: Land to the West of Melksham (SHEAA sites 3105a, 3105b, 3105c, 3105d, 728 & 3645); Site 12: Land to 
the West of Shurnhold (SHELAA sites 3552 & 3310); Site 16: Land off Woodrow Road (SHELAA site 3107 & 1001); Site 17: Land 
to the North of A3102 (SHELAA sites 715, 1027, 3479 &3478) 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
No 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks49 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): WebbPaton 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): 'TEXT REDACTED' 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
It is ambitious to deliver 2,585 dwellings in Melksham until the A350 bypass is built, which will delay the delivery of any sites in 
Melksham.  Having said this we fully support the the upgrading of the A350 as it is needed as a strategic corridor from north to 
south Wiltshire or from the M4 to the A303.  the expansion of Melksham will hopefully also allow for an upgrade on the train 
services that call at Melksham Railway Station. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1: Land to the east of Melksham (SHELAA sites 3552, 3525 & 3123); Site 5: Land South of Bowerhill (SHELAA sites 1005, 
1006 & 3603); Site 11: Land to the West of Melksham (SHEAA sites 3105a, 3105b, 3105c, 3105d, 728 & 3645); Site 12: Land to 
the West of Shurnhold (SHELAA sites 3552 & 3310); Site 16: Land off Woodrow Road (SHELAA site 3107 & 1001); Site 17: Land 
to the North of A3102 (SHELAA sites 715, 1027, 3479 &3478) 
 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
no 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
no 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks50 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): WebbPaton 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): 'TEXT REDACTED' 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
It is ambitious to deliver 2,585 dwellings in Melksham until the A350 bypass is built, which will delay the delivery of any sites in 
Melksham.  Having said this we fully support the the upgrading of the A350 as it is needed as a strategic corridor from north to 
south Wiltshire or from the M4 to the A303.  the expansion of Melksham will hopefully also allow for an upgrade on the train 
services that call at Melksham Railway Station. We question whether the brownfield land sites are actually available and can be 
viably developed. 
 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



yes 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
no 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
no 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks51 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Melksham Town Football 
Club Limited 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 



 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Sport and Leisure facilities at Oakfield Stadium. The Football Club and Rugby Clubs would require separate 4g pitches as not 
only do they play and train at the same times but the pitches would be constructed differently for each sport and would not be 
compatible to other sports. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks52 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth outstrips facilities in terms of healthcare and educational places. It should be lower. There should be a 
brownfield target before building on greenfield land.  
 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Excluding the A350 bypass which will damage the town the rest of the priorities are correct. We must also include more about the 
impact of flooding when building houses in such a wet area. Also the impact on nature and open spaces for people to exercise to 
improve mental well being. 



 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Sites 4 and 5 are areas of  natural beauty and very close to the canal and are unnecessary to build on. The other sites make 
sense but have a similar impact on wildlife but flooding needs to be assessed in more detail around Clackers brook. It may be 
academic if a bypass goes in as everyone expects. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

Area 1 then area 17 and 16 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Reopen Melksham hospital rather than another surgery. A new secondary school for Melksham to keep up with demand. More 
light industrial small developments like Hampton park. Incentives for local businesses to take new units. More sporting facilities 
(outdoor and indoor). Lower density new housing with no more 3 story/floor housing. Somewhere for teenagers to socialis 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

All of the above 
 

 
Further comments 
 

Whilst we need more houses more needs to be done with brown field sites. Building south of Bowerhill will destroy wildlife public 
walks, the canal area and is not needed. 



 
Rep ID: Melks53 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes and a higher target, a lot of areas ie. Railway sites could provide good centrally located higher density accommodation to 
match the needs of local people. The median assumed for average salaries does not match the levels of the majority of local 
people. Salary levels and the availability of employment does not encourage growth of living standards. There a lot of existing 
retail and commercial units (ie. White Horse Business Park) that are under-utilized or not being used and should form the basis of 
putting into use or re-developed into housing locations before considering building more units. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



In the past we have seen very little evidence following on from recent developments ie. Bowerhill, of Infrastructure improvements. 
These shortcomings are in the areas of schooling, Doctors and dentist surgeries, improvements to Hospital services, shopping, 
road improvements, rail (more stations) and bus services. It is noted in the plan for additional schools but none of the other 
issues raised.  
This also assumes the skilled staff will be available to provide the services. Where is the evidence to demonstrate the staff will be 
available? 
When it is expected to increase population levels, that all of the services would increase and become increasingly decentralized, 
whereas the plan talks about closure of the Trowbridge birthing unit and focusing on pre and antenatal services. 
Housing - We see Wiltshire plans to grow the housing stock but we do not see the same in Yorkshire. New developments always 
suffer from lack of gardens and parking and this is driven by housing density and builder’s greed. Affordability does not match the 
suspected building company’s shareholder needs. How does this expected planned growth match the needs - is the population 
going to increase at this rate? 
Within the Site Selection document only one site was discounted and the housing volumes proposed appear to be out of balance 
with the surrounding areas and the lack of infrastructure in Melksham 
There appears to a lot mentioned regarding the road and infrastructure improvements but you would expect solid concrete plans 
and budgets committed to put these into place before the building plans are agreed. 
The potential selected sites do not appear to interface with the proposed bypass options. We have seen from other locations that 
building alongside bypasses just encourages demands for further radial bypasses. 
Environmental - Light, Noise, Air Quality and Flood Plains. These plans do not match the local government key environmental 
objectives and are encouraging opposite behaviour. 
There is no evidence provided that job opportunities and growth will be available. This just adds to the amount of commuting that 
will be necessary for people to work. 
The statement ‘To protect the individual identities of the surrounding areas as far as is practicable’ – What does as far as 
practicable mean? People who live in and around Trowbridge can have no confidence in Wiltshire council based upon prior 
housing developments which have cut through the green belt land surrounding their homes. It appears the Local Plan will only be 
satisfied when all villages and towns are physically joined together and all local individual identities will be lost. 
 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



For the wrong reasons outlined under ME2 and the belief that Wiltshire Council are seeing the county as a dormitory housing 
estate. The reasons these areas are being promoted for development by landowners or prospective developers is purely for 
financial gain, not for reasons of betterment of Wiltshire County. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
As outlined under ME1, better utilization of brownfield sites ie. mix of multiuse, mixed, maybe attractive and well built multi-storey 
blocks providing affordable housing combined with retail units (shopping mall type)  ie Rail site with good access to rail and bus 
services. There appeared to a lack of green spaces in the selection criteria of some of the option sites. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Local employment and commuting. Consideration of the environment and providing adequate services. Locally produced goods 
and self-sustainability. Local services and good environmental considerations. The plans do not believe Melksham needs more 
Employment areas but wants to guard against additional commuting and the use roods and the resultant traffic and all types of 
pollution. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
As outlined in ME2, In the past we have seen very little evidence following on from recent developments ie. Bowerhill, of 
Infrastructure improvements. These shortcomings are in the areas of schooling, Doctors and dentist surgeries, improvements to 
Hospital services, shopping, road improvements, rail (more stations) and bus services. It is noted in the plan for additional 
schools but none of the other issues raised.  
This also assumes the skilled staff will be available to provide the services. Where is the evidence to demonstrate the staff will be 
available? The report already highlighted the closure on one surgery due to lack of resources. 



When it is expected to increase population levels, that all of the services would increase and become increasingly decentralized, 
whereas the plan talks about closure of the Trowbridge birthing unit and focusing on pre and antenatal services. There appears 
to be no national plans to increase hospitals only more centralization. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Areas are being considered to be shortlisted with continued concerns with regards to risks of flooding, traffic and landscape etc. 
Transport links with road upgrades not clearly defined and committed to. Promising but not delivering! 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks54 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The Melksham Plan provides no evidence whatsoever that new homes are needed, rather starts from the assumption they are 
needed. You’re own plan states that the home owning population will either shrink or remain the same and that the median 
income in Melksham is woefully inadequate for the prices of the homes already being built here. Therefore I see no reason to 
support new building. I would support the development of brownfield sites in and around the town that are currently a blight on 
the towns character. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. Where is the commitment to ring fence CIL money on Melksham town as you have made in Chippenham?  



2. You state we have low unemployment and the plan makes no provision for new employment sites so in what way are you 
delivering against this priority? 
3. It’s not a priority for anyone who lives in Melksham, just a few hundred who live in Beanacre and commuters through town who 
want to save (by Wiltshire council estimates) 1-2 minutes driving from somewhere else too somewhere else. It is shameful that 
you’re pretending to consult with residents while already making bids and building infrastructure to allow this road to happen.  
4. Yes this would be great and the only genuine benefit you’re offering to voters here.  
5. Absolutely. Yet this plan offers nothing more than a vague commitment to maybe build a new primary school at some point and 
expand an already failing and under resourced Secondary School. Building these homes without an additional quality GP surgery 
is down right dangerous.  
6. As above. Yes but the Council’s track record guaranteed this won’t be delivered.  
7. This is definitely a priority but runs in the face of your dismissal of the importance of wildlife corridors in the sites you’ve 
identified. And it should come with a guarantee not to develop the canal side for residential units... oh wait... you’ve already 
decided to do that.  
It’s almost like this whole process is just a tick box exercise and you don’t care in the slightest what people who actually live in 
Melksham experience.  
How about adding a priority commitment to the physical and mental well-being of people who already live here? Maybe leave 
SOME country access for us to walk and enjoy the wildlife while not breathing pollution ? Commit to build fewer homes on the 
sites and develop green spaces like the Snowberry Lane development. Commit to build community infrastructure like community 
centres, quality play parks, or small shop units for local businesses so that these are spaces people can actually live rather than 
just exist before getting in their cars and driving somewhere else to spend the day.  
Commit to caring about something more than the money you get from developers and commit to spending that money on the 
residents of Melksham. Otherwise what is your purpose? 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Well you’ve basically created the option to build absolutely anywhere you like so can’t accuse you of having missed any! Where 
is the evidence that you need these houses at all? 
 



 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Hard to say based on the vague information provided. Discount areas that 1) create a flood risk 2) raise pollution levels above 
internationally recognised acceptable levels and 3) destroy or harm wildlife corridors. Then 4) discount houses that aren’t 
supported by existing education and health infrastructure and 5) prioritise development of brownfield sites and then see what the 
evidence tells you about what else you need. 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Absolutely. You don’t care about the mental health of hundreds of people who walk along the sites you want to destroy. I walk 
around the countryside contained in site 1 every day and without it, I would be significantly more reliant on the NHS to support my 
mental health.  
If you absolutely must ignore what the evidence and moral sense tells you and sell off all this land for development cash, please 
at least make sure developers build housing estates that are beautiful  and improve access to the countryside that’s left. Link 
paths to public footpaths and then protect and improve those footpaths rather than letting them fall into disuse. Leave us 
somewhere to breathe. Please. 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
You’ve acknowledged the need for educational and health provision but made no commitment to delivering them. This 
development should be contingent on their delivery. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

If you listen to anything residents tell you on this consultation I’ll eat my neighbours cat, but at least you can’t accuse us of not 
trying. 



 
Rep ID: Melks55 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Shaw Village Hall 
Committee 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Wherever possible new developments should be built on brownfield sites. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The priorities are right but rural communities surrounding Melksham should be protected and not over developed 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
Site 12 has previously been dismissed and should not be considered going forward. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Land to the East and south of Melksham 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
There needs to be adequate public services for the growing population and review of secondary school catchment areas. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
The villages of Shaw and Whitley should fall under the catchment area for Corsham for the purposes of transport 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks56 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Emphasis on improving infrastructure n line with any increase in housing 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
MOre or less 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
See my earlier answer 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
The obvious ones, but how about writing into any planning permission a guaranteed contribution to public infrastructure 
expansion, i.e. new schools, surgery's etc. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Past experience tells me that any ground level consultations are a waste of time since they will almost certainly be ignored at 
County and Westminster. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks57 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): not applicable - homeowner 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
It is essential that there is greater focus is on brownfield and under utilised commercial sites, and this is prioritised over greenfield 
sites. Using greenfield is the easy option, but the greenfield land around Melksham has already been decimated and the quality 
of the local environment is suffering to the detriment of the local population. Increased pollution from air quality, light pollution etc. 
and not supported by a growth in local services. The proposed A305 by pass is an example of an unnecessary and costly 
development which no doubt will lead to further infill of land with further housing on greenbelt land. It would be preferable to 
upgrade the existing A350 route at far less expense of a completely new by pass with savings being invested in the provision of 
improved social and welfare facilities. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
The construction of the A350 by pass is an unnecessary expense when the exiting A350 could be upgraded at significantly less 
cost and provide adequate improvement in transport and achieve the same benefits for the town, while protecting the local 
environment. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Sites 1 and 17 involve considerable encroachment into greenfield land damaging the local environment in an area around 
Melksham which has already seen considerable development. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites 11,12,14, and 15 to the west and north where little development has taken place to date, and where access to the existing 
and upgraded A350 would be preferable. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
What impact assessment has taken place in relation to the environmental changes that will result from the development - air 
pollution, light pollution, extra pressures on local amenities etc ? What is the damage to the environment and greenbelt resulting 
from an A350 by pass, compared to an upgrading of the existing A350 ? What is the financial cost comparison ? 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 



Where is the local employment coming from to support the extra housing needs ? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I remain unconvinced that the existing transport infrastructure (the A350) does not meet present needs or could not meet future 
needs without as extensive upgrade. The proposed by pass appears unnecessary , damaging to the local environment in every 
way, and a far more expensive option in times when financial resources should be focused on other local areas. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks58 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Melksham Town Councillor 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Wiltshire Council have deliberately inflated the housing need. I believe this to be excessive and unfair and should be reviewed. I 
also believe the the over inflated numbers for Whitely and Shaw (why on earth are they combined? They are surely two distinct 
villages.) should also be reviewed. I have lived in villages of that size most of my life and note that even half a dozen houses can 
impact negatively, especially if not supported by facilities as in these cases. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Support for the canal renovation is vital. The railway station is already extending the number of car parking and cycle spaces, but 
at a cost to users. Healthcare facilities are woefully inadequate. I recall, several years ago when helping with the Neighbourhood 



Plan, that potential hospital sites were on our agenda. There is no word of this  now. When Bradford-on-Avon included one of our 
surgeries, they soon found themselves struggling to cope and ended up with poor assessments and reports. Adding to this dire 
situations will not improve health for Melksham residents. And let us not forget that following this pandemic, health services are 
very much delayed in delivery and mental health services are likely to be overwhelmed. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Preferably land not prone to flooding! Already one development (at an early stage) here on the town boundary is causing concern 
with flooding. i have no doubt whatsoever that we can expect more of the same. I have experienced first hand, the impact of a ten 
house build on the water table thus reducing the asking price of my nearby property when trying to sell. It really isn't funny.To cap 
it all, Wiltshire Fire and Rescue are making plans to move our Specialist Emergency Units away from here and towards Swindon. 
Delays could cause tragedies as these units need to be as near as possible to homes under risk of being flooded. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
When I attended a presentation about this Local Plan and why we should accept more than our fair share of development, it was 
stated that we had been chosen because our vibrant businesses in the town. We have lost a number of businesses recently and 



estate agents tell me that they are having difficulty selling business properties. Shops are now being marketed for change of use 
to residential. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am concerned over the Council's target to reduce carbon emissions when building will obviously negate the target. 
Again, on a personal note, I came to live in Melksham nearly five years ago. I found it a charming place initially. It now promises 
to grow beyond recognition, losing its identity and sense of space. I admit that I had never been exposed to so many roundabouts 
and we can expect more. Neither my husband nor I can recognise road turnings half a mile from our home as a result of more 
recent development. 
It has come to my attention that some people who wanted to make statements regarding the Plan have found the whole 
experience quite daunting and not user friendly and gave up during the process 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks59 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Solicitor 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes to Brownfield target. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The A350 bypass potential route should be the 10a option. The other options 10b and particularly 10c are too near the 
countryside and will be damaging too wildlife and ecology. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Yes with the exception of 1. which is too near open countryside. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield sites 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Priority should be given to Environmental factors to safeguard the countryside and wildlife. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It is vitally important to maintain the existing buffer between the east side of Melksham and the adjacent countryside.This applies 
to both Development and to the proposed A350 Bypass route which should be the 10a option. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks60 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): wiltshire councillor 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth in Melksham is too high. The proposed development over the plan period is just short of 4000 houses with a 
residual of around 2500. Melksham has seen significant development over the past twenty years. In total this represents and 
increase in the size of the town of about 25%. At present there are issues over the ability for the train services in the town to 
cope. There is only one rail line passing through the train station and that restricts the number of trains that can access it which 
limits the offer at the station. The bus service has recently been down graded and there are less buses to Bath and Devizes and 
thee do not run as frequently in the evening and on weekends. Whilst the primary schools have capacity there are serious 
questions over the space at the secondary school. This level of growth will not support a new school but would require a further 
500 places. Too many for an expansion but too few for a school. It would also require at least two new primaries. This is also too 
much growth for the existing health facilities. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
They are important but there is a lack of consideration to quality public open space and Green and blue infrastructure. There 
should be ample parking at each house for 2-3 cars and any new schools should have exclusive road access for pick up and 
drop off. There should also be greater focus on enhancing biodiversity through larger gardens, public open space, wildlife 
corridors and tree planting. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
this spool of sites is too many, some should have been screened out already due to their lack of connectivity with the town, 
distance from the town centre and schools as well as flood and agricultural land grade . 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
There are a large pool of sites around the town and having looked at them I think the most suitable for development in rank order 
are sites 1 and the southern part of site 17, then 5 and 13, 2,3,9, 10,4. The following would not be suitable 12,14,15,16 and the 
northern part of 17, 6,7,8,11. These are all largely disconnected from the town, schools, flood, have poor access, or a poor 
relationship to the built up areas and are not sustainable.  
 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
The absence of good green and blue infrastructure to enrich biodiversity should be addressed. There are GKN sightings in the 
area as well as bats that should be fully explored beyond the normal ecological surveys conducted on behalf of the developer. 



Planners have determined that there is sufficient employment opportunities in the town but this should be further expanded to 
encourage a range of different employers to move to the town. There should be more provision for tech start-ups and bigger 
service providers. Possibly to the south of Bowerhill alongside opportunities for larger manufacturing businesses to relocate. 
Fibre to the property should also be a pre-requisite for all new development preferably to a gigabit size to encourage tech 
entrepreneurs and working from home.  
Edges to the settlement need to be considered carefully and sensitively to protect the wider landscape setting and deliver a 
strong green and biodiverse edge to built settlement (Neighbourhood Plan policies 12/13/16 & 17). New communities should also 
have green bufferes to enhance the visual impact for existing residents. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
bringing down the number of houses to a residual around 1250 could gain local consent and support, a residual of c2500  would 
be extremely disruptive and unpopular. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks61 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Figure should be higher - keeping greenfield should be a priority for current jobs, to make the town more appealing by having 
these areas for residents to potentially walk their dogs etc and to keep a country feel. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree with the priorities set out above but really want to voice my opinion on 3. An A350 bypass improvement.  
This is greatly needed, as a resident on the current A350 I am concerned not only for my safety as there seems to be no speed 
control to deter commuters/travellers from travelling through at high speeds, but there is also a great need to reduce, the pollution 
including that of noise pollution.  



I often walk my dog briefly along the A350 on Beanacre Road (through no choice) and the speed at which the lorries drive pass is 
terrifying, and often close to the footpath edge, with no measures in place to slow the speed. I would like to see (when the new 
bypass has been built) speed restrictions put in place to make it safer to walk along, this would also help reduce the noise 
pollution experienced by residents. The reduction in car speed would help reduce the noise travelling through.  
A new A350 will allow for a new quality of life with the reduction of traffic on the road. With the A350 potentially nearing capacity it 
will help manage the amount of traffic flowing through onto small surrounding streets. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
N/A 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Bowerhill sites makes reasonable sense, and with the new bypass potentially diverting that way, the infrastructure will be there to 
accommodate the residents and building machinery etc. I feel adding new development around the areas of site 10 and 15 etc 
without the investment of more infrastructure to the area, such as a more local doctors it will not be beneficial. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 



Whilst a new sports facility is currently underway I do feel the need that King George Park should receive some investment, I do 
agree with the new kids play area being built. Its a beautiful setting down by the river I feel as though this area should be 
emphasised on, and new structures/paths created to enjoy the river walk more. I also believe that the dog run currently installed 
is inadequate leaving owners to use the field. As there aren't many dog friendly areas around Melksham I think this area should 
be explored. The dog run should be expanded on and/or more fields developed. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks62 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The choice of Wiltshire Council not to use the Government standard calculation method and utilise its own local housing 
requirement calculation and application of contingency to produce a higher figure is not accepted. Government calculations 
method would already place a significant demand upon Melksham NDP urban and rural area communities. However, the 
cumulative effect of this within a strategy that has removed employment growth and skewed strategic housing growth to 
Melksham, within a strategic approach designed for market towns is inappropriate and likely to lead to development that will be 
harmful to and not contribute to Wiltshire’s climate change objectives. 
Whilst initial sustainability appraisal has indicated no adverse impact of applying higher figures, evidence supporting place growth 
strategies has identified significant environmental and infrastructure constraints at market towns within Chippenham HMA which 
restrict their ability to accommodate their predicted share of housing growth. This has resulted in a strategy that has diverted 
significantly more growth towards Melksham, beyond meeting its stated needs and role as a market town. Such increased levels 
of growth at Melksham are more akin to the proportion and approach for Chippenham where balancing housing, employment and 
infrastructure are to be coordinated. 



The approach to the distribution of higher figures has resulted in a c17% increase in housing requirement for Chippenham HMA, 
compared to only a c5% and c10% increase at Salisbury and Trowbridge HMAs respectively. The effects of higher growth levels 
for Chippenham HMA are further concentrated at Melksham as a result of the chosen housing growth scenario CH-C, which 
diverts an additional c1000 homes (c33%) above CH-A (rolling forward the current Core Strategy approach). 
The largest share of the additional houses is in the Chippenham housing market area (CHMA) and is a significant increase 
beyond what can be sustainably delivered. Within the CHMA the uplift is further concentrated in Melksham as the proposals 
move to the Melksham focused approach of CH -C. In my view the housing number must be significantly revised down so that 
the CHMA is not required to find space for an additional 2500-3000 houses with at least a 1000 coming off the Melksham residual 
of c2500 so it is nearer 1250. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Clarification is needed on what is meant by continued investment, as there seems to be little investment in the Town other than 
that which is funded by Wiltshire Council, what private sector investment is there? 
The current draft lack of additional employment land proposed at Melksham is questioned and appears to contradict with Place 
Shaping Priority ii. Wiltshire Council’s own infrastructure needs assessment (ref ME6) comments: “There is a very limited supply 
of employment sites and premises available in Melksham”. 
There needs to be a significant investment in Quality public open space and Green and blue infrastructure. 
Primary school provision should be planned to address existing unsustainable locations that result in higher levels of car use from 
existing communities due to barriers to movements (wide busy roads) and distance. The need for a primary school within safe 
walking distances should also be a priority within potential larger scale development. Consents that are being given by Wiltshire 
Council for speculative development on sites poorly connected to schools is exacerbating unsustainable car journeys within the 
town. In addition a new secondary school for the Melksham Community Area is an urgent priority! 
 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



Potential Development Site 1.The northern area of this large site with access from the A3102 is considered to be a reasonable 
site to progress for further assessment.  
Potential Development Site 17. The south-eastern end of this site is considered to be potentially suitable for development 
specifically SHELAA sites 3478/9 (smaller part of this site identified as 17 by the LPR). These sites have been put forward in the 
past by Melksham Without Parish Council as the most logical place for next development in the Parish and linked to the town. 
Impact on the landscape and views from Sandridge Hill across the lower lying and flat area of landscape should be taken into 
account. Access to this site should be from the roundabout immediately to the south of the site. 
Potential Development Site 9.The blurring of the distinction  between Melksham and Bowerhill is a key concern here – it would be 
important to maintain a landscape buffer. 
Potential Development Site 10 
The A350 is a significant barrier and concern in terms of walking / cycling access, but the site is potentially within walking 
distance of a range of facilities if safe crossings are provided. 
Potential Development Site 11 
There are a number of constraints associated with this site, however there is potentially good access to Aloeric School if a 
crossing can be provided - the road is a significant barrier so safety and access issues for pedestrians and cyclists would be a 
priority to address. The land here is Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land so any development of this greenfield should 
minimise land take of this valued resource. Coalescence with / impact on Berryfield is a concern as well as wider impact on the 
landscape. 
Potential Development Site 13 
This site is well located for active travel and links into the existing green infrastructure network with proximity to King George V 
Park and access to facilities and services in the town, and supports a desire to increase levels of movement and active travel. 
The following would not be suitable 12,14,15,16 and the northern part of 17, 6,7,8,11. These are all largely disconnected from the 
town, schools, flood, have poor access, or a poor relationship to the built up areas and are not sustainable. 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield Land should be prioritised. 

 
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 sites? 
 



 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

As development and potential strategic allocation sites come forward in the Melksham Area, it will be important to ensure that 
new facilities are provided so that the day to day needs of the increasing population can be met. This is particularly important for 
the provision of schools. Delivery of a new primary school at Pathfinder Place / Bowerhill is a priority to enable children in the new 
and forthcoming homes of this area to be within safe walking distance of school. The current extension to Melksham Oak 
Secondary School (Melksham’s only secondary provision) is being funded by S106 contributions and is anticipated to be ready 
for occupation in September 2021. This will provide 240 additional spaces across years 7 to 11, increasing the capacity for those 
year groups to 1500 once complete. Another secondary school, either a satellite or separate school under a different Academy is 
imperative to ensure children do not have to travel to another town for statutory education. More worrying is the lack of provision 
for Years 12 & 13. The expansion  at Melksham Oak is designed only to accommodate Y7-11, and there will be an increased 
pool of pupils looking to enter the only 6th form provision in the town, which has not been expanded at the same level. 
Alternatives to 6th form such as college and apprenticeships (which include college attendance) all have to be found outside of 
Melksham as there is no provision in the area. Children aged 16-18 should not have to travel out of their town to fulfil their 
statutory education commitments, this is not sustainable. Anecdotal evidence of the current 6th form intake for Y12 in September 
2021 are higher than levels before for both existing MOCS students, and also from external sources 
There are two GP surgeries in Melksham. A third GP surgery closed in 2020 due to a lack of resources. The two remaining 
surgeries both have capacity issues. Consideration may need to be given to improving capacity in the future. Access to local 
health facilities and services is a very high priority for local residents. As development and potential strategic allocation sites 
come forward in the Neighbourhood Area, it will be important to ensure that new facilities are provided so that the day to day 
needs of the increasing population can be met. This is particularly important for the provision of health care facilities, such as GP 
and dental surgeries. How the impact of our ageing population will be planned for in relation to health needs is also important, as 
is a clear strategy for the use of Melksham Hospital. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks63 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The town has already expanded stretching facilities to breaking point. The scale of new growth proposed for Melksham shows no 
recognition of this huge recent expansion and the scale proposed is out of all proportion to the town,  with serious and troubling 
implications on multiple ares, eg drainage, flooding, transport, employment, schools, health services, open space. All these are 
already under great pressure because of the recent expansion. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Another priority is for Melksham not to expand into nearby villages thereby changing the character of these village settlements 
forever. 



 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
These sites increase the present pressures on Melksham most particularly flooding, drainage, traffic congestion, loss of 
greenfield open spaces and loss of habitat for wildlife. 
Sites no 14 and 15 conflict with the core policy 51 and 57 of the current Wiltshire Core Strategy of 2015 -  “ the conservation of 
the locally distinctive character of settlements and their landscape settings.” 
Sites 14 and 15 have the following purposes served by green belt land as set out in paragraph 134 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework 2019 :- 
a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; 
b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
c) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
d) to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; 
Development on sites 14 and 15 would adversely affect the character important neighbouring heritage sites and the ecology of 
the area.  
Sites 14 and 15  are low lying and they flood. Building on these sites would increase the flooding risks of existing settlements 
including listed properties.  
Access to sites 14 and 15 onto the A350 would create great traffic hazards and further congestion on an already exceptionally 
busy road heavily used by HGV’s.  
 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
There has already been extensive development of greenfield sites in Melksham. If there is to further residential development the 
empty premises in the high street would be most appropriate. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
The impact of the recent large residential developments on the formerly small market town of Melksham has been overlooked. 
Massive further development as proposed would seriously exacerbate the existing pressures . 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Flooding , drainage and traffic are already very serious problems in Melksham . 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No respite has been given to Melksham from constant development and the proposed further 2585 houses is out of all proportion 
to what the town could possibly sustain. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks64 
 

 
Consultee code: Statutory Body 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wessex Water 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Where developing on brownfield sites opportunities must be realised to redirect surface water from the foul water networks and 
limit the surface water flows from site using multi benefit SuDS schemes. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
Development proposed at Melksham is significant.  Development has already been permitted close to Wessex Water's sewage 
treatment works at Bowerhill restricting it's ability to grow to accommodate more development flows.  Signficant appraisal will be 
required to consider solutions and how best to direct investment for growth. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Please see comments under ME3. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Please see comments under ME3. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Development proposed at Melksham is significant.  Development has already been permitted close to Wessex Water's sewage 
treatment works at Bowerhill restricting it's ability to grow to accommodate more development flows.  Significant appraisal will be 
required to consider solutions and how best to direct investment for growth. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks65 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The number of properties proposed for Melksham is too high, I note that consideration is to be given to build on brownfield sites .  
The target of 130 dwellings seems too low. It is essential that greenfield sites surrounding Melksham, adding to its history as a 
'country town' and to the quality of life for its residents , should not be developed. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes , agreed.  The town needs investment both in terms of finance and in contributions of energy, ideas , input and  interest from 
its residents.   The scale of the housing developments proposed will, in my opinion, encourage newcomers to Melksham who are 
unlikely to work or socialise here so that Melksham will become a 'Dormitory Town' to the further detriment of the town centre . 



 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
How  many Brownfield sites are included in this pool of potential development areas ? 
The fact that the town's facilities i.e schools, dentists, surgeries and also the ability to provide work for new homeowners is 
inconsistent with the volume of development proposed for Melksham.  Since we are linked with Chippenham now I feel that they 
should take a larger share of the development. 
A lot of people will have their own reasons to be concerned about proposals to develop land adjacent to their homes and of 
course I am very worried about proposal 17.  Having worked as a property lawyer for many years I fully appreciate that the loss of 
a view or the value of my home is not a valid argument against development but wild life, including birds, bats, deer etc frequent 
the fields next to me and , since Savernake Avenue almost exclusively comprises bungalows, lived in by retired older folk, the 
quality of life for most of us abutting proposed site No 17 would be greatly diminished - not to mention the loss of light, quiet and 
privacy .  The footpaths in the fields are regularly used by both local residents and ramblers. 
The site is adjacent to a flood plain so development would seem to go against global warming policies, particularly since the 
fields have been subject to flooding throughout the winter. Access to the site from Woodrow Road would present extreme danger 
both for traffic and pedestrians. 
 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not greenbelt.  Brownfield sites and those areas adjacent to those already developed - which these days seem to be 2 and 3 
storey  i.e. areas with the least disruption to the ambience and general rural feel of the town. I appreciate that some development 
will be inevitable but other towns such as Chippenham, Trowbridge, Corsham should be considered. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 



 
As stated above, flooding, wildlife and general welfare of existing and largely longstanding residents of Melksham should be 
given consideration. 
If Developers are to provide 'POS' on their sites then they should reconsider whether the property owners should have to enter 
into a mangement company /lease to pay for the upkeep of areas which they do not use and from my experience sometimes 
would not want to and do not understand.  However, I believe that legislation is 'in the  pipeline' in this regard. 
 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
I think the document covers most of the issues.  Obviously medical services and schools are of high importance.  We shall still 
only have one leisure centre when it is completed - personally, I would like to see more gym/health facilities for the older person. 
With a higher population there will inevitably be more elderly or unwell/disabled members of the community and transport, 
particularly to hospitals outside the town, should be reviewed. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I think it is important that 'opportunist' developers are not encouraged to gain permission to build on 'odd pockets' of land, which 
are inappropriate and serve only to benefit themselves rather than the community and the town itself. 
Melksham is a 'great little town' . Let's try and strike a compromise between  providing a reasonable amount of housing, together 
with the necessary  infrastructure  and  bringing life back to the town centre so that we keep Melksham on the map and it doesn't 
become just the beginning and end of a commute for workers each day. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks66 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Brownfield sites should be an absolute priority and actively pursued to avoid minimal use of any more greenfield sites. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Healthcare and education facilities should be prioritised along with town regeneration and an A350 bypass. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 



 
Any potential sites which would encroach on surrounding villages should be disregarded 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield sites 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Sites 3243 and 3405: 
These would coalesce Melksham with Beanacre, an ancient settlement/small village with many listed buildings immediately 
adjacent and close to the site boundaries. This would be to the detriment of those buildings and their settings and Beanacre in 
general. The settlement boundary between Melksham and Beanacre cuts across site 3243. There are no educational and 
healthcare options on the north side of the town. 
The above would force more cars onto the A350. Air quality on the A350 would not be healthy for pedestrians/cyclists. More 
traffic on ‘rat runs’ of Dunch Lane and Westlands Lane or A350 down to Farmers Roundabout for vehicles accessing A365 to 
Bath etc  
Site 3243 in particular: 
Proposed increase in train activity - there is a footpath across the railway line in the north west corner of site 3243 and trains are 
obliged to sound their horns on the approach. This would cause much disturbance to potential residents, especially at night 
Standing water/flooding is a common issue on the site, so there are concerns about drainage and the impact on surrounding 
areas. The site is surrounded by flood plains 
There is much wildlife in and around the site, including greater crested newts, bats, badgers nesting buzzards, tawny owls, 
greater spotted and green woodpeckers 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks67 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Conservative unitary 
candidate for Melksham East 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Too high for Melksham. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
provision of adequate infrastructure, especially school places within walking distance, along with significant areas of public open 
space should be given high priority. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
These sites totally encircle the town.  Flood plane should be avoided to the north west and east. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites 5,13,2,3,9,10,4 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Green buffers and wildlife corridors 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Employment land 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks68 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Woodland Trust 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



We highlight the presence of identified veteran trees, which are protected from development per NPPF para 175c, at Site 1 and 
Site 5: 
Site 1: Land to the east of Melksham (SHELAA sites 3552, 3686, 3525, 3123). Includes Veteran Oak (ATI Tree ID no: 196157) 
Site 5: Land to the south of Bowerhill (SHELAA sites 1005, 1006, 3603). Includes Veteran Oak (ATI Tree ID no: 179016) and 
Veteran Oak (ATI Tree ID no: 175308) 
As per the NPPF, these veteran trees are irreplaceable. We highlight that Natural England's Standing Advice specifies that any 
compensation must not be considered in determining any wholly exceptional public benefit. 
To avoid direct impacts, veteran trees should be afforded a Root Protection Area with a radius of at least 15 times the diameter of 
the tree, or 5m beyond the crown, whichever is greater. Indirect impacts must also be considered, which may require a wider 
protection area. We urge that appropriate incorporation of these irreplaceable trees, as well as other important ecology, is 
considered from the earliest stages of schemes. 
View the Ancient Tree Inventory (ATI) here: https://ati.woodlandtrust.org.uk/. Our Planner’s Manual for Ancient Woodland and 
Veteran Trees (https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/publications/2019/06/planners-manual-for-ancient-woodland/) might also be 
useful.   
Ecological site surveys may highlight additional ancient and veteran trees, as well as other important ecological features, which 
will need due protection from development. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks69 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth seems hugely disproportionate to the size of Melksham itself and in relation to that elsewhere in Wiltshire. 
Any growth must be developed carefully alongside the provision of adequate transport, education and healthcare facilities and 
work opportunities, and I feel this is not being done rigorously enough. For example, whatever statistics say, I know that the 
existing doctors’ surgeries struggle to provide the levels of healthcare needed: it is virtually impossible (even before Covid) to get 
a doctor’s appointment within a reasonable length of time. More development around the periphery of Melksham will also 
endanger the rural nature of the surrounding villages and countryside. Certainly, it makes sense to develop existing urban, 
brownfield sites as part of the housing solution rather than simply resort to encroaching further and further into the countryside. 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



We must be sure to provide adequate facilities for the existing residents before expanding. That includes healthcare, education, 
sports and cultural facilities, clean air and attractive outdoor spaces for leisure. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
It seems unwise to be considering development on floodplains, and development that spreads too close to outlying villages 
threatens to destroy the rural nature of our village communities. 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield sites would be good candidates: already in an urban setting and otherwise going to waste and looking unsightly. 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Developers that want to profit from building more housing in this area must be made to contribute substantially to the social and 
environmental wellbeing of the existing and new inhabitants to ensure outstanding schooling, healthcare, sports and cultural 
facilities, and attractive outdoor spaces for leisure. We shouldn’t just settle for lack of commitment on these factors or even 
adequate facilities. Instead, we should pride ourselves on offering outstanding facilities so people are happy and proud to live in 
and around Melksham, not just be shoved in any old how to fulfil quotas because Melksham is an easy option. 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks70 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth seems hugely disproportionate to the size of Melksham itself and in relation to that elsewhere in Wiltshire. 
Any growth must be developed carefully alongside the provision of adequate transport, education and healthcare facilities and 
work opportunities, and I feel this is not being done rigorously enough. For example, whatever statistics say, I know that the 
existing doctors’ surgeries struggle to provide the levels of healthcare needed: it is virtually impossible (even before Covid) to get 
a doctor’s appointment within a reasonable length of time. More development around the periphery of Melksham will also 
endanger the rural nature of the surrounding villages and countryside. Certainly, it makes sense to develop existing urban, 
brownfield sites as part of the housing solution rather than simply resort to encroaching further and further into the countryside. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
We must be sure to provide adequate facilities for the existing residents before expanding. That includes healthcare, education, 
sports and cultural facilities, clean air and attractive outdoor spaces for leisure. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
It seems unwise to be considering development on floodplains, and development that spreads too close to outlying villages 
threatens to destroy the rural nature of our village communities. 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield sites would be good candidates: already in an urban setting and otherwise going to waste and looking unsightly. 

 
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 sites? 
 

Developers that want to profit from building more housing in this area must be made to contribute substantially to the social and 
environmental wellbeing of the existing and new inhabitants to ensure outstanding schooling, healthcare, sports and cultural 
facilities, and attractive outdoor spaces for leisure. We shouldn’t just settle for lack of commitment on these factors or even 
adequate facilities. Instead, we should pride ourselves on offering outstanding facilities so people are happy and proud to live in 
and around Melksham, not just be shoved in any old how to fulfil quotas because Melksham is an easy option. 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Melks71 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Too many new houses for the existing social infrastructure, ie doctors, secondary school etc 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1, Yes.  2, Yes.  3, to a limited extent, reducing the length of the bypass as much as possible by using existing routes to reduce 
the impact and loss of the countryside and natural beauty of our area, particularly south of Bowerhill and the canal. 4, Yes.  5, 
Yes.  6, Yes.  7 Yes, particularly a linked cycle route to Chippenham. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Too many sites - particularly large areas to the east and south of the town (1, 4, 5) 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
8-17 as proposed 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Protecting nature, social use of the land and preserving our green spaces, particularly not allowing an increasing urban sprawl 
over the countryside. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Increased importance of the countryside, preserved also for sustainable farming and use by the poulation for social purposes 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



It is important to try to preserve the nature of the town.  Building the proposed A350 bypass and then filling the gap with houses 
only promotes an urban sprawl with disconnected housing areas.  We lose large green areas with no particular gain to the town, 
just appeasing the demand for housing numbers from Whitehall. 
We have all learnt recently that our countryside, nature and unspoilt green areas are of the upmost importance. 
With increased working from home the need for more roads must be reviewed.  Bath is ti introduce the clean air zone and expect 
traffic to find its own new route....no bypass being built there...why should we pamper to the motorist with more roads which will 
always bring an increase in traffic through our area.  Let the traffic find its own route somewhere else. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks72 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Far too much YEs definitely 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
A real focus is needed on town centre regeneration. These are what be priorities should be!  But this is not what the plan shows 
in terms of possible sites for housing as many are Greenfield.  it is vitally important that more employment is made available to 
prevent it becoming la arger commuter town than it already. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
too many sites are greenfield and are currently used for farming and development of some of these cause discrete communities 
to coalesce  in urban sprawls. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield  sites  develop of some of the derelict sites that were  previously  industrial around the Town. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Employment  is vital to support a growing population as well as  greater supporting  infrastructure - health care, school places , 
which is not being considered with the current applications that Wilts  are allowing! 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
No these  are what are  required but it is a dereliction of duty to the population of Melksham ,  that currently these  issues  are not 
considered when the current  housing developments are  approved. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



The current plan, as highlighted in the local press, about  the proposal to build a further 2500 Houses in the  area is ludicrous, as 
our infrastructure isn't keeping up with all the houses that are  currently in construction and for the  many more that have been 
approved.  How is this plan sustainable? With the current local employment opportunities  it does not demand this level of 
housing development so obviously Wiltshire Council see Melksham as a sink dormitory town!  We are a small  town, so why  is it, 
that some of the  larger towns which have greater infrastructure  and sustainability  are not being considered for this number  of 
houses?  Secretary of State for housing Robert Jenrick  stated in the central government's planning document that 
environmentally green spaces are needed  and thus this would  to maintain biodiversity and thus prevent more climate change.  
So the areas Wiltshire has identified for  housing development are just such areas  around Melksham. These also help prevent 
flooding, as they absorb rainfall, whereas homes on vast housing estates are  generally inadequate. With greater intensity of 
rainfall due to climate change and global warming these  greenfield area will be vital to address some of the flooding issues 
around Melksham. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks73 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire Climate Alliance 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
It baffles me that the strategy is proposing to build 5000 more houses than the calculated need in Wiltshire. Melksham feels like it 
is becoming another giant commuter town. Whilst there are many industrial/factory employers in the area, other industries are 
less represented and due to the poor public transport in the area, most residents have to commute out of the town by private 
vehicle, adding significantly to local carbon emissions and worsening air quality.  
It concerns me that these new homes will not be built to carbon net zero standards which will contradict Wiltshire Council's 
climate targets. There is of course a need for new homes with a growing population (although not as many as proposed) and the 
sites for these should be selected on the basis that they will cause the least damage to biodiversity and carbon mitigation 
capacity e.g. by building on brownfield. If 3,950 are being proposed, the target of 130 homes being built on brownfield sites is 
incredibly low.  
On another note, as a young person living in Wiltshire, I do not believe that, even with job opportunities, I will be able to afford the 
type of housing that is being built. I am unsure whether these houses are really addressing housing needs for locals or 
encouraging people to move here, just to commute out. I am personally looking into alternative forms of housing which are 



smaller, more sustainable and encourage a less carbon-intensive way of living. I think the council should also consider this in 
order to help young people get onto the housing ladder (or even make rent more affordable and decrease the risk of 
homelessness) and help locals to reduce their carbon footprint. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. Yes 
2. Yes 
3. No - This proposal contradicts the council's climate change targets and will only encourage more traffic, increasing carbon 
emissions and worsening air quality. It will also cause devastation to local wildlife, particularly for the suggested routes which 
cross the river which is home to endangered species such as kingfishers and otters. Any development also has a carbon cost 
and removes the capacity for carbon sequestration. Instead the focus should be on improving public transport. 
4. Yes - As a frequent train user (pre-covid) this is hugely important to me but due to the infrequent services in Melksham, I 
usually have to travel to Chippenham. We need more frequent local services to reduce our reliance on cars and make 
sustainable transport more accessible. 
5. Yes  
6. Yes - But we need to ensure that new development is carried out in order to meet local needs and not encourage people to 
move into the area to out-commute. The excessive number of proposed new homes will very likely encourage this issue.  
7. Yes 
I think we need to prioritise biodiversity and carbon reduction in everything we do. Some of the suggested priorities seriously 
threaten this which is very worrying for future generations. We will be paying the cost at some stage for the decisions we make 
now. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
It is understandably very difficult to choose the 'right' land for development. The priorities for selecting sites should be where 
biodiversity loss is minimised and the capacity for carbon sequestration is maximised. I am concerned about the number of sites 



that sit within floodplains, a risk which will only worsen in future years due to climate change. These areas are also very important 
for wildlife and should be protected. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield sites. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
See question 9. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Climate change is missing, although environmental considerations should be at the heart of all of these topics. I think we also 
need to move away from this dangerous idea of continual 'growth' when we live in a finite world. I think we should shift our focus 
to improving opportunities and doing so in a sustainable way. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please remember your committments to tackling the climate and ecological crisis. Young people and future generations are 
relying on you. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks74 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Turley 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Create Real Estate 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
We support the level of growth proposed for Melksham. The proposed provision recognises the settlement’s sustainability 
credentials relative to others in the County and acknowledges there is available and deliverable land in the settlement. This land 
can contribute to the County’s needs and supports the status, role and vitality of the settlement.  
The notion of planning positively for brownfield sites as part of reviewing the neighbourhood plan is also supported. We 
encourage a joined-up approach to understand and realise the potential of this land from the outset of the plan review process. 
This should include a prompt review of the neighbourhood plan to ensure that the potential of sites in Melksham is adequately 
assessed and included at both the local plan and neighbourhood level.   
Create has spent a number of years assessing the tenant schedule at the site and speaking to businesses in the area. It has built 
an effective evidence base on the strength of the market and likely interest in this location, including the size and type of 
accommodation required. This process has substantiated its view on the potential mixed use regeneration of the site in the short-
term.   



Create would welcome further discussion with the Council in this respect. Our client concurs that no further employment land is 
required in Melksham. Moreover, the level of vacancy and range of commercial uses at Avonside clearly demonstrates that it is 
no longer fulfilling a strategic employment land role. This information and understanding is vital to the provision of a robust and 
sound LPR.   
The opportunity to share information and collaborate on the most appropriate future of the site as part of the LPR would help 
shape the appropriate strategy for this strategic site. Once agreed, our client would welcome a positive, plan-led approach to the 
future of the site. The inclusion of the site as a policy allocation for mixed use regeneration in the heart of Melksham could be 
appropriate as part of a brownfield land target for the settlement. This approach could be transformative in terms of the ability of 
the town to fulfil its important role and function as a key settlement over the plan period. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We consider the right priorities are identified for the town. Specifically in relation to land at Avonside Enterprise Park, we welcome 
the priority to “Ensure town centre regeneration through continued investment in the town centre, maximising brownfield land and 
encouraging employment opportunities” and “Out-commuting should be reduced through an improved employment offer”.   
Whilst we support investment in the town centre, we would suggest that the current wording of this priority fails to recognise the 
importance that land immediately surrounding the current town centre boundary can have in both supporting regeneration and 
encouraging employment opportunities. To ensure these priorities can be achieved, we would encourage a review of the town 
centre boundary as part of the LPR and wider Melksham Neighbourhood Plan. This will allow underutilised sites on the 
immediate edge of the town centre (such as Avonside) which already are accommodating town centre uses to be appropriately 
recognised and considered within the LPR.   
Without appropriate consideration and investment, sites such as Avonside Enterprise Park will not be able to improve their 
employment offer and support a reduction in out-commuting. The opportunity to utilise them in the regeneration of the town 
centre will be missed.   
Given the way that Government is seeking to reform the planning system in England and recent changes in society, there is a 
clear need for flexibility in terms of the provision of services and facilities. This highlights a role for town centres and what they 
may become in the future, in terms of flexible growth, changes to traditional employment and retail and responding to COVID-19. 
A robust approach to town centres and surrounding land is essential for a justified and positively prepared plan. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
The current pool of potential development sites appears to be underpinned by the Council’s latest published SHELAA, dated July 
2017. This is now dated and does not take account of sites submitted in the intervening period or sites where circumstances have 
changed and protections or designations may require review.   
Whilst the LPR documentation states that the employment land supply has been reviewed, this has not recognised the change in 
the range of uses and demand some employment sites have seen. Failure to recognise how sites can be maximised for a range 
of town centre uses that continue to support employment may risk seeing sustainable brownfield sites continue to be 
underutilised in Melksham. This is particularly the case of a site such as Avonside, which is strategically located on the immediate 
edge of the town centre.   
The current SHELAA comprises a gap in the evidence base. This gap means that the Emerging Spatial Strategy may not be 
considered to be justified as sites which are suitable, available and achievable have not been factored into the amount of land 
available. Sites may also have been factored in for inappropriate uses based on dated assessments.   
It is our client’s view that Avonside Enterprise Park’s inclusion within the Principal Employment Area is reviewed as part of the 
LPR. The evidence identifies a wide range of commercial uses and a structural level of vacancy at the site. Development 
feasibility assessments undertaken by our client and our discussions with the Town Council over the past years confirm that this 
site has significant potential for redevelopment for a mix of uses in a sustainable, central, riverside location. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
We note the ‘Planning for Melksham’ document refers to an assumption that “all identified brownfield sites have been taken into 
account” when considering where and how the built-up area may need to extend to accommodate change. Whilst there will be a 
role for a range of sites, including greenfield development as part of the wider strategy for Melksham, it is important to note that 
the current pool of sites fails to acknowledge Avonside Enterprise Park as a brownfield site. This is a gap and flaw in the 
evidence base that must be rectified in the plan making process to ensure a robust and sound approach.   
As at June 2020, 29% of employment space at Avonside Enterprise Park was vacant. Only 29% was in a B1, B2 or B8 Use Class 
at the time and the remainder of demand was occupied by retail, printing, storage, leisure and sui generis uses. The site clearly 
represents an underutilised, central brownfield location which would be wholly appropriate for redevelopment.   



A mix of town centre uses should be brought forward at this location in the town for the following reasons:  
• It is located immediately adjacent to the existing town centre boundary. It would be a natural and logical extension to this 
boundary, reinforcing the connection and relationship between the north and south of the River Avon. It would bring the river into 
the heart of the town centre. 
• The Enterprise Park represents an important gateway site for Melksham. Over time, a mix of town centre uses have been 
established on the site as a result of its location. This should be recognised in its future regeneration and through the LPR. The 
mixed use site is a destination in the town. It has the potential for transformational regeneration as an anchor destination in an 
expanded town centre. 
• The role of the site as a connecting node between the train station and existing town centre makes it an integral element for 
achieving the priorities set out in the ‘Planning for Melksham’ document. The site will encourage investment in and improved 
connectivity between the station and the centre of Melksham. 
• Sustainable transport options and ease of accessibility are already established at the site. A bus stop is located along the site’s 
northern boundary, immediately adjacent to the existing vehicular access and egress point on the A3102. The site is within easy 
walking and cycling distance of the town centre and Melksham train station. This presents a significant opportunity for 
encouraging a wider range of uses, reflective of a town centre nature. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
As noted in response to previous questions, consideration to Avonside Enterprise Park as a brownfield regeneration opportunity 
is crucial. The ability to generate higher employment levels and reduce out-commuting are important economic factors associated 
with investment in and redevelopment of this site.   
Other social and environmental factors specific to the individual site will include its riverside location and ability to support 
sustainable modes of transport in and out of Melksham, as well as supporting a high-quality design and public realm adjacent to 
the River Avon. The site has transformative potential as a strategic regeneration site in the heart of Melksham. It is capable of 
supporting the stated ambitions for the future of the settlement over the plan period. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 



 
We do not consider there are any other issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified as relevant to our client’s 
land interests. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Taking all of the above together, the summary and conclusions of our Representation are as follows:  
• We are supportive of Melksham’s important role and function as a Market Town and its identification as an important location for 
growth in the Chippenham HMA. 
• We advocate a prompt review and update of the SHELAA and existing Principal Employment Area to ensure that all sites are 
appropriately considered and any designations/allocations justified. Avonside Enterprise Park is underutilised in its current form 
and there is limited demand for the primary employment uses it was originally allocated for. The current tenant mix is evidence of 
this low demand. The new Use Class E provides the opportunity for a great mix of uses that contribute to the regeneration of the 
Market Town. 
• The Council has currently failed to recognise all of the brownfield sites within Melksham. It has failed to recognise the role that, 
with appropriate investment, they can play in supporting the town centre and wider priorities set out in ‘Planning for Melksham’. A 
review of Melksham’s town centre boundary should also take place to ensure its remains competitive and able to fulfil its role as 
an important Market Town in the settlement hierarchy. It is likely that facilitating investment and regeneration including the right 
mix of uses are occurring on edge of centre sites will be important. This evidence base will ensure a positively planned and 
justified strategy for the growth of the town centre at the heart of a sustainable community in a HMA identified for significant 
growth. 
• Land at Avonside Enterprise Park is able to support several of the priorities for Melksham through its regeneration. This 
includes maximising the use of brownfield land, providing a mix of employment opportunities and reducing out-commuting 
through a carefully considered and balanced mix of uses that responds to its proximity to the existing town centre. Regenerating 
this site will provide a range of environmental, economic and social benefits that are unique to its location.   
Create is keen to engage further with both Wiltshire Council and Melksham Town Council and to discuss plans for the site and its 
ability to support a mix of town centre uses. Turley would be pleased to coordinate a meeting between parties at the appropriate 
time. Create also welcome further opportunities to discuss and engage in the Wiltshire LPR.   
We trust this response is of use and look forward to discussing the site further in the coming months. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks75 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wilts and Berks Canal Trust 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The canal trust does not hold a view on the scale of growth. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The safeguarding of the future route of the Wilts & Berks Canal in the list of place shaping priorities is noted and strongly 
supported by the Trust. 
These priorities will be supported by continued backing for the canal and accommodation of the associated beneficial 
developments to the maximum extent possible.  The objectives can best be achieved by writing the integration and construction 



of the canal into the design guidance, planning conditions, S106 agreements, land sales agreements and other instruments as 
appropriate to ensure that the maximum community benefit is obtained. 
The Trust is working to restore to active use for boating, cycling and walking the complete route from the K&A Junction at 
Semington through Melksham to Swindon and Abingdon.  Negotiations for the land access north of Melksham to Pewsham and 
Lacock are proceeding with small restoration projects opening up sections to first walking and then to use of the waterway.  The 
major integrated development of the Melksham Link is a critical component of the whole canal programme which will bring a 
multitude of benefits to the town.  This project proposes an integrated development of Sites 7 and 11,   
 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The Melksham Link project is proposed for Site 7 and a small part of the southern end of Site 11.  This project is a mixed 
development which is designed to provide housing and a range of public facilities which will add to the leisure and wellbeing 
amenities in the town while integrating with and improving the existing character of the town. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
The Melksham Link route is already identified in the Green and Blue Infrastructure Network for the town. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 



 
Riverside brownfield sites near the centre of the town offer a prime opportunity to develop a leisure facility and visitor attraction 
alongside the waterway once it has been opened up by linking it to the canal. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Wilts and Berks Canal is a valuable waterway in Wiltshire, providing amenity, flood management and environmental benefits. 
Several aims of the Trust work in conjunction with the Local Plans in adapting and mitigating the negative effect of climate 
change.  
The restored canal will be unique and important to wildlife and the local population. Once completed, the whole canal line will 
offer opportunities for active use such as boating, cycling, and walking. Recreational activities such as kayaking, paddle-boarding 
and fishing will also be available. Ultimately, the towpath will be accessible for all to enjoy, improving wellbeing.  
The canal also establishes green/blue corridors which provide a safe passage route for many species between fragmented 
habitats. This will be fundamental to biodiversity net gain and improving the diversity of flora and fauna. The vegetation also 
naturally sequestrates carbon from the environment, providing the area in and around the canal with clean air. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks76 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Spye Park 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks76 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Planning for Melksham  
In accordance with the Emerging Spatial Strategy, a requirement for a further 2,585 new homes to be accommodated in 
Melksham up until 2036 is identified. We note that no need for further employment land is identified as being required within 
Melksham during the plan period, and this is supported.  
In addition, it is identified that approximately 130 homes could be built on brownfield sites within Melksham over the next 10 
years, which leaves approximately 2,455 new homes to be delivered on greenfield land.We do not support the scale of growth 
objectively identified for Melksham in principle. However, should the requirement remain, it is of paramount importance that the 
Council allocate the most appropriate, least impactful sites to accommodate this scale of growth (see below for further 
comments). 
We also consider the Council’s estimate that ‘a target of 130 homes could be built on brownfield sites over the next 10 years’ is 
not ambitious enough. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) clearly states that policies should make ‘as much use as 



possible’ of previously developed (brownfield) land. In addition, the NPPF supports development that makes efficient use of land 
and avoids homes being built at low densities. As such, we consider the ‘target’ of building 130 homes on brownfield sites over 
the next years (equating to an average of just 13 dwellings per year) is not ambitious enough, particularly given Melksham’s total 
strategic target and the national ‘brownfield first’ approach to accommodating development. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We are in general support of the proposed place shaping priorities, particularly the ambition to maximise brownfield land and 
ensure new development is adequately supported by community facilities, services and transport infrastructure. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
We have undertaken a comprehensive review of the Potential Development Sites for Melksham in relation to the identified 
development needs for the town. We set out below our justification for the Sites we argue should be retained for further 
consideration, as well as those which should not be considered further for potential allocation. 
Site 1: Land to the east of Melksham (SHELAA sites 3552, 3686, 3525, 3123). 
In the first instance, we note the combined capacity of the sites contained within Site 1 comprises 4,223 dwellings. Clearly, this 
far exceeds Melksham’s identified need of 2,585 dwellings. Furthermore, from a sustainability perspective Site 1 is located within 
an area of relatively greater landscape and ecological value compared to many of the other greenfield sites adjacent to the 
settlement boundary, especially those located either to the south or west (see Figure 3 – Planning for Melksham). There is also 
an area of flood risk zones 2 and 3 associated with Clackers Brook running through the centre of the site, and the site contains 
significant Green Infrastructure corridors which provide a connection from wider countryside through the to the Bristol Avon river. 
On this basis, we consider Site 1 to be excessively large and the least sequentially preferable option. 
Sites 16 & 17: Land off Woodrow Road 
(SHELAA sites 1001, 3107) & Land to the north of A3102 
(SHELAA sites 715, 1027, 3478, 3479) 



Whilst the combined capacity of Sites 16 & 17 is 1,571 dwellings, we consider there to be a number of key reasons why these 
Sites are also not a sequentially preferable option: 
• They would encroach and impact on an area of relatively greater landscape and ecological value compared to many of the 
other greenfield site options, especially those located either to the south or west (see Figure 3 – Planning for Melksham); 
• Both sites are constrained by flood risk zones 2 and 3 to the north 
• Development of both sites has the potential to cause significant transport/highways/traffic impacts 
On this basis, we consider Sites 16 and 17 to not be sequentially preferable options. 
Sites 5, 6 & 7 
Alternatively, we argue that the potential sites to the south/south west of Melksham, particularly Sites 5, 6 and 7, comprise 
sequentially preferable options for allocation within the Local Plan Review. 
First, we note the combined capacity of Sites 5, 6 and 7 is 3,036 dwellings. Not only does this adequately accommodate the 
identified need for 2,585 new homes for the long term, but it also allows for a reasonably appropriate quantum or ‘buffer’ of 
additional land for further potential growth (which could include some employment growth if demand arises). 
Furthermore, the Sites are located adjacent to existing and designated employment areas and are relatively nearer to the 
Melksham Oak Community School which has recently received planning permission for significant expansion as well as the site 
for a new primary school that has been secured on land south of Western Way which will supply new places to the south of the 
town. The sites are not constrained by, or subject to, flood risk issues, and the land is not subject to the same landscape or 
ecological characteristics and constraints as other potential development sites. These significant factors all accord strongly with 
the principles of sustainable development. Furthermore they relate well to the southern extent of any bypass route. On the basis 
of the above assessment, we consider the Potential Development Sites to the south/south west of Melksham (Sites 5, 6 and 7 in 
particular) are the most appropriate for further consideration. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
See attachment Melks76 for full representation including any tables/maps/diagrams etc. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 



 
Settlement Profiles  
The map in Figure 3 - Melksham and Bowerhill Green and Blue Infrastructure Assets in relation to Biodiversity and Heritage – 
identifies how the area to the north east of Melksham contains significantly important landscapes, features and habitats which are 
all sensitive to development. We support the Council’s comments that ‘These features are important waypoints within the existing 
landscape and should be considered as being integral to how new development areas are sensitively planned’. Therefore, as 
aforementioned we maintain the Potential Development Sites located to the north/east of Melksham (particularly Sites 1, 16 and 
17) to be inappropriate and should not be subject to further consideration. These considerations further constrain the outward 
expansion of any bypass route to the north east.  
We note the comments set out within the Transport section of Melksham’s Settlement Profile, most importantly: “further 
development and delivery of an A350 Melksham bypass could relieve peak time congestion and delays” and “Bypassing 
Melksham could also reduce severance between the town centre and areas adjacent to the A350 (including the rail station and 
recent supermarket developments), create an opportunity to re-design the existing A350 corridor through the town, and support 
efforts to regenerate the town centre” 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
We generally agree with the issues and infrastructure requirements identified for Melksham, however, we wish to reiterate the 
importance of considering the delivery of infrastructure – particularly the forthcoming A350 Melksham Bypass – as being 
symbiotic with development growth (which, in the case of Melksham, is principally new housing growth). A strategic, joined-up 
approach should be taken to foster a sustainable and viable town and therefore we would recommend a masterplan exercise is 
undertaken to visually (and quantitively) overlay the Bypass route options with the Potential Development Sites. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Local Plan Review consultation  
Representations on behalf of Spye Park  



This representation has been prepared by LPC (Trull) on behalf of Spye Park, who are a landowner within the Wiltshire Council 
boundary. It is submitted in response to the current consultation on the Wiltshire Local Plan Review (hereafter referred to as ‘the 
Local Plan Review’).  
We have reviewed the consultation content, including the published supporting evidence base and provide our comments in the 
subsequent sections of this representation. Particular focus is made on the questions set out within the ‘Planning for Melksham’ 
document. In summary, we generally support the Plan’s overall vision and strategic objectives, and summarise our comments 
made on the various policies above as follows: 
• The approximated target number of new dwellings to be developed on previously developed (brownfield) sites in the Melksham 
area should be amended and increased to reflect the Framework’s drive for the use and optimisation of previously developed 
land to deliver development needs, including housing; 
• The Potential Development Sites located to the south/south west of Melksham (Sites 5, 6 and 7 in particular) are the most 
appropriate for accommodating the identified housing need; and 
• It is of critical importance that the Local Plan Review recognises and enforces the inextricable link between infrastructure and 
housing growth. As such, the potential route of a new A350 bypass for Melksham must be considered simultaneously with the 
Potential Development Sites rather than in isolation. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks77 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



We note the settlement boundary is identified in Figure 1 (Map showing potential development sites for assessment) on page 7 of 
the ‘Planning for Melksham (January 2021)’ report. However, the boundary is drawn to exclude the site at Verbena Court / 
Eastern Way. 
We note the purpose of the settlement boundary in restricting the sprawl of development into open countryside, however, it is 
suggested that development of the land in question would not be contrary to this. The land is bound by the bypass and adjacent 
to existing development (Verbena Court local centre). Furthermore, the site was included in the wider urban extension known as 
“Land East of Melksham” (as allocated in previous iterations of the Local Plan, and now largely built-out). These all provide very 
clear defensible boundaries – and demonstrate that the site is contiguous with the settlement boundary and viewed within its 
context. Development here would not encroach into the open countryside and clearly the bypass operates as a logical boundary 
to the settlement. Within this context the site is not true ‘countryside’ and has no significant landscape / ecological or recreational 
value. 
Furthermore, the emerging Local Plan is considering potential development sites which includes Site 1: Land to the east of 
Melksham (SHELAA sites 3552, 36686, 3525, 3123). This is a large allocation located adjacent to the site, on the opposing side 
of the bypass. Should this be taken forward, the site would become enveloped within development in which the sites value as 
open countryside, albeit not true countryside, will become further diminished. 
On this basis, exclusion from the settlement boundary would not be justified and we would request that the above site is 
considered as a potential development site. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The Councils Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2017) reports a need for 11,600 specialist older person housing units of 
various types over the 20 year period 2016-36. Furthermore, the NPPF, at paragraph 61, confirms that a mix of housing should 
be planned to meet the needs of differing groups within the community (which would include the elderly). This is re-emphasised 
in the PPG where it is noted, at paragraph 001 (Reference ID: 63-001-20190626), that ‘the need to provide housing for older 
people is critical as the proportion of older people in the population is increasing’, and at paragraph 004 (Reference ID: 63- 004-
20190626), that housing assessments can also ‘set out the level of need for residential care homes’. 
The provision of C2 development should therefore be an important consideration in helping to meet the need for specialist care 
accommodation within local areas. These in turn provide significant benefits through improved well-being for residents, NHS 
savings and economic growth from job creation and supply activity. 
 



 
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 sites? 
 

 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

RE: Response to the Wiltshire Council Local Plan Consultation – Melksham Market Town (Refer to attachment Melks77 for full 
representation including any tables/maps/diagrams etc.) 
I act on behalf of Frontier Estates who have an ongoing interest in a site located at Verbana Court/Eastern Way and write in 
response to the current Wiltshire Council Local Plan Consultation 2021. This letter provides formal comments and I trust that 
these representations duly made within the determined timescales, will be formally accepted and considered alongside the 
submitted questionnaire.  
Background to the site  
By way of background, Frontier Estates have an interest in the site at Verbana Court / Eastern Way (c. 1 mile to the east of 
Melksham town centre, as shown below). 
They are in the very early stages of considering development proposals for the site. Frontier specialise in the development of 
facilities for elderly care, and specifically care homes, on a nationwide basis. As you will be aware, care comes in many forms, 
and includes both extra care, for those residents who are more mobile and wish to lead relatively independent lives, to nursing 
care home for those who are very frail and have more pronounced needs. There is a need for both within Melksham. Our view is 
that the site provides the opportunity to help meet the care home need as well contribute to the Councils housing land supply. 
Conclusion 
I trust that this submission is useful and respectfully request that the comments referred to above are considered and reflected as 
the plan progresses towards adoption. We look forward to engaging further in the process and would be grateful if you could 
keep us updated with regards to the emerging Dorset Local Plan, and its timetable for preparation. In the meantime, please do 
not hesitate to contact me to discuss further. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Based on the evidence in the reports we have commissioned we would argue that much less housing is needed. 
Yes, there should be a brownfield target based on an up-to-date assessment (2021/2022) of current empty spaces and 
anticipated growth in retail and office closures. WC's briefing states that NHP's must positively plan for brown field sites to 
minimise the loss of green field land. 
 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Whilst the WC may speculate on development areas, it is more important that the NHP is adhered to for actual location, design, 
type and percentage of truly affordable homes. An up-to-date Neighbourhood Plan which reflects local views will deliver all these. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Prioritisation of brownfield and more informed reports on the current housing figure required and economic growth in short and 
long-term future for the area. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The Melksham LP must adopt a "brown field first" policy. WC's briefing states that NHP's must positively plan for brown field sites 
to minimise the loss of green field land so therefore there is no need to consider any more green field development. See answer 
to Question 1. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
The Covid-19 pandemic has highlighted the need for people to get out into the countryside for the physical and mental health so 
the need to protect undesignated green fields as well as green belt and AONB's is vital. The areas immediately adjacent to urban 
centres should be protected and should benefit the local population as sources of recreation, enjoyment (visual and physical) and 
food production. 
New buildings must conform to highest levels of construction using high standards of insulation, triple glazing, solar panels, 
Biomass boiler, heat pumps etc.   
WC to work with Town and Parish Councils to achieve sustainable development and town centre improvements and taking into 
account climate change, carbon reduction, the value of preserving wildlife, the importance of maintaining open green spaces for 



health, exercise and wellbeing and respecting the importance of Melksham's surrounding landscape and heritage. Agree with 
WC's briefing that no more employment land is needed. 
 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
A Melksham bypass should not be considered because any traffic build up will simply be passed onto the next stretch of the 
A350. 
Any bypasses along the A350 will only encourage WC to "realise their dream" of an A350 "expressway" to the south coast which 
must be discouraged because Highways England have always advised that the preferred routes are either, M4/ A34/ M3/M27 or 
M4/ A46/ A36/ M27. 
The Trans Wilts train route has proved very successful despite early pessimism so therefore Melksham's train station amenities 
need improving to come in line with this successful service. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
When looking at housing requirements, it is worth considering that there are 1.3 million empty homes in the UK. Housing 
provision should be tailored to the needs of any particular area. Using the housing needs survey sent to each household in 
Wiltshire to identify those needs. Do not agree with Wiltshire Council’s calculations for justifying the uplift in the housing figure 
requirement. Refer to attachment Melks78 for full representation including any tables/maps/diagrams etc. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 



 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I would formally like to object to the number of houses going up in and around Melksham. 
I agree with all the other objections, inc. lack of infrastructure to support the housing proposed, the increased flooding risk, and 
that it is turning Melksham and surrounding villages into dormitory town, with the smaller villages losing their character and 
individuality. 
I would also question the 'need' for more housing.  Clearly the developers are keen to build without ethics or consideration, but I 
would be interested to know on what basis this 'need' is predicated?  Who decides we 'need' more housing? 
I would also like to add further subjects for consideration. 
Climate Change 
Mitigating climate change has been accepted by Wiltshire Council as essential. Your statement says "In February 2019 we 
resolved to acknowledge a climate emergency and to seek to make the county of Wiltshire carbon neutral by 2030". 
How does building thousands of new houses do anything but counter this objective?  Building on greenfield sites is appalling and 
unnecessary.  We need to keep all the green spaces we have. Surely arable land should not be concreted over and lost for ever?  



Wildlife 
We have lost 40% of our wildlife in the last 50 years.  Habitat loss, with additional housing, roads and other factors being the 
main cause.  And here we are, proposing more greenfield sites be built on.  We are a rural county which will not stay rural if this 
building on the green belt continues. 
Whitley 
[TEXT REDACTED] Whitley which I consider to be a small village alongside Shaw, also a small village.  It is not correct to put 
them together and call them a large village. To propose that 95 new houses be accommodated by two small villages is unrealistic 
and would change the character of each village entirely.  There are one or two brownfield sites where appropriate housing could 
be supported.   
Clearly you are aware of the flooding issues in the village and this can only get worse even with fewer houses built. 
I contributed to the neighbourhood plan which, if I remember correctly gave residents the right to help determine the future of 
their village.  Is this now consigned to the bin where we have to accept whatever is decided? 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
4.0 Response to the Consultation  
(i) National Policy Context  
4.1 Paragraph 16 of the NPPF requires that plans should be ‘…(a) prepared with the objective of contributing towards sustainable 
development’; and ‘…(b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable’.  
4.2 In respect of non-strategic policies, Paragraph 28 of the NPPF states that LPAs should allocations to promote sustainable 
development, and Paragraph 29 states that ‘…policies should be underpinned by relevant and up to date evidence’ and ‘…take 
into account relevant market signals’.  
4.3 Paragraph 30 states: ‘…once a neighbourhood plan has been brought into force, the policies it contains take precedence 
over existing non-strategic policies in a local plan covering the neighbourhood area, where they are in conflict, unless they are 
superseded by strategic or non-strategic policies that are adopted subsequently.  



4.4 Paragraph 59 requires that as part of the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of new homes, ‘…it is 
important at sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific 
housing requirements are addressed…’  
4.5 Paragraph 61 states that the ‘…size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community should be 
assessed and reflected in planning policies… …’  
4.6 Paragraph 68 states that ‘…small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the housing 
requirement of an area and are often built out relatively quickly’.  
4.7 Paragraph 72 states that ‘…The supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved through planning for 
larger scale development, such as new settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and towns, provided they are well 
located and designed, and supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities…. b) ensure that their size and location will 
support a sustainable community, with sufficient access to services and employment opportunities within the development itself 
(without expecting an unrealistic level of self-containment), or in larger towns to which there is good access;…’ (Our emphasis in 
bold)  
 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
(iii) Comment on the subject site  
4.15 It is understood that the external consultants acting for the Council have assisted in assessing prospective development 
sites. Wiltshire Council’s high-level summary assessment has assessed the subject site individually and also alongside SHELAA 
site 3331 – see relevant extracts below: 
4.16 Using the Council’s Traffic Light Assessment, we have undertaken a similar appraisal utilising the site-specific evidence 
base. 
 



 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
(i) Site Description and Context  
2.1 The subject site of approximately 2.5 ha comprises open and relatively flat pastureland to the south of the grade II listed Old 
Loves Farm. A Site Location Plan is shown an Appendix A, and Site Photographs at Appendix B. 
(ii) Accessibility  
2.2 The site lies adjacent to Bowerhill and approximately 2km (as the crow flies) from Melksham Town Centre, and is in close 
proximity to a wide range of existing services, employment opportunities and community facilities including both primary and 
secondary schools. A pedestrian / cycle link is already provided linking Bowerhill Lane through to Hornchurch Road which helps 
with the overall non-car accessibility of the site. Additionally, there is good accessibility to bus services along Bath Road and the 
Bowerhill Estate. As such, this subject site lies in a highly accessible location.                                                                                                             
(iii) Vehicular access  
2.3 Vehicular access to the site is via Bowerhill Lane which is forms a simple priority junction with Bath Road. There is potential 
to improve the geometry of this access within existing highway land such that it could serve as an appropriate point of vehicular 
access that could serve development on the subject site.  
2.4 The speed limit on the A365 is 40mph which requires visibility splays at the Bowerhill Lane junction of 120m in both 
directions, which is achievable. It may be necessary to introduce a ghost island right turn lane similar to that at the Hornchurch 
Road junction to the west.  
2.5 To serve a development of circa 80 units Bowerhill Lane would need to be widened to at least a 5.5m carriageway width 
(ideally 6m) and at least one 2m wide footway, i.e. a total highway width of between 7.5 and 8m. The existing verges and 
carriageway are in excess of this overall width so it would be possible to implement the required widening. 
2.6 If the subject site were to be developed in conjunction with the adjacent site to the east (SHELA Ref: 3331), Bowerhill Lane 
could be a secondary point of vehicular access as well as providing pedestrian and cycle connectivity to Bowerhill.                                                                                                                                             
(iv) Landscape  
2.7 The site is relatively flat and open and is not subject to any known physical constraints. It is well contained by existing 
hedgerows and is not prominent in the wider landscape.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
(v) Flood Risk and Drainage  
2.8 The site lies in Flood Zone 1 of the Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning. (vi) Heritage Context  
2.9 The site does have a sensitive heritage context noting that Old Loves Farmhouse is a grade II listed building (NB. listed in 
1985). The list description states:  



Farmhouse. Early to mid C18. Rubblestone, stone slate half-hipped roof, brick stacks. L-plan, gable end to street. 2 storeys, 3- 
windows. Entrance door is on at right angles to street, chamfered door case and flat stone hood on brackets. To left is one 2-light 
cyma-mullioned window and a blocked window to right. First floor has two 2-light cyma-mullioned windows and one 2-light 
beaded- mullioned window, all leaded glass. Rear and right gable return have single, 2 and 3-light beaded and cyma-mullioned 
windows. Wing to left has chamfered door case to left of single-light cyma moulded window and one blocked door to right. Left 
return has a pair of 8- pane sashes in flat case with mullion to ground floor and one 4-pane sash to first floor. Rear has C20 
casements to ground floor and two 2-light cyma mullioned windows and a C19 casement to first floor. Interior: room to right of 
entrance has narrow chamfer to ceiling beams and a stone flat arched fireplace with roll moulding. A difference between the 
ceiling and floor levels of the two wings suggests that the house was originally one range with an additional wing built slightly 
later.  
2.10 The setting of the listed building has been somewhat compromised by modern farm buildings. Development of the subject 
site will however need to make provision for a landscape buffer to preserve listed building setting.  
(vii) Existing Lawful Use and Planning history  
2.11 The subject site is in agricultural land. There is no recorded planning history on the Council’s public access system.  
(viii) Existing planning policy context and constraints  
2.12 The Development Plan for the site comprises:  
• Wiltshire Core Strategy (adopted January 2015); and • Wilshire Housing Site Allocation Plan (adopted February 2020) 
(ix) Existing planning policy context and constraints  
2.9 The subject site has been promoted through the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocation Plan (WHSAP) and Melksham 
Neighbourhood Plan processes.  
2.10 Representations were submitted to the WHSAP in September 2017. However, the Council decided not to allocate any 
additional housing in Melksham at that time.  
2.11 A presentation was made to, and representations submitted, in respect of the Melksham Neighbourhood Plan in October 
2017. The site was favourably assessed. However, the Steering Group decided to only propose one small rural housing site at 
Middle Farm, Whitley in the Regulation 14 iteration of Joint Melksham Neighbourhood Plan 2020-2026 – published in June 2020. 
3.0 Suitability of the Site for a Mixed Tenure Housing Allocation  
(i) Legal ownership and delivery mechanism  
3.1 The freehold interest of the subject site is owned by [NAME REDACTED]. Develop6 Ltd have a 10 year promotion 
agreement, with 6 years unexpired.  
3.2 In the event that the site is allocated the promoter, Develop6 Ltd, will enter into a partnership with an SME developer to the 
deliver the site, either on a standalone basis, or jointly with the adjacent site (SHELAA Ref: 3335).  
(ii) Potential developable area and site parameters  



3.3 The subject site of 2.5 hectares has potential to accommodate circa 70 dwellings whilst also being able to provide a buffer to 
preserve the setting of the grade II listed Old Loves Farmhouse. Development of the site would include an appropriate buffer 
offset against the hedgerow boundaries to provide green and blue infrastructure, and a dark wildlife corridor so as not to 
adversely affect the habitat of any foraging bats. 
(iii) Propsoed further work in progress to develop the evidence base  
3.4 In the event that the allocation process gains traction, the promoter will liaise with the owner of SHELAA site 3331, and will 
progress the following studies:  
• Topographical survey • Geophysical survey • Infiltration testing • Ecological surveys • Preliminary master planning and feasibility 
testing across all disciplines  
3.5 Proposals will then be formulated and tested through a pre-application enquiry. This in turn would assist in building up the 
evidence base to be shared with the Council. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
5.0 Conclusions  
5.1 In strategic planning terms, the growth distribution strategy set out in the Regulation 18 consultation draft is too weighted 
towards large scale complex sites adjacent to principal settlements. Having regard to societal and technological changes that 
have been accelerated by the covid-pandemic, we advocate a more decentralised strategy to meet the growth requirement with 
more development distributed to market towns and rural areas. Such an approach would enable the SME housing building sector 
to play a greater role in the delivery of the housing requirement, which would ensure a more diverse and even supply of new 
housing over plan period. SME developers also tend to deliver housing at a higher build and design quality than volume home 
builders, as has been shown in consumer satisfaction surveys. Market towns and larger settlements in rural areas remain 
sustainable places in which to develop and should not be allowed to decline at the expense of hard to deliver strategic site 
allocations.  



5.2 We therefore submit that in order to meet the test of soundness, the Council should allocate the subject site (in combination 
with the some or all of the aforementioned adjacent sites) on the basis that it is: 
(i) available; (ii) technically deliverable; and (iii) is viable for delivery early in the plan period.  
5.3 Given we have demonstrated that the subject site is suitable and technically deliverable, we request the Council acts 
proactively to plan for housing need in Melksham and allocates site 3345 for approximately 70 No. dwellings and associated 
public open space either on a standalone basis in combination with site 3331. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks80 for full representation including any tables/maps/diagrams etc. 
INTRO BELOW 
PlanningSphere have been instructed to make representations to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review (Regulation 18) on behalf of 
Develop6 Ltd who are the promoters of land south of Old Loves Farm, Bowerhill. The subject site is outlined on the Site Location 
Plan shown at Appendix A and is being independently promoted.  
This representation contends that in order to meet the required plan making test of ‘soundness’ and maintain mixed-tenure 
housing delivery in the Chippenham Housing Market Area over the plan period to 2036, it will be necessary for the Council to 
consider the allocation of the subject site in the Local Plan Review. 
We would welcome an opportunity to discuss the promotion of this site through subsequent stages of the Local Plan Review with 
the Council’s Spatial Planning Team in due course. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks81 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Planning Sphere 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks81 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
4.0 Response to the Consultation  
(i) National Policy Context  
4.1 Paragraph 16 of the NPPF requires that plans should be ‘…(a) prepared with the objective of contributing towards sustainable 
development’; and ‘…(b) be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable’.  
4.2 In respect of non-strategic policies, Paragraph 28 of the NPPF states that LPAs should allocations to promote sustainable 
development, and Paragraph 29 states that ‘…policies should be underpinned by relevant and up to date evidence’ and ‘…take 
into account relevant market signals’.  
4.3 Paragraph 30 states: ‘…once a neighbourhood plan has been brought into force, the policies it contains take precedence 
over existing non-strategic policies in a local plan covering the neighbourhood area, where they are in conflict, unless they are 
superseded by strategic or non-strategic policies that are adopted subsequently.  



4.4 Paragraph 59 requires that as part of the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of new homes, ‘…it is 
important at sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific 
housing requirements are addressed…’  
4.5 Paragraph 61 states that the ‘…size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community should be 
assessed and reflected in planning policies… …’  
4.6 Paragraph 68 states that ‘…small and medium sized sites can make an important contribution to meeting the housing 
requirement of an area and are often built out relatively quickly’.  
4.7 Paragraph 72 states that ‘…The supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved through planning for 
larger scale development, such as new settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and towns, provided they are well 
located and designed, and supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities…. b) ensure that their size and location will 
support a sustainable community, with sufficient access to services and employment opportunities within the development itself 
(without expecting an unrealistic level of self-containment), or in larger towns to which there is good access;…’ (Our emphasis in 
bold) 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
(iii) Comment on the subject site  
4.15 It is understood that the external consultants acting for the Council have assisted in assessing prospective development 
sites. Wiltshire Council’s high-level summary assessment has excluded the subject site from of the ‘final pool of potential sites for 
further detailed assessment’ as the site had not been put forward in the SHELAA.  
4.17 The Council has however favourably assessed four SHELAA sites to the north east and south of the subject site: 3552; 
3686; 3225; and 3123. 
4.18 The Site Selection Report states: 
 



 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
2.0 Relevant Background Information  
(i) Site Description and Context 
 2.1 The site of approximately 1.9ha is located to the east of Eastern Way and is accessed via an existing roundabout with an 
access spur that leads to an agricultural access. 
2.2 The site lies approximately 1.8km (as the crow flies) from Melksham Town Centre, and is in close proximity the recently 
completed East of Melksham urban extension. This site is proximate to a range of existing services and community facilities 
including the Forest and Sandridge primary school and a local centre, which lies approximately 300m from the site.  
2.3 The site is relatively flat and is not subject to any known constraints and lies in Flood Zone 1 of the Environment Agency’s 
Flood Map for Planning. 
(ii) Existing Lawful Use and Planning history  
2.4 The subject site is in agricultural land. There is no recorded planning history on the Council’s public access system.  
2.5 Other relevant planning history in the wider area includes: 
2.6 The above decisions relate to the now completed East Melksham urban extension, which was originally allocated under 
Policy H6 of the now superseded West Wiltshire District Plan 1st Alteration.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
(iii) Existing planning policy context and constraints  
2.7 The Development Plan for the site comprises: • Wiltshire Core Strategy (adopted January 2015); and • Wilshire Housing Site 
Allocation Plan (adopted February 2020) 
3.0 Suitability of the Site for a Mixed Tenure Housing Allocation  
(i) Legal ownership and delivery mechanism 
3.1 The freehold interest of the subject site is owned by [NAME REDACTED].  
3.2 In the event that the site is allocated the landowner will enter into a partnership with a developer.  
(ii) Potential developable area and site parameters  
3.3 The subject site of 0.19 hectares has potential to accommodate circa 50 dwellings whilst also being able to provide a spine 
road access to service adjacent land and a 15m buffer offset from the hedgerows for the provision of green and blue 
infrastructure.  
(iii) Propsoed further work in progress to develop the evidence base 



3.4 In that the allocation presses the landowner’s development partner will progress the following studies: • Topographical survey 
• Geophysical survey • Infiltration testing • Ecological surveys • Preliminary master planning and feasibility testing across all 
disciplines 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks81  for full representation including any maps/tables/diagrams etc. 
INTRO BELOW 
PlanningSphere have been instructed to make representations to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review (Regulation 18) on behalf of 
[NAME REDACTED] who are the landowners of land at east of Eastern Way, Melksham.  
The subject site is outlined on the Site Location Plan shown at Appendix A and is being independently promoted. It lies adjacent 
to a large tract of agricultural land that is under the control of various national housebuilders. The subject site could assist in 
unlocking the development potential of the adjacent potential development sites.  
This representation contends that in order to meet the required plan making test of ‘soundness’ and maintain mixed-tenure 
housing delivery in the Chippenham Housing Market Area over the plan period to 2036, it will be necessary for the Council to 
consider the allocation of the subject site in the Local Plan Review. 
We would welcome an opportunity to discuss the promotion of this site through subsequent stages of the Local Plan Review with 
the Council’s Spatial Planning Team in due course.  
5.0 Conclusions  



5.1 In strategic planning terms, the growth distribution strategy set out in the Regulation 18 consultation draft is too weighted 
towards large scale complex sites adjacent to principal settlements. Having regard to societal and technological changes that 
have been accelerated by the covid-pandemic, we advocate a more decentralised strategy to meet the growth requirement with 
more development distributed to market towns and rural areas. Such an approach would enable the SME housing building sector 
to play a greater role in the delivery of the housing requirement, which would ensure a more diverse and even supply of new 
housing over plan period. SME developers also tend to deliver housing at a higher build and design quality than volume home 
builders, as has been shown in consumer satisfaction surveys. Market towns and larger settlements in rural areas remain 
sustainable places in which to develop and should not be allowed to decline at the expense of hard to deliver strategic site 
allocations.  
5.2 The allocation of the subject site would assist in the delivery of urban extension east of Eastern Way by providing a vital 
vehicular link which could assist in unlocking the development potential of SHELAA sites 3552; 3686; 3225; and 3123.  
5.3 We therefore submit that in order to meet the test of soundness, the Council should allocate the subject site (in combination 
with the some or all of the aforementioned adjacent sites) on the basis that it is: (i) available; (ii) technically deliverable; and (iii) is 
viable for delivery early in the plan period.  
5.4 Given we have demonstrated that the subject site is suitable and technically deliverable, we request the Council acts 
proactively to plan for housing need in Melksham and allocates site 3701 for approximately 50 No. dwellings and associated 
public open space. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks82 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pegasus Group 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Robert Hitchins Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks82 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Pegasus supports the level of growth identified in paragraph 9 which is based on the local housing needs assessment of 
Wiltshire for the period 2016-2036 and indicates a higher level of growth than the standard method. The figure for the 
Chippenham HMA is higher than for the other HMAs. The current strategy 2006- 
2026, the Wiltshire Core Strategy, identifies a requirement for 2,240 homes. The new strategy proposes a requirement of 3,950 
homes for the plan period 2016-2036. This figure is higher that the Core Strategy and reflects the role of Melksham as a market 
town and its potential for growth. This strategy is supported. 
According to the Council’s figures once completions and commitments have been taken into account footnote 1 on page 3, 420 
dwellings have been built between 2016-2019 and, at 1 April 2019, 943 homes are already in the pipeline i.e. they have planning 
permission or resolution to grant planning permission, 
leaving a residual of 2,587 dwellings for the plan period. 



As referred to in our response to the Emerging Strategy it is considered that the plan period should be 2020 – 2040. Therefore 
allowing the plan to be positively prepared and sufficiently flexible to response to rapid change ( para 11 of the NPPF). Succinct 
and up to date plans should provide a positive vision for the future 
for each area, a framework for addressing housing needs and other social, economic and environmental prioritises. The plan 
needs to be aspirational, but also deliverable and strategic policies for Melksham should provide a clear strategy for bringing 
sufficient land forward and at a sufficient rate to address 
objectively assessed needs over the plan period. 
The Local Plan will allocate land at Melksham where necessary to ensure a supply of deliverable land to meet strategic housing 
needs and for large or complex site. It is noted that the Melksham Neighbourhood Plan will be reviewed immediately after it has 
been “made” and the role of the Neighbourhood Plan will be 
“to propose and allocate sites for development, for example, that meet a particular local housing need, for self-build homes, or 
other uses or that positively plan for brownfield site.” 
As referred to in our response to the Emerging Strategy, Pegasus is concerned about the emphasis on brownfield sites and the 
introduction of a brownfield target for 10 years. What appears to be clear from the consultation is that the Council wish to identify 
as much brownfield land as possible within the urban 
areas, not only to make the best use of it but to “reduce the need to encroach into countryside”. The Council suggest at target of 
130 homes to be built on brownfield land over the next 10 yearsWhilst the principle of brownfield development is encouraged 
these sites are often fraught with difficulties in terms of delivery timescales. The promotion of an effective use of land set out in 
the 2019 NPPF is not a return to a brownfield first policy approach of the past. The Council’s growth strategy should be a 
balanced rather than sequential approach. Housing delivery is optimised by the widest possible range of housing site 
sizes and market locations, which provides suitable land buying opportunities for small, medium and large housebuilding 
companies. 
There needs to be a range and choice of sites in order to meet housing needs. The Council should avoid “town cramming”, which 
would provide insufficient variety in house typologies to create balanced communities with the right types of new homes to meet 
the housing needs of different groups. There will 
be a limited capacity for higher densities and more taller buildings, which will only be appropriate in certain locations. A blanket 
approach to the intensification of housing densities everywhere would be inappropriate as a range of differing densities will be 
needed to ensure development is in keeping with the character of 
the surrounding area. The future deliverability of intensely developed residential schemes will also be dependent on the viability 
of PDL and market demand for high density urban living post Covid-19. The promotion of an effective use of land set out in the 
2019 NPPF is not a return to a brownfield first policy 
approach of the past. 



The widest mix of sites provides choice for consumers, allows places to grow in sustainable ways, creates opportunities to 
diversify the construction sector, responds to changing circumstances, treats the housing requirement as a minimum rather than 
a maximum and provides competition in the land market. A 
diversified portfolio of housing sites also offers the widest possible range of products to households to access different types of 
dwellings to meet their housing needs. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The place shaping priorities for Melksham are supported. As referred to in the preceding paragraphs place shaping priorities 
need to be bespoke to the settlement and relate to the development and use of land. 
It is noted that one of the Place Shaping Priorities is iii) An A350 bypass to the town is a priority to improve the efficiency of the 
transport network and lead to other benefits for the town. Development to the east of Melksham as shown on the attached Plan 
(includes Site 17: Land to the north of A3102 (SHELAA sites 
715, 1027, 3478, 3479)) will support the bypass. 
Priority ii) is to reduce out-commuting through an improved employment offer, it is noted that the Council consider that further 
employment land is not needed at Melksham. Land is already allocated in the existing Wiltshire Core Strategy. Employment land 
supply has been reviewed and the existing supply is available and is capable of meeting needs. In which case in order to reduce 
out-commuting whist meeting housing needs implies a better use of existing employment sites to meet employment needs in the 
plan period. 
Development to the north of A3102 as indicated in the concept plan for site submitted in August 2019 comprises a mixed-use 
development of around 1,100 dwellings, a primary school, local centre, sport and recreation facilities. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
It is noted that the Council is focussing its assessment on a smaller pool of potential sites. In order to satisfy the tests of 
soundness, the Council need to demonstrate that they have considered all reasonable alternatives. It is noted that at this stage 
there is no SA of the sites and the intention appears to reduce the 



number of sites to be considered before they are subjected to a sustainability appraisal. 
The sustainability appraisal needs to consider and compare all reasonable alternatives as the plan evolves, including the 
preferred approach, and assess these against the baseline environmental, economic and social characteristics of the area and 
the likely situation if the plan were not to be adopted. Reasonable 
alternatives are the different realistic options considered by the plan-maker in developing the policies in the plan. They need to be 
sufficiently distinct to highlight the different sustainability implications of each so that meaningful comparisons can be made. 
Seventeen potential sites have been identified in Melksham for further assessment and the consultation acknowledges that given 
the large amount of land that needs to be planned for at Melksham, several large sites may be required at this time. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Pegasus on behalf of Robert Hitchins Ltd continue to promote land south of Woodrow Road. The site as shown on the attached 
Plan includes SHELAA sites 3478, 3479, 1027 and 715. All deemed to be suitable available and achievable in the short-term. 
The gross/net areas and dwelling assumptions in the SHEELA 
are: 
Site ref Gross Area (ha) Suitable Area (ha) Capacity 
1027 12.41 12.34 377 715 17.64 11.99 366 3479 5.58 5.40 165 3478 6.16 6.02 184 total 41.79 35.75 1,092 
The sites would form a logical extension to the settlement of Melksham and support the role of the town and support the role of 
the market town as a location to accommodate significant growth. The sites will provide the opportunity to be well connected to 
the town centre, by other means than the private car, through the provision and promotion of sustainable transport and active 
travel, including walking and cycling. 
It is noted that the majority of the site is referred to as Site 17 Land to the north of A3102, in the Site Selection Report. 
The Site Selection report reviews the sites in the SHELAA and identifies sites for further assessment. Stage 2 of the assessment 
refers to a RAG assessment of the sites in terms of accessibility and wider impacts and sets out a judgment against each of the 
SHELAA sites, taking into account both the accessibility and wider impact considerations and strategic context. The accessibility 
of the site is determined by use of heat map of travel times on foot, cycling and public transport, it does not take into account any 
improvements or initiatives. 
Following an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of each site, the sites have then been assessed as to how they could 
contribute towards the strategy. 



It is not necessarily clear how some of these assessments have been made for example, site 715 has been assessed as “amber” 
in respect of accessibility, heritage and landscape without any explanation. This area of Melksham is relatively unconstrained and 
the SHELAA assessment for site 715 does not raise any 
constraints in terms of heritage, accessibility or landscape. Whilst the site is assessed to be considered further, it is considered 
that the site should have a green rating. 
SHELAA Site 1000 and to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (potential site 13) is rated as green in all categories including 
flooding yet the assessment states that “constraints include an area of flood zone 2 and 3 along the western boundary”. 
SHELAA site 1027 Land rear of Savernake Avenue, has an “amber” rating for accessibility, without any justification. The site is 
taken forward for further assessment and the assessment acknowledges that it would be appropriate to combine this site with 
715, 3478 and 3479 to consider one logical extension to the town. The combination of the sites to form a logical extension to the 
town is supported. 
Robert Hitchins Ltd have recently submitted a planning application on land part of 1027 and part 715 for up to 150 dwellings. 
SHELAA site 3310 (potential site 12) does not identify the issues of flood risk, being located in part in flood zone 2 and 3. 
SHELAA site 3478 Land North of A3102 (potential site 17) has an amber assessment for flood risk and accessibility. It is only the 
eastern edge of site 715 that is within flood zone 2 and 3. This site is not within the flood zone, neither is SHELAA site 3479, both 
sites should be rated green in terms of the assessment 
against flood risk. 
The site is taken forward for further assessment and the assessment acknowledges that it would be appropriate to combine this 
site with 715, 1027 and 3479 to consider one logical extension to the town. 
The combination of the sites to form a logical extension to the town is supported. 
SHELAA site 3479 Land northwest of 242/243 New Road (potential site 17) has the same assessment as site 3478. The 
assessment concludes that “It would be appropriate to combine this site with 3478, 1027 and 715 to consider one logical 
extension to the town.” 
Sites 715, 1027, 3479 and 3478 are combined and the assessment concludes that “These sites abut each other and have no 
strong physical barriers separating them. The sites combined would form a logical unit to the east of Melksham for further 
assessment. This site could have access from the A3102 and/or Woodrow 
Rd and is contained by Woodrow Rd to the north and residential development to the south and west. To the east lies open 
countryside.” 
The further consideration of these sites is supported. 
As referred to above a planning application has recently been submitted for part of the site, approximately 6.5 hectares (part of 
SHELAA sites 715 and 1027). The application for this site does not prejudice the wider development of the site and can be seen 
as a first phase of development. A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment prepared by MHP Landscape Architects has 



accompanied the application. The assessment considers the landscape along with National and Local policy to inform ways in 
which the proposed layout should minimise potential landscape and visual harm. The assessment concludes that the surrounding 
landscape will incur no significant landscape or visual effects associated with the proposed layout. Opportunities are created to 
reinforce local character involving native tree and shrub planting to increase biodiversity as well as selecting building materials to 
integrate with local vernacular and to ensure the layout blends in with the existing surrounding residential development. 
A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) was conducted by Phoenix Design Partnership Ltd in January 2021. The report concludes that 
the site is almost entirely located within Flood Zone 1, which has the lowest probability of flooding, while a narrow area along the 
eastern boundary falls within Flood Zone 2, as categorised by the Environment Agency’s Flood Map for Planning. The FRA 
concludes that in accordance with the NPPF, all proposed built development would be located within Flood Zone 1. To ensure 
little to no residual risk of flooding, development levels will be designed to route surface water flows away from dwellings. Further, 
flood risk from pluvial, surface water, sewers, groundwater and artificial sources has been assessed, with the proposed 
development not at risk from flooding from these sources. The overall conclusions from the FRA confirm that the development 
would be appropriately safe for its lifetime, and would not increase flood risk elsewhere but reduce flood risk overall. 
A desk-based Archaeological Assessment was undertaken by RPS Consulting in August 2020. The assessment considered the 
site in terms of its below ground archaeological potential, concluding that whilst the existing hedgerows which lie along the site 
boundaries are considered to be of historical importance, no designated archaeological assets are situated on the site or indeed 
within 3km of its location. An Archaeological Geophysical survey has been undertaken and a trenching evaluation carried out, 
which confirms these conclusions. 
In terms of built heritage RPS Consulting also produced a Built Heritage Statement in August 2020, to assess the potential 
impact of the proposed development on the surrounding historic built environment. It is identified that development lies close to 
the Grade II Listed Woodrow House Farmhouse and the associated 
Grade II Listed gate piers and garden walls. However, due to the residential nature of the proposed development, the impact of 
this is to have no material impact on the significance of either of these Grade II Listed structures. The site does not fall within, or 
in close proximity to, a Conservation Area. 
The site is well connected to the surrounding urban area of Melksham, and benefits from access to public transport and strategic 
highway links. The site has links to the A350 - approximately 6-minutes’ drive from the site. The rail station is at Melksham which 
is on the Great Western Railway line and can be accessed in 
approximately 7 minutes’ drive/ 25-minute walk from the site. The ‘Forest Chapel’ bus stop is located within 10 minute walk from 
the site. 
Local pedestrian and cyclist connections, include; 
• Woodrow Road to Forest Road, Melksham Forest, Melksham town centre, Lacock Trowbridge and Chippenham 
• Savernake Avenue to A3102 Sandridge Road and Melksham town centre and connections to Calne 



• Public Rights of Way incl. footpaths MELW60, MELK60, MELW59, MELW61, MELK15 
• Route 403 Sustrans/National Cycle Network (NCN) 
In view of the above, it is considered that the ratings for SHELAA site 715 should all be green. 
The proposed residential development for up to 150 dwellings incorporates public open space, with pockets of open space 
distributed throughout the scheme. A large area of informal open space is provided underneath the existing power line to 
effectively utilise this space. The majority of existing hedgerows and 
hedgerow trees are retained on site as north-south green corridors connecting the open countryside to the south with the 
boundary with Woodrow Road to the north. The attenuation area is seamlessly integrated within the site to soften the boundary 
with Woodrow Road to the north. 
A well-connected movement network, accessible by all users, is proposed which successfully integrate with the surrounding 
network of routes. The main access enters the site from Woodrow Road, which connects to the A350. This primary road 
meanders through the development, reinforcing a more organic feel, whilst 
reducing vehicular speeds that allow for a safer pedestrian experience. A pedestrian/cycle link is proposed off of the western 
‘end’ of the site’s boundary with Woodrow Road, which meanders through the site. 
A Transport Assessment prepared by PFA Consulting forms part of the application submission and demonstrates that the site 
access arrangements to the proposed development have been addressed, and that safe and suitable access arrangements for 
all modes of transport can be achieved. The Transport Assessment concludes that there are no material reasons, in terms of 
traffic and transportation, to suggest the proposed development would impact the operation of the surrounding local highway 
network. 
The development of an integrated pedestrian/cycle network within the site is seen as a key part of the transport infrastructure for 
the site. 
The development of Land south of Woodrow Road, and indeed the wider area provides a unique opportunity to create a new 
neighbourhood, building on the legacy and distinctive character of the site. 
Creating housing choice and provide areas of truly accessible public open space, whilst improving public access across the site 
and the wider pedestrian network. The delivery of residential development will support both the existing and proposed 
communities, complementing the exiting town of Melksham. 
The Concept Plan for the wider area submitted with representations to the Alternative Development Strategies in August 2019 
illustrated how a mixed use development comprising around 1,100 dwellings (net area 28.3 ha), primary school (2.6ha) and local 
centre (1.5 ha), formal sports area (3.9 ha) can be 
accommodated on the land being promoted by our client. 
The site is within the control of an experienced developer/land promoter who over the last few years has brought forward 
numerous strategic sites in Wiltshire including sites at Calne, Devizes, Westbury and Melksham. 



The land immediately adjoins the existing built-up area is readily accessible to the town centre, can be readily serviced, can 
provide a link to Eastern Way from Woodrow Road and might represent the first phase of a bypass to ease traffic flows on the 
A350 through the centre of the town to link with the A350 at 
Beanacre. 
In terms of delivery the following table provides a delivery programme:It is anticipated that on a site of this size there would be 
two/three outlets and including affordable housing, an average of around 100 dwellings would be completed per annum and thus 
it would take a further 11 years to complete (i.e. 13.5 years from the submission of an application for outline pp) with the 
school/local centre and green infrastructure being provided alongside. 
In summary, land to the south of Woodrow Road Melksham has the capacity to accommodate a substantial urban extension of 
around 1,100 dwellings together with social and community infrastructure, is in the hands of an experienced developer and can 
be brought forward without major new infrastructure, with no 
lag in lead times in the short-term to help meet Wiltshire’s housing requirements in a highly sustainable location immediately 
adjoining the existing built-up area. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
It is noted that under the place Shaping Strategic Priorities reference is made to the Melksham Bypass. 
The Transport Review prepared by Atkins (January 2021) states at paragraph 4.2.3 that: 
“In the case of Melksham, the existing proposals for the Melksham Bypass will play an important role in helping to mitigate the 
impacts of strategic development in the town. This planned Major Road Network (MRN) scheme will tackle congestion in the town 
and provide new capacity to accommodate traffic from new development. An indicative design has been developed for the 
scheme; this will need to be reviewed and refined to take account of the requirements of the proposed development.” 
The options for the bypass run close to Site 17 land to the north of the A3102. In conclusion the Site Selection report states that 
the site selection report states; 



" These sites abut each other and have no strong physical barriers separating them. The sites combined would form a logical unit 
to the east of Melksham for further assessment. This site could have access from the A3102 and/or Woodrow Rd and is 
contained by Woodrow Rd to the north and residential development 
to the south and west. To the east lies open countryside." 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks82 for full representation including any maps/tables/diagrams etc. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks83 for full representation including any maps/tables/diagrams etc. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This whole Wiltshire Development policy needs to be looked at again and the people involved need to realise that they are 
destroying our county. 
Wiltshire is a rural county that over the last few years (and by looking at plans for the future) is moving inexorably towards 
becoming an Urban county. The fields, green spaces that have been concreted over in the last 10 – 15 years is inexcusable and 
unsustainable if we hope to maintain our rural status and pay heed to climate change. 
The destruction of open spaces, the narrowing of countryside between towns and villages means people have fewer and fewer 
opportunities to enjoy the wonderful Wiltshire scenery or venture out into the surrounding countryside. This is one of the reasons 
people chose to live here, they didn’t want to live in an urban sprawl! At a time when Coronavirus has taught us the importance of 
space and fresh air, not just to avoid this disease but also to help our mental health, this plan seems intent on ignoring these 



promoted values and instead wants us to live closer together in more confined areas. Also post Brexit the need for farmland will 
increase not decrease. This whole plan seems short-sighted and somewhat devoid of consideration for the future. 
Looking in particular at the plans for Melksham it is quite unbelievable that anyone, never mind qualified planners, could believe 
that it would be a good idea to double its present size.  More housing is planned here than in the towns of Bradford on Avon, 
Corsham, Calne and Devizes put together. Forgetting the fact that we don’t have the local infrastructure such as schools, 
surgeries, jobs, etc..  it means that Melksham would lose its identity as a market town and become a huge sprawl.  I wonder if 
Melksham is being led quietly into becoming a ‘ghetto’ area of Wiltshire. (as in impoverished, overcrowded and with cheap 
housing – the average price of a house is approx. £10,000 - £15,000 cheaper than in less developed towns such as Devizes or 
Corsham) It is certainly not the Melksham of my childhood when we had lots of industry, a mix of housing and fields surrounding 
the whole town. A balance needs to be considered when looking at housing to ensure that Melksham is a desirable place to live. 
This plan needs to be binned and started over again with the main consideration being the quality of life for people already living 
in the area and not just ‘how many fields can we dig up and concrete over for housing!’ The people of Wiltshire have already 
accepted their fair share of development, other counties now need to be considered. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks84 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



1. The Kennet and Avon Canal is hugely important and is valued by our village as a heritage, leisure and wildlife asset. It MUST 
retain its rural character if we are to continue to attract visitors and tourists who contribute to the local economy. My daily exercise 
is to walk along the canal and surround fields and I regularly see kingfishers, bats and barn owls hunting along the canal. In fields 
adjacent to the canal I have often seen deer and occasionally hares. I am EXTREMELY concerned about the effect the proposed 
developments will have on this leisure amenity and on the local wildlife, many of which are protected species. 
2. In reference to point 1, should sites 4 and 5 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in 
any combination for any sort of development, I want a very wide “no further development” buffer zone to be established between 
those developments and the canal, in order to protect this established wildlife corridor. 
4. Sites 6 and 7 of the Melksham plans appear to extend beyond the current bus gate on High Street. I am deeply concerned 
about the effect this may have on increased traffic through our village and oppose any development south of the bus gate. 
5. I am very surprised that Melksham has been considered at all for further major housing development, when there is currently a 
lack of infrastructure for the existing developments. There is already a shortage of doctors’ surgeries and limited employment 
opportunities within Melksham town itself, so the proposed further housing development seems ill-thought. As there is no doctor’s 
surgery in Semington itself, I have to use the health care facilities within Melksham and am extremely concerned about the 
pressures the proposed developments to Melksham will cause to the existing infrastructure. Therefore I am strongly opposed to 
ANY further housing development in Melksham, but especially to sites 5, 6 and 7, and I want a fixed boundary to the south of 
Melksham that stops it coming any closer than Berryfields and Bowerhill, or encroaching on Giles Woods (reference points 1, 2, 
3, 4 and 5). 
 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
8. The link between good mental health and spending time in green spaces or experiencing nature has long been recognised. 
However, during the current pandemic this has become even more apparent. I am extremely concerned about my own mental 



health and that of my fellow villagers, should any of the developments in sites 4, 5 and 6 in the Trowbridge Plans, or sites 5, 6 or 
7 in the Melksham Plans be selected in any combination, due to the consequential loss of local green space and nature. I want 
Semington to remain a rural village surrounded by large areas of green space and nature. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks85 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Gladman Development 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
 

 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Wiltshire Council are proposing that the scale of growth for Melksham should change from that currently planned for through the 
Wiltshire Core Strategy. The new strategy details a housing requirement of 3,950 new homes for the period 2016-2036, from 
which stems a residual need of 2,585 new homes that will be accommodated on sustainable sites in the area. 
Gladman are fully supportive of the detailed level of growth for the Melksham area as it responds positively to the enduring 
sustainability of Bowerhill and Melksham, and the capacity for the area to accommodate large scale strategic housing sites. The 
proposed level of growth will help secure the Council’s economic and infrastructure aspirations for the area, principally the A350 
Melksham bypass, which will create an opportunity to re-design the existing A350 corridor thereby reducing town centre traffic 
congestion and supporting efforts to regenerate the town centre. 
The proposed level of growth will also deliver a greater contribution of much needed affordable homes to help meet local needs, 
including those of first-time buyers and key workers who are essential to the lasting strength of the local economy. 
The Council are also inviting views on a new strand to the Local Plan to help ensure as many homes as possible are built using 
previously developed land within the urban areas of the main settlements. For the Melksham area, the proposed target of 142 

If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below:
Melks85



brownfield homes to be delivered over 10 years is equivalent to 70% of recorded delivery from windfall sites over the previous 10-
year period. 
In this regard, the brownfield target is well evidenced and appears realistic and deliverable. It is crucial, however, that any policy 
requirement in relation to brownfield housing targets is not overly prescriptive and has sufficient flexibility built in to allow for 
negotiation over brownfield sites based on identified viability, to ensure that site delivery is not delayed or prevented from coming 
forward. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
This section of the consultation document sets out the place shaping priorities that will form the basis for an overarching planning 
policy for Melksham that will guide development and direction of growth. 
The document identifies seven distinct place shaping priorities that are considered crucial in terms of meeting the aspirations and 
objectives of the local community. These include, but are not limited to; an A350 bypass, new healthcare facilities, a holistic town-
wide approach to education provision, and the continued safeguarding of the future route of the Wilts & Berks Canal. 
Herein, Gladman highlight our land interest to the south of Bowerhill which offers the opportunity to support the delivery of several 
of the place shaping priorities for Melksham. With regards to the delivery of the A350 bypass, Gladman support the development 
of a ‘full’ bypass option to the east of Melksham, considering that an easterly route provides the most appropriate and cost-
effective route option with less delivery challenges and far-reaching benefits on the sustainability of the town. 
Indeed, the ‘full eastern bypass’ route, and more specifically option 10c, has already garnered considerable local support as 
evidenced through the consultation stages of the Melksham Neighbourhood Plan7. Furthermore, an easterly route would 
establish an area of land to consolidate future housing growth that would not impede or conflict on the development of the 
Melksham Canal Link Project. 
In respect of the Canal Link Project, land to the south of the Bowerhill is capable of supporting the delivery of this significant 
community aspirations in a sustainable manner through developer contributions, alongside the ability to deliver enhancements to 
public rights of way linking the wider community to the Canal networks. 
Land to the south of Bowerhill can also nurture a holistic town wide planning strategy in terms of healthcare and education 
provision. In terms of healthcare provision, 0.8ha of land could be set aside for a new healthcare facility on site, whilst 
contributions will be made to the further expansion of the primary school at the recently permitted ‘Pathfinders Place’ 
development, to provide a 2FE primary school with early year provision, on the area set aside 



for expansion as indicated on the site masterplan. 
Additional housing development will be required to assist in funding the key projects related to the place shaping priorities and it 
should be emphasised that new residential growth can help secure key community benefits through the provision of developer 
contributions, Community Infrastructure Levy and mandatory requirements to achieve a net gain in biodiversity enhancing the 
wider environment. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
As indicated by figure 1, the pool of seventeen potential development sites is wide-ranging and encompasses most of the 
greenfield land immediately adjacent to the existing built up areas of Bowerhill and Melksham. 
Gladman support the inclusion of ‘Site 5’ within the pool of potential development sites. As outlined in our response to question 
ME2, we believe land to the south of Bowerhill can help deliver many of the place shaping priorities for the area, as well as 
assisting the local community in delivering key aspirations within the wider strategic framework. Indeed, the site scored positively 
in the context of the RAG assessment contained within the Site Selection report, with the Council noting that the site forms a 
‘logical unit for further assessment’ 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The Council have clearly acknowledged within the consultation document that a large amount of land will be required to meet the 
strategic housing requirements of the Melksham area. Given the residual need for 2,585 homes, it is inevitable that several 
greenfield sites in sustainable locations will be required to meet this need. 
Land to the south of Bowerhill is capable of accommodating a significant quantum of new housing, including much needed 
affordable homes. In addition, the north west section of the site is well located adjacent to the existing Bowerhill Industrial Estate 
and lends itself to the provision of a modest amount of employment land. It is noted that the document states that no employment 
land is required in the Melksham area, nevertheless the Wiltshire Employment Land Review (2018) highlights the potential for 
new employment allocations at Melksham where the highest forecast demand scenario is more than double the currently 
available supply. In addition, the recent Melksham Neighbourhood Plan consultation10 highlights that the expansion of new 
employment opportunities within the plan area is considered desirable to reduce the amount of out-commuting. 



Given the degree of conflict between the emerging spatial strategy for Melksham, the latest employment land review, and the 
aspirations of the neighbourhood plan Steering Group, Gladman would welcome further discussions with Wiltshire Council 
regarding the most appropriate land use in the north west section of the site. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
In respect of Site 5 / land to the south of Bowerhill, any future assessment of the site’s development potential should 
acknowledge that the site is sustainable when assessed against the social, economic and environmental strands of sustainability. 
Social Role 
The site can deliver new homes of the right type, at the right place and at the right time to meet market and affordable housing 
need and in turn support the Council’s growth aspirations. 
Environmental Role 
Land to the south of Bowerhill will include significant areas of informal and formal public open space. The loss of greenfield land 
will be mitigated by way of green infrastructure, including significant tree planting. There is the opportunity for the site to provide a 
net gain in biodiversity. 
In addition, accessibility for non-car users will be enhanced, and sustainable forms of transport encouraged, through maintaining 
and upgrading existing Public Rights of Way within the site 
Economic Role 
Delivery of new homes to the south of Bowerhill is one component which will enable the Council to promote and sustain a strong, 
responsive and competitive economy, particularly in light of the ongoing economic implications of the Covid-19 pandemic. 
Furthermore, with part of the site offering itself to employment uses, the delivery of an element of employment land will improve 
access to training and employment opportunities in the local area. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
The list of infrastructure issues prevalent within Bowerhill and Melksham is comprehensive and broadly aligns with the issues 
highlighted during the preparation of the Melksham Neighbourhood Plan. 



As highlighted in this representation, land to the south of Bowerhill can address many of the key infrastructure requirements in 
the local area. Considering this, we would welcome constructive engagement with the Council regarding these matters. 
A Vision Document and Initial Concept Plan for the development of Land South of Bowerhill is attached at Appendix 2 and 3 of 
this submission and provides further details on how this site could come forward. The design process for the proposed 
development is at an early stage and can be further shaped to meet the needs of the local community. However, the site will 
include significant swathes of public open space, landscaping and the opportunity to enhance biodiversity. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks86 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Melksham Rail User Group 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We note that you propose further car park provision at Melksham Station. In 2011 there were 5 space. By 2016 that had risen to 
20 and there are now 50. Passenger journeys by train rose from 3,000 to 75,000 per annum (before lockdown 1) and the extra 
spaces will be used, but we request that bus facilities and services be prioritised over further parking. The Melksham Rail Link 
Bus - an interim provision when there were just 5 parking spaces was carrying 9,000 journeys per annum after just 9 months of 
operation when it was replaced by the car park, on just two journeys to and three journeys from the station per day. 



Although we are a transport group, we encourage a reduction in the need or distance to travel where that does not impact on 
quality of life. That means working from home, strong employment, health and leisure facilities in Melksham, a wide range of local 
employment. We do not wish to see a heavy growth of travel (by any mode) based on Melksham being a dormitory town where 
you'll be told "but there is no-where to work / nothing to do here" when we survey passengers! 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Housing development be located within easy walking of cycling distance of frequent public transport corridors, both internal and 
interurban ones. This means a preference for sites which are nearer rather than further from the Railway Station in particular. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Housing developments should be "porous" to allow public transport close to homes, and to provide cycling and walking routes 
that are as direct as practical between points on people's journeys. Likewise, development at public transport hubs is needed to 
make them more porous. 
Melksham has a significant history, some lovely parts, and a vibrant social centre, to be enhanced with new facilities at the 
Campus. It has green spaces, a river, and a canal returning which we encourage. These elements should be linked in a 
welcoming, well waymarked and sustainable way, with especial attention being given to developments of all facilities - not just 
residential - on current and future brown field sites within this core, and with green open spaces being protected. 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
[On the Emerging Spatial Strategy climate change suggestions, and how it related to Melksham] Developments should allow for 
public transport to access interchange and resource hubs as part of their natural journeys. We note your suggestion (in 
environmental) to build resources for walking and cycling and 
request that you add public transport. That will include improving bus and train facilities such as bus shelters and information at 
key stops, lay-bys, turning circles, cut throughs for buses (but not other motor vehicles where a "rat run" would result). It will also 
include additional capacity measures on the railway to allow an hourly passenger train to call each way. Note that Melksham was 
the fastest growing station (percentage wise passengers) from 2014 to 2017 by which point no more people could be rammed 
onto the only evening peak train. Train use remains at only a fifth of the level of that in other comparable Wessex towns, and the 
infrastructure for more journeys is needed. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks87 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Barton Willmore 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Bloor Homes South West 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks87a/b/c/d/e/f 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The overall housing requirement for Melksham is proposed at 3,950 homes with a residual requirement of 2,585 homes (at 1 
April 2019). The Local Housing Needs Assessment (2019) is the latest evidence base document on housing need in Wiltshire 
and this provides figures for each housing market area but not at an individual settlements-level. 
As previously set out, we consider that in order to comply with Paragraph 7 of the NPPF (and contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development), a greater level of housing should be32689/A3/JA -5- 9th March 2021 distributed towards Melksham 
given its sustainability credentials and lack of environmental 
constraints (as set out in the SA). 
The Formulating Alternative Development Strategies paper states that “in terms of transport infrastructure, Chippenham and 
Melksham appear the best served settlements in the HMA possibly indicating potential for higher growth” (emphasis added). 
There should moreover be recognition that Melksham will benefit 



from further transport infrastructure investment in the form of the A350 Eastern bypass, which was consulted on in November 
2020 following receipt of funding from DfT. 
We do not agree with a brownfield target being set and have concerns (as set out above) with the target set on the basis of 
deliverability and that it may harm the effectiveness of the LPR. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
The LPA should consider land to the north and west of Manor Farm (as shown on the enclosed Site Location Plan) as a potential 
development option which would contribute to the soundness of the LPR.  
The site is located to the north of Sandridge Common (A3102) and to the north and west of a collection of buildings at Manor 
Farm. The site lies adjacent to the north of Potential Development Site 1 and lies some 350 m to the east of Potential 
Development Site 17, as shown in the Planning for Melksham Report.  
The allocation of the site and its development would provide a number of benefits, as set out below:  
• The proposals would provide a range and choice of family housing in an area where there is an identified shortage of housing. 
The proposals are being progressed by a housebuilder with a track record of delivering high quality development at Melksham. 
The emerging proposals will meet the NPPF’s definition of ‘deliverable’ and can be progressed early in the plan period assisting 
the Council in having a resilient housing land supply in the LPR;  
• The site is sustainably located within walking and cycling distance of facilities and amenities and is located directly adjacent to 
existing bus stops on the A3102;  
• The Local Plan Transport Review identifies that the proposed A350 Melksham bypass will be developed in coordination with 
higher impact active travel and sustainable travel measures. This will further enhance the accessibility of the site. The alignment 
of the route could potentially pass in proximity to the site (as shown in Appendix D.1 of the Local Transport Review) and 
development of the site could help facilitate development of the bypass; and  



• Any new development would seek to enhance and embrace existing landscape features on the site, including the boundary 
hedgerows (where possible), and would provide green infrastructure, making a positive contribution to people’s quality of life and 
wellbeing.  
Land to the north and west of Manor Farm is located to the east of land assessed in the Site Selection Report for Melksham 
which is annotated with the reference R1. The SHELAA assessment shows that the site scores positively (green) for flood risk, 
heritage and traffic, neutral (amber) for accessibility and negatively (red) for landscape. Despite largely having a positive scoring, 
the Stage 2A and Stage 2B overall judgement states:  
“This site is not adjacent to existing residential development to the west and is the opposite side of the road to site 3552. The site 
is open to views from Sandridge Common, New Road, and Sandridg e Hill to the east. It would prove difficult to mitigate 
development from views across from Sandridge Hill and the site risks being seen as urban infill development towards Manor 
Farm and the rural setting of Sandridge House.  
At this stage, there are considered to be overriding significant impacts that would justify rejecting the site. The site should not be 
taken forward.”  
Whilst we do not consider that land to the north and west of Manor Farm suffers from the same perceived landscape impacts 
outlined above, we would note that the above assessment does not acknowledge that the proposed alignment of the Melksham 
Eastern bypass runs through this area and this will inevitably change the context and landscape character of the site. The 
development of the site should be considered in this context.  
Notwithstanding the above, the NPPF stipulates that the plan making process should involve the balancing of various 
sustainability objectives; integral to that balancing exercise is the need to consider mitigation (see paragraph 32 – extracted 
below):  
“Local plans and spatial development strategies should be informed throughout their preparation by a sustainability appraisal that 
meets the relevant legal requirements. This should demonstrate how the plan has addressed relevant economic, social and 
environmental objectives (including opportunities for net gains). Significant adverse impacts on these objectives should be 
avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued. Where significant 
adverse impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation measures should be proposed (or, where this is not possible, compensatory 
measures should be considered).”  
Drawing the above together, any restrictive requirements or constraints set by the emerging Local Plan should be based upon a 
proportionate evidence base, including consideration of whether any mitigation measures can be implemented. To rule out 
otherwise highly sustainable development at the plan-making stage on the basis of such evidence would not accord with the 
soundness test of “justified”. It would also give rise to a significant issue in justifying the Local Plan by reference to the test in 
paragraph 11 of the Framework, against which the overall compliance with the Framework will be assessed. Landscape evidence 



in support of land to the north and west of Manor Farm will be submitted as the preparation of the plan progresses in order to 
demonstrate the site’s acceptability.  
The site is not subject to any ‘Planning Constraints’ listed on the Council’s Local Plan Review Consultation Interactive Map; it is 
not Green Belt, Local Green Space, subject to any Flood Risk, statutory historic or natural environment designations.  
The setting of the Grade II listed Blackmore House (which is separated from the site by a road) will be considered further as part 
of the emerging development proposals and is capable of being preserved through sensitive design.  
In summary, it is therefore considered that the LPA should consider land to the north and west of Manor Farm as a potential 
development option which would contribute to the soundness of the LPR. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
In order to contribute towards sustainable development, land that is well served by existing and proposed facilities, amenities and 
infrastructure should be considered most appropriate to build. Given the existing housing land supply issues in Melksham and 
Wiltshire, it is imperative that deliverable sites which are unencumbered by significant constraints should be given considered. 
A portfolio approach to site selection should be adopted, including a range of different sizes and locations around Melksham. 
Evidence of market demand for different types of accommodation should be used to help inform the site selection process along 
with the benefits of sites coming forward which are actively promoted by housebuilders with a strong track record of delivery at 
Melksham. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
SUPPORTING EVIDENCE  
At this stage, our client’s comments are limited to the following supporting evidence documents:  
Interim Sustainability Appraisal: we support the SA in recommending that there should be an increase in the growth requirement 
at ‘the less environmentally constrained settlement of Melksham’;  
Local Plan Transport Review: Appendix D.1 of the Local Plan Transport Review shows the Melksham Bypass (SOBC) as running 
through land to the north and west of Manor Farm (the site being promoted by Bloor Homes South West). Options are still being 



considered for the route’s alignment with a detailed assessment of better performing options to be undertaken. The November 
2020 consultation on the A350 bypass stated that a further consultation would be undertaken in mid-2021 with the adoption of the 
preferred route and submission of Outline Business Case anticipated in October 2021. We reserve the right to comment further 
on the precise alignment of the route as part of this separate consultation process, however, would note at this stage that it is 
premature for the Local Plan Transport Review to show a specific alignment, which in our view should not pass-through land to 
the north and west of Manor Farm which would be more appropriately developed for residential use. 
CONCLUSION We trust that the above representations will be duly considered as part of the LPR’s preparation. We would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss our comments further with you and in particular engage with you on land east of Melksham 
being promoted by Bloor Homes South West. In the meantime, please let me know if you have any questions in relation to any of 
the above. 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

LOCAL PLAN REVIEW CONSULTATION LAND TO THE NORTH AND WEST OF MANOR FARM, MELKSHAM, WILTSHIRE 
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF BLOOR HOMES SOUTH WEST INTRODUCTION  
We write on behalf of Bloor Homes South West to provide a response in respect of the above consultation.  
Bloor Homes South West supports the Council in progressing with the Local Plan Review and welcomes the opportunity to 
provide comments at this stage. We realise that the current consultation does not relate to site-specific matters and have 
therefore avoided reiterating detailed site-specific merits of our client’s potential land interests at land to the north and west of 
Manor Farm, Melksham within this response, however we would welcome the opportunity to engage with the Council to discuss 
the opportunity this site provides to provide sustainable development in due course.  
Please find enclosed the following documents:  
• Land to the north and west of Manor Farm: Site Location Plan;  
• Response Forms in respect of:  
o Emerging Spatial Strategy;  
o Planning for Melksham;  
o Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain; and  
o Supporting Evidence. 

 
Further comments 
 

Refer to attachment Melks87a/b/c/d/e/f for full representation including any maps/tables/diagrams etc. 



 
Rep ID: Melks88 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Princeton Homes 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks88 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



These representations are submitted on behalf of [NAME REDACTED] by Princeton Land in respect of land East of Melksham at 
Sandridge Common the A3102 and Eastern Way Melksham as identified by red line on the plan below and amounting to 
approximately 4 acres. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
1.2 The site is identified as forming part of the wider “Site 1” of the Site Selection Report for Melksham Figure 4. It has previously 
been identified through the SHEELA process and recorded as forming part of the wider site 3552 which can be seen in Figure 3 
of the Site Selection Report. Princeton Land is able to confirm that we are collaborating with Gleeson Strategic Land on the 
Masterplanning of this site and the wider ‘Site 1’ area being promoted by Gleeson known as Blackmore 
Farm identified on the plan below. 
1.3 These representations relate solely to that part of Site 1 being promoted by Princeton Land lying East of Eastern Way which 
forms the site’s Western boundary. 
1.4 Princeton Land welcomes the inclusion of the land within Site 1 as an option for further assessment. 1.6 The plan below is a 
high level masterplan indicting how this site could form part of the larger promotion by Gleeson under collaboration 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Princeton Land has carried out an isolated Master Plan of the specific site the subject of this representation (outlined in red 
below) and concluded the site could deliver upwards of 40 new dwellings. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
1.8 The site therefore can be part of the much larger ‘Site 1’ consideration or form a smaller but potentially quicker delivery site 
for additional housing in Melksham. 



1.9 Princeton Land are committed to working with all stakeholders and adjourning landowners in bringing this site forward and 
welcome further assessment by the Council as part of the wider ‘Site 1’ area or in isolation as a standalone site. 
Princeton Land is part of Princeton Homes Group a small Wiltshire based SME housebuilder dedicated to the delivery of new 
homes in Wiltshire and supporting the local economy through its local supply chain. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
See further information in attachment Melks88 which includes tables/maps/diagrams etc. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks89 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): National Trust 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Concerns re rat-running traffic, heading north along Forest Lane and through Lacock village in order to get to the A350 (whilst 
avoiding Melksham town centre). Do not to allow new housing on the north or east side of Melksham until such time as an 
effective solution can be found to address these traffic issues. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
From a National Trust perspective, we have regularly raised concerns in previous consultations regarding rat-running traffic, 
heading north along Forest Lane and through Lacock village in order to get to the A350 (whilst avoiding Melksham town centre). 
This impacts the residents, visitors and historic environment of Lacock, and cyclists and other non-motorised users along this 
route. Any new housing on the north or east side of Melksham would exacerbate this existing problem of rat-running traffic.  
Therefore, we would ask the Council not to allow new housing on the north or east side of Melksham until such time as an 
effective solution can be found to address these traffic issues. We are aware that the Council is considering various solutions – 
including bypass solutions – separately to this Local Plan Review process. 



 
Rep ID: Melks90 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Barton Willmore 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Bloor Homes South West 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks90a/b/c/d/e/f 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The overall housing requirement for Melksham is proposed at 3,950 homes with a residual requirement of 2,585 homes (at 1 
April 2019). The Local Housing Needs Assessment (2019) is the latest evidence base document on housing need in Wiltshire 
and this provides figures for each housing market area but not at an individual settlements-level. 
As previously set out, we consider that in order to comply with Paragraph 7 of the NPPF (and contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development), a greater level of housing should be distributed towards Melksham given its sustainability credentials 
and lack of environmental constraints (as set out in the SA). 
The Formulating Alternative Development Strategies paper states that “in terms of transport infrastructure, Chippenham and 
Melksham appear the best served settlements in the HMA possibly indicating potential for higher growth” (emphasis added). 
There should moreover be recognition that Melksham will benefit 
from further transport infrastructure investment in the form of the A350 Eastern bypass, which was consulted on in November 
2020 following receipt of funding from DfT. 



We do not agree with a brownfield target being set and have concerns (as set out above) with the target set on the basis of 
deliverability and that it may harm the effectiveness of the LPR. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
The LPA should consider land to the west of A365, Shurnhold (as shown on the enclosed Site Location Plan) as a potential 
development option which would contribute to the soundness of the LPR. 
The site comprises approximately 10 hectares of predominantly agricultural and, with some hardstanding and warehousing. It is 
located adjacent to the A365 road, which is known as Shurnhold, and it lies to the west of Melksham. 
For the most part the site fronts onto the A365, wrapping around a small complex of converted farm buildings operating as 
Shurnhold Farm Business Park. Shurnhold Farm House is a grade II listed building located adjacent to the road and between the 
business park and the site on the road frontage. On the opposite side of the road is a wider residential area, comprising modern 
housing set behind older dwellings along the Shurnhold road frontage. Persimmon Homes’ George Ward Gardens is located on a 
former school site on the east of Bath Road. 
The allocation of the site and its development would provide a number of benefits, as set out below: 
• The proposals would provide a range and choice of family housing in an area where there is an identified shortage of housing. 
The proposals are being progressed by a housebuilder with a track record of delivering high quality development at Melksham. 
The emerging proposals will meet the NPPF’s definition of ‘deliverable’ and can be progressed early in the plan period assisting 
the Council in having a resilient housing land supply in the LPR; 
• The site is sustainably located within walking and cycling distance of the town’s facilities and amenities, the train station and is 
located within close proximity of bus stops; 
• Any new development would seek to enhance and embrace existing landscape features on the site, including the boundary 
hedgerows (where possible), and would provide green infrastructure, making a positive contribution to people’s quality of life and 
wellbeing; and 



• The site is of low biodiversity value and the proposal would present some opportunities to increase biodiversity. The site has 
previously been submitted to the SHELAA (Ref: 3310). The SHELAA identifies the following: 
• Suitable: Yes. No suitability constraints Achievable: Yes (Residential) 
• Available: Yes 
• Deliverable: Yes 
• Capacity: 287 
• Developable: In short-term 
The SHELAA assessment shows that the site scores positively (green) for accessibility and landscape, and neutral (amber) for 
flood risk, heritage and traffic. The Stage 2A and Stage 2B overall judgement indicates that the site should be taken forward for 
further consideration and states: 
“Site is adjacent to the settlement boundary. Developing this site would have potential heritage and landscape impacts. The site 
has open views from Shurnhold Road and mitigation may be required to the west to reduce the impact of urban encroachment 
into the rural setting. Possible harmful impacts on settings of listed buildings. However, at this stage, the site can proceed to 
Stage 3 Sustainability Appraisal where more detailed comments on possible impacts will be sought. 
It would be appropriate to combine this site with 3352 to consider one logical extension to the town.” 
The Planning for Melksham consultation document shows the site as forming part of potential development site for assessment 
Site 12 (which also includes SHELAA site 3352). In respect of Site 12 the document states: 
• Site has direct access onto Bath Road. 
• Developing this site would have potential heritage and landscape impacts. 
• The site has open views from Shurnhold Road and mitigation may be required to the west to reduce the impact of urban 
encroachment into the rural setting. 
• Possible harmful impacts on the settings of listed buildings. 
• There are areas of flood zone 2 and 3 to the east, south and west of the site. 
• The site is in close proximity to Sewage Treatment Works. 
• The site is separated from the rest of the urban area by the railway line. 
The site has been the subject of an appeal by Gladman for 263 dwellings which was dismissed in June 2016 (LPA Ref: 
14/11919/OUT, PINS Ref: APP/Y3940/W/15/3132915). The application comprised a departure from the Development Plan with 
the site being located outside of albeit adjacent to settlement limits. Key messages from the Planning Inspector’s appeal decision 
include: 
• There would be less than substantial harm on the significance of three grade II listed buildings, namely Shurnhold Farm, 
Shurnhold House and the cottages at 40-42 Bath Road; 



• The Inspector identified that the site does not comprise part of a ‘valued landscape within the meaning of paragraph 109’ of the 
NPPF although there would be relatively localised harm on landscape character. The inspector acknowledged that the 
masterplan and landscaping suggestions would go some way to mitigating that harm however; 
• The site could be acceptably developed with respect to flood risk and drainage; It was concluded that the proposal’s effect on 
the local highway network would be acceptable and that the access arrangements (which were proposed in detail through the 
application) would be satisfactory; 
• Whilst substantial weight was attached to the proposal’s contribution towards housing land supply this was tempered by the fact 
that the site was promoted at that time by a land promoter (rather than directly by a housebuilder) which means that development 
would have to have been marketed following the grant of planning permission (had that been forthcoming); and 
• The proposal would have resulted in increased economic activity and construction work for the period of construction with an 
attendant boost to the local economy. Minor benefits would include the potential for increased biodiversity. 
The Inspector concluded that the matters were ‘finely balanced’ as part of the determination of the appeal. The appeal 
demonstrated that the site is not subject to any unresolvable technical constraints to its development. The fact that the site is now 
being promoted directly by a housebuilder with a track record of delivery in the local area (rather than a land promoter) lends 
further support to the site’s deliverability credentials. 
The emerging development proposals provide an opportunity to significantly improve on the previous indicative masterplan and 
deliver a sensitive scheme which respects the surrounding landscape character and has an acceptable effect on the listed 
buildings. 
The proposals will be worked up based upon a thorough understanding of the site’s landscape character and the heritage assets 
with involvement of the Council and key stakeholders. Whilst the proposals have not yet been worked up, it is anticipated that a 
lower quantum of development compared with the previously dismissed appeal will be progressed (at circa 200-250 homes). This 
will enable greater levels of mitigation; including the retention of viewing corridors and a set -back from the road frontage. The 
NPPF stipulates that the plan making process should involve the balancing of various sustainability objectives; integral to that 
balancing exercise is the need to consider mitigation (see paragraph 32 – extracted below): 
“Local plans and spatial development strategies should be informed throughout their preparation by a sustainability appraisal that 
meets the relevant legal requirements. This should demonstrate how the plan has addressed relevant economic, social and 
environmental objectives (including opportunities for net gains). Significant adverse impacts on these objectives should be 
avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued. Where significant 
adverse impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation measures should be proposed (or, where this is not possible, compensatory 
measures should be considered).” 
Drawing the above together, any restrictive requirements or constraints set by the emerging Local Plan should be based upon a 
proportionate evidence base, including consideration of whether any mitigation measures can be implemented. To rule out 



otherwise highly sustainable development at the plan-making stage on the basis of such evidence would not accord with the 
soundness test of “justified”. It would also give rise to a significant issue in justifying the Local Plan by reference to the test in 
paragraph 11 of the Framework, against which the overall compliance with the Framework will be assessed. Landscape and 
heritage evidence in support of the emerging masterplan proposals for the site will be submitted as the preparation of the plan 
progresses in order to demonstrate the 
site’s acceptability. The site is not subject to any ‘Planning Constraints’ listed on the Council’s Local Plan Review Consultation 
Interactive Map; it is not Green Belt, Local Green Space, subject to any Flood Risk statutory biodiversity designations. 
In summary, it is therefore considered that the LPA should consider land to the west of A365, Shurnhold as a potential 
development option which would contribute to the soundness of the LPR. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
In order to contribute towards sustainable development, land that is well served by existing and proposed facilities, amenities and 
infrastructure should be considered most appropriate to build. 
Given the existing housing land supply issues in Melksham and Wiltshire, it is imperative that deliverable sites which are 
unencumbered by significant constraints should be given considered. 
A portfolio approach to site selection should be adopted, including a range of different sizes and locations around Melksham. 
Evidence of market demand for different types of accommodation should be used to help inform the site selection process along 
with the benefits of sites coming forward which are actively promoted by housebuilders with a strong track record of delivery at 
Melksham. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 



 
SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 
At this stage, our client’s comments are limited to the Interim Sustainability Appraisal - we support the SA in recommending that 
there should be an increase in the growth requirement at ‘the less environmentally constrained settlement of Melksham’.                                                                                                                     
CONCLUSION 
We trust that the above representations will be duly considered as part of the LPR’s preparation. We would welcome the 
opportunity to discuss our comments further with you and in particular engage with you on land east of Melksham being 
promoted by Bloor Homes South West. In the meantime, please let me know if you have any questions in relation to any of the 
above. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
See further information in attachment Melks90a/b/c/d/e/f which includes tables/maps/diagrams etc. LOCAL PLAN REVIEW 
CONSULTATION LAND TO THE WEST OF A365, SHURNHOLD, MELKSHAM, WILTSHIRE, SN12 8DG REPRESENTATIONS 
ON BEHALF OF BLOOR HOMES SOUTH WEST  
INTRODUCTION  
We write on behalf of Bloor Homes South West to provide a response in respect of the above consultation.  
Bloor Homes South West supports the Council in progressing with the Local Plan Review and welcomes the opportunity to 
provide comments at this stage. We realise that the current consultation does not relate to site-specific matters and have 
therefore avoided reiterating detailed site-specific merits of our client’s potential land interests at land to the west of A365, 
Shurnhold, Melksham within this response, however we would welcome the opportunity to engage with the Council to discuss the 
opportunity this site provides to provide sustainable development in due course.  
Please find enclosed the following documents: • Land to the west of A365, Shurnhold: Site Location Plan; • Response Forms in 
respect of: o Emerging Spatial Strategy; o Planning for Melksham; o Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain; and 
o Supporting Evidence. 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks91 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The Council’s answer to “How much should the town of Melksham grow” is (per paras 9-10 of the Melksham assessment) that 
Melksham “requires” 3950 new homes (including the 1360 already ‘in the pipeline’) so that it needs to find by 2036 space for 
2585 homes in addition to the very large number (1350) for which permission has already been granted.  
The fact that Melksham’s population has risen from 14,677 in 2011 (Census) to 23,000 in 2020 evidences what an enormous 
expansion of the number of new Melksham homes there has been over that period. The last thing Mellksham now “requires” or 
can bear is any further massive expansion of homes.  Melksham has exhausted almost all its brownfield sites and the proposal is 
now that it embarks on a process of “urban sprawl” into the beautiful and ecologically valuable greenfield countryside around it – 
as all 15 of the potential development sites show. Further expansion of the sort envisaged would enlarge the town to the great 
detriment of those living there, and the great detriment to those living in the countryside around it, as well as great ecological 
destruction. In short, a further massive expansion of homes would be grossly destructive lunacy.  
It is also premature to seek to gauge the number of new homes “required” in Melksham (or in the county). The Council’s report 
‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’ says itself at para 1.1,  



“The Government, however, is reviewing the method local planning authorities must use to assess the need for new homes so 
this could change”.   
Secondly, paragraphs 2.5 to 2.8 of the same paper acknowledges the need to assess the effect that the COVID-19 emergency 
may have. It is far too early to say. Footnote 5 of the same paper acknowledges the need for further review and notes that  
“… with the changes to permitted development rights and the Use Classes Order, it is likely that town centres may well be 
appropriate for a range of uses, including residential…”. That seems very likely.  
Before building out and destroying the countryside, the town centres should be the primary starting point by  
(i) conversion of existing shop and office space into homes  
(ii) increasing the height of existing residential buildings in the town to make new residential units 
(iii) building new medium-rise (7-8 storey) residential blocks. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No. They ignore:  
1 The negative ecological effects of expansion of Melksham into the countryside. 
The Council in its paper “Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain through the Local Plan” states: 
“Through burning fossil fuels and changing land use, human activity has quickly become the leading cause of climate change” 
(my underlining). 
It is recognised by the Global Warming and Climate Emergency Scrutiny Task Group set up by Wiltshire Council’s Environment 
Select Committee referred to at paras 3.5 to 3.7 of this consultation paper that “protecting the natural environment, ecology and 
ecosystem services” is vital.  
By continuing to allow changes of use of greenfield land to housing land, the Council will fail to confront the awkward truth stated: 
“through [inter alia] changing land use, human activity [is] the leading cause of climate change”.  
Changing land use to houses is doubly harmful. It not only destroys the immediate natural environment represented by the lost 
land converted to housing itself, but it also impacts adversely on the habitat in the surrounding locality as a result of the imported 
human footfall, which together with the associated polluting effect – e.g. increased carbon emission, changing groundwater flows,  
waste, noise, air quality and light pollution – destroys the diversity of the wildlife in that locality. 
2 The negative effects on those living in the countryside around Melksham, countryside which is visually enhanced by its 
wide and rare biodiversity; and 



3  The negative effects to the town by the impairment of that countryside and its increasing remoteness from the town centre. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
As noted in 1 above,  
Before building out and destroying the countryside, the town centres should be the primary starting point for such growth in 
residential units as may be necessary, by: 
 (i) conversion of existing shop and office space into homes  
(ii) increasing the height of existing residential buildings in the town to make new residential units 
(iii) building new medium-rise (7-8 storey) residential blocks. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
See answer to 3 above. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Yes. 
The overriding need to keep large towns (like Melksham) well separated from rural villages (Policies 51 and 57 of the Wiltshire 
Core Strategy) has not been recognised in Development sites shown numbered 14, 15 (Beanacre) and possibly also 9, 10 and 
11 (Berryfields) as shown on the plan contained in the paper. These should be excluded from consideration of development, to 
ensure that their landscape and separate character (particularly in the case of Beanacre with its considerable heritage value and 
ecological value) is not destroyed.  



The same reasoning applies as in the Appeal Decision of the Planning Inspectorate (Veronica Bond - 17 February 2017) 
confirming the refusal by Wiltshire Council of the application Ref 16/06149/OUT for outline permission for residential development 
of a small greenfield site to the west of Dunch Lane, which would have threatened the individuality of the village of Shaw.  
“9.  The effect is that the section of Dunch Lane fronting the appeal site acts as a barrier to development between Melksham 
and the village of Shaw beyond. 
10  The proposed development would therefore represent a significant erosion of the gap between Melksham and Shaw, 
which is already in close proximity to the Melksham settlement boundary, meaning that the intervening land is very sensitive to 
such new development….  
11 …. Although not a protected or important gap site …, this would result in significant harm to the character and appearance 
of the area. 
… 13 I therefore find …  that the proposal would result in significant harm to the character and appearance of the area and 
surrounding landscape. It would conflict with Core Policies 51  and 57 of the [Wiltshire Core Strategy] which include in their aims 
the conservation of the locally distinctive character of settlements and their landscape settings and high quality development 
which responds to the existing pattern of development….. “ 
In the case of Beanacre, there are significantly greater heritage issues and ecology issues than those noted in the Council’s 
appraisal of Development sites 14 and 15. There are two heritage properties, the Old Manor, Beanacre (Grade I), containing 
original features dating from 1360, and Beanacre Manor (Grade II*) the manor house which took its place in the C16, both of 
which are adjacent to the Development Site 14. There also Beechfield House (Grade II), which is adjacent to Development Site 
15.  Beanacre is a historic rural village, with its own separate identity including its own village church. It contains a number of 
other listed buildings along its frontage on either side of the section of the A350 going through the village. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
As regards its ecology, Beanacre, which was bounded by Dunch Lane to the south and Westlands Lane to the North, is a rural 
settlement, which has engendered little light pollution and little ecological disturbance over many hundreds of years. It is home to 
badger, deer, many species of bird, owls of differing types, sparrowhawk, heron, wood-pecker, kingfisher, coot, moor-hen, 
mallard, frogs, toads, grass-snakes and it includes a number of heavily protected species including bats and great-crested newts, 
aided by the high-water table in the winter months and the ponds in Beanacre Manor and the Old Manor. (Mats recently placed 
outside on the Development site No 14 have evidenced the presence on the site of great-crested newts). Many of these 
creatures depend on the existence of undisturbed woodland and hedge in a wider, undisturbed rural land setting. Many of them 



hunt and forage by night (bats, owls etc). The undisturbed field to the north of Dunch Lane, with its trees and hedgerows, and the 
woodland strip on its northern edge are integral to the well-being of this thriving ecology in Beanacre. Changing the use of these 
fields, increasing the housing footprint  by  a substantial amount and the consequent human disturbance and intrusion, and the 
attendant increase in light levels perceived by woodland nocturnal creatures would impair very substantially the diverse ecology 
that thrives in Beanacre and has existed for hundreds of years. 
I note that under “Housing Needs the projection is: 
“In the years 2016-2036 the older population is expected to increase by 26% in the 60-74 age group and 83% in the 75+ age 
group. At the same time the 0-14 age group is expected to decrease by 3% and the 15-29 age group to increase by 4%. Finally, 
the 30-44 age group is expected to not change and the 45-59 age group to 
decrease by 16%”. 
It is not clear why an increase in the number of the older and less mobile part of the population of Melksham, accompanied by an 
overall decrease in the remaining population, indicates a need to build new residential properties further away from the town 
centre. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Melks92 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): David Jarvis Associates 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Catesby Estates PLC 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks92a/b/c 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Catesby Estates plc fully supports the overall housing numbers proposed at Melksham for the plan period to 2036. This reflects 
the town’s ability to accommodate additional growth, taking into account the overall sustainability of the settlement in terms of 
amenities, transport links and community facilities. 
An opportunity exists to provide a logical and sustainable urban extension on the eastern side of Melksham (i.e. Assessment Site 
1), which can provide all, or a significant proportion, of the housing requirement proposed in the Local Plan. 
Whilst Catesby supports the provision of a general target for brownfield site development, delivery of such sites, as and when 
they come forward, should not impact on the overall phasing and delivery of the large strategic urban extension(s) that will be 
required to meet the overall housing requirement for Melksham. Large strategic extensions, by their very nature, require certainty 
of delivery in order to ensure that the required infrastructure comes forward in line with housing delivery; the timing and phasing 
of delivery should not be subject to arbitrary “pauses” to allow brownfield development to come forward first. 



As the document states at paragraph 15, provision of brownfield sites should generally come forward within Neighbourhood 
Plans, or subsequent Local Plan Reviews where appropriate. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Catesby Estates plc generally supports the place-shaping priorities for Melksham. 
Catesby Estates are promoting land on the east side of Melksham (Snarlton Farm) for residential development; this is included 
within the wider Assessment Site 1 that has been put forward for further assessment at this Regulation 18 stage. Should this site 
come forward as a preferred option, as a large strategic urban extension, it can assist with achieving a number of these priorities, 
as follows: 
• The development of land to the east of Melksham will significantly increase the population of the town; by providing a new 
neighbourhood with strong connectivity (pedestrian/cycle links in particular) to the town centre and other facilities, including 
employment hubs. This will ensure that investment and spending within the town centre can increase, ensuring its long-term 
health and prosperity. It is likely that use of the train station would also increase, again helping to secure its long-term 
sustainability 
• Priority (iii) recognises the benefits of a new A350 bypass, including to improve the efficiency of the transport network and 
reducing congestion within the town centre. Development on the east side of Melksham can provide effective links to the 
proposed Bypass, assisting with the goal of reducing congestion in the town. Whilst the land controlled by Catesby Estates is 
capable of coming forward independently of the proposed bypass, it can help facilitate delivery of the bypass in conjunction with 
providing for a significant portion of Melksham’s housing requirements. 
• With regard to priorities (v) and (vi), should Snarlton Farm come forward as a preferred option, either in isolation or in 
conjunction with the wider Site 1, Catesby look forward to working with the Council and other key stakeholders to bring this site 
forward for development whilst ensuring that commensurate levels of infrastructure are provided, with a mix of on-site and off-site 
provision likely to be appropriate. Early discussions will be vital to ensure that infrastructure and community requirements can be 
understood at the outset and provided at the appropriate phases to ensure that existing facilities within the town are not subject to 
undue pressures. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

Yes. Catesby Estates has previously submitted representations to the emerging Local Plan with regard to land they are 
promoting at Snarlton Farm. It is noted that the Snarlton Farm site has been included for assessment within the Local Plan 
Review, as part of a larger potential urban extension on the eastern side of Melksham (i.e. Assessment Site 1) that, if allocated, 
would meet the majority of the area’s emerging housing requirements to 2036. 
Catesby Estates fully supports this site as an appropriate location for growth and would make the point that the land at Snarlton 
Farm can provide an immediate early phase, with access onto Eastern Way, allowing for further phases to come forward in a 
coordinated manner throughout the plan period. 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

Catesby Estates plc consider that, given the significant housing numbers required at Melksham by 2036, the majority of this will 
be provided by one or more strategic greenfield extensions to the town. Such an approach allows development to come forward 
in a controlled and phased manner, whilst ensuring that required infrastructure and community facilities are provided in line with 
the developments. 
Catesby Estates are promoting a significant proportion of the land contained within assessment Site 1 – “Land to the east of 
Melksham” and fully support this wider site as the most appropriate and logical location for the provision of a strategic extension 
to Melksham. The land already lies close to existing facilities, including schools, health and extensive sporting amenities. 
Proposals will seek to prioritise the pedestrian and cyclist, providing safe and attractive links through the site and into existing 
nearby communities as well as Melksham town centre. 
In this context, Catesby Estates has designed an illustrative high-level masterplan for Site 1, which illustrates how a sensitive 
landscape-led development that can be brought forward in distinct phases, utilising a variety of potential site access points from 
Eastern Way. It also shows potential links to the proposed Melksham Bypass, should such direct links be feasible/appropriate. 
This plan is included on page 12/13 of the Vision Framework referred to below. 
The plan also includes indicative areas for a central community hub, with satellite hubs also indicated, to illustrate how Site 1 can 
be developed as a new community with its own facilities, whilst also ensuring that the neighbourhood becomes an intrinsic part of 
Melksham. New facilities could include schools, community buildings, sporting facilities, small scale employment hubs responding 
to changing working practices, as well as retail shops to provide for day-to-day essentials. 
The plan also indicates the provision and enhancement of green networks, including along the Clackers Brook corridor, and 
public rights of way. 



Importantly, the plan demonstrates that links can be provided between the various plots within the wider Site 1. Catesby Estates 
are in close contact with the other landowners/promoters of land within Site 1 and all parties have signed-up to the concepts 
contained within the indicative masterplan at page 12/13 of the Vision Framework. 
Land at Snarlton Farm 
With regard to the Snarlton Farm land specifically, the sites’ location immediately adjoining Eastern Way provides an opportunity 
to provide a logical early phase of development at Site 1 (approximately 300 dwellings) that will have an immediate positive 
impact on housing delivery within the Local Plan Review period, whilst ensuring that delivery of a wider allocation can then come 
forward in a timely manner up to 2036. 
The Snarlton Farm site location can take advantage of links to existing and committed development on the eastern side of 
Melksham, including the Oakfields sports complex and Melksham Oak Community School just to the south of the Site. 
In this context, Catesby Estates has prepared a detailed “Vision Framework” for the Site, which includes the illustrative 
masterplan mentioned above, and also shows how an initial phase of c.300 dwellings could be delivered, along with an element 
of community infrastructure, either as a stand-alone development with good linkages to the existing settlement or as part of the 
wider “Land to the east of Melksham” (Site 1), potentially tying in with the proposed Melksham Bypass. 
Catesby Estates Plc has signed legal agreements with the landowners of Snarlton Farm to promote their land for residential 
development. The remaining parcels of Site 1 are either under option or in active discussions with a promoter. We therefore 
determine that this land is available and the landowners and promoters are in agreement to work collaboratively to deliver this 
land for development. 

 
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 sites? 
 

Catesby Estates have noted the general comments made with regard to Site 1 (page 8 of the Planning for Melksham document), 
in terms of potential issues regarding highway impact, access, flooding and Green Infrastructure. Clearly, these are detailed 
issues that will require significant further discussion between all key stakeholders. However, at this stage, Catesby Estates would 
comment as follows: 
• Detailed work will be undertaken with regard to the capacity of the existing road network and appropriate phasing agreed with 
the Council to ensure additional pressure is not placed on the network. The proposals will create a new neighbourhood which can 
provide day-to-day facilities for existing and future residents, further reducing the reliance on the private car. Catesby will also 
work with the Highways and the local bus companies to provide improved services to encourage a greater use of more 
sustainable transport options, as well as ensuring the development provides strong connectivity to the town for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 



The development will also enable the appropriate integration of the proposed A350 bypass (consultation route 10c), should this 
route be the preferred option. 
• Catesby are aware of the presence of the existing green infrastructure and flood zone 2/3 running along the Clackers Brook 
corridor running through the site. This important natural feature will be retained as part of the site-wide drainage strategy as well 
as incorporating biodiversity and environmental enhancements as part of its role as a significant Green Infrastructure feature. The 
vast majority of Site 1 lies within Flood Zone 1 and all built development will be limited to these areas. 
• In terms of landscape, it is recognised that development of Site 1 represents a further incursion into the countryside to the east 
of Melksham. However, with regard to landscape impact, it is considered that any effects would generally be limited to the local 
area and the Site would relate well to the existing settlement. 
Catesby Estates has instructed David Jarvis Associates to prepare a Landscape Analysis of the east side of Melksham, looking 
at the impact of additional development on this side of the town in the context of a comprehensive urban extension (i.e. Site 1 in 
its entirety) as well as potential smaller phases, should this be the Council’s preferred approach. This has concluded that, with 
appropriate mitigation, development in this location is appropriate with regards to landscape and visual impact. 
This Landscape Analysis is included as part of the representations and as an accompaniment to the Vision Framework referred 
to above. 
Catesby Estates strongly believe Site 1 can be developed as an attractive and sustainable new neighbourhood with strong links 
to the existing Melksham community. As can be seen from indicative masterplans contained within the Vision Framework, it is 
recognised that the site has constraints and areas of land that need to remain undeveloped; however, this can and will be utilised 
as part of site-wide drainage, green infrastructure, and biodiversity enhancements. 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

No. Should land to the east of Melksham come forward as an allocation, Catesby Estates will work closely with the other 
landowners, the local community and key stakeholders to deliver the required infrastructure, including education, health, sport 
etc. to ensure that this new community provides tangible benefits to both existing and new residents. 

 
Further comments 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
4.1 The ESS document is supplemented by a series of place-specific planning documents for each of the main towns, setting out 
the key priorities, infrastructure requirements and site options for locating new development.  
4.2 We deal with the Melksham site options and site selection in chapter 6, and review the town’s priorities and infrastructure 
needs below. Infrastructure requirements  
4.3 The ‘Planning for Melksham’ document sets out Place Shaping Priorities for the town – copied below:  



4.4 This identifies the key place-shaping priorities for Melksham as follows:  
• town centre regeneration • improved employment offer • a new A350 by-pass • improved railway station parking to support 
sustainable rail movements  
• new housing to be accompanied by the requisite healthcare, education and transport improvements • safeguard the Wilts and 
Berks canal route. 
4.5 Pages 11-13 of the Planning for Melksham document provides further details on future infrastructure requirements necessary 
to support the growth of the town including:  
• New provision to meet early years needs arising through new housing development.  
• Land for a new primary school has been secured on land south of Western Way, which will supply new places to the south of 
the town. New provision is required to meet needs in any other area.  
• A multi-functional ‘Local Green Blue Infrastructure (GBI) Network’ has been identified (see appendix 1) and indicates areas 
where improvements will need to be sought – i.e. in the form of functional and sufficiently scaled corridors within which the aim 
would be to consolidate and incorporate new green and blue spaces into the existing GBI networks.  
• Some key upgrades/ improvements to sport and leisure facilities are required, and all further development will be asked for a 
contribution to the new Leisure Centre, improvements to existing sites, and new 4G ATP at Woolmore Farm.  
• There are two GP surgeries in Melksham. A third GP surgery closed in 2020 due to a lack of resources. The two remaining 
surgeries both have capacity issues. Consideration may need to be given to improving capacity in the future.  
• Current transport constraints / local concerns and opportunities include:  
o Confluence of A350 and other radial routes (A365, A3102 and B3107) causes significant peak hour congestion and delays 
particularly in the central section of the A350 through the town.  
o Future development growth may increase pressure on the A350 through Melksham and at congestion hot spots such as 
Farmers Roundabout. This in turn may lead to further rat running through residential and rural roads.  
o Further development and delivery of an A350 Melksham bypass could relieve peak time congestion and delays.  
o Bypassing Melksham could also reduce severance between the town centre and areas adjacent to the A350 (including the rail 
station and recent supermarket developments), create an opportunity to re-design the existing A350 corridor through the town, 
and support efforts to regenerate the town centre.  
o Currently poor environment around Melksham rail station and walking routes to town centre - joint working between TransWilts 
Community Rail Partnership, Network Rail, Great Western Railway and Wiltshire Council to develop and enhance Melksham rail 
station, forecourt, parking and facilities. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
The Site  
5.1 The 67 ha Blackmore Farm site is located to the east of Melksham and is within a single ownership. It is bounded by the 
A3012 to the north and Sandridge Common beyond; field boundaries to the east beyond which is a large photovoltaic power 
station; boundary hedgerows to the south; and Snarlton Farm marks the south eastern corner of the site. To the west, the site is 
bounded by Eastern Way, the new link road delivered as part of the Bloor/Barratt/Persimmon Clackers Brook development 
together with local centre, convenience store, pub and school.  
5.2 The site is currently used for cattle grazing and is generally flat. Within the site are some areas of deciduous woodland, a 
number of mature trees and hedgerows which will be retained wherever possible and integrated within any proposals for the site. 
Overhead powerlines traverse a small area of the north east corner of the site and as such, no built development will be 
proposed in this location.  
5.3 Blackmore Farm was included in Wiltshire’s 2017 Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) 
as site 3552. In this assessment, the site was considered to be suitable with ‘no suitability constraints’, available, achievable for 
residential development, deliverable, and developable ‘in short-term’, with a capacity estimated at 1,939 houses.  
Site analysis  
5.4 Baseline studies have been undertaken to inform the suitability of the site for development and identify constraints and 
opportunities to inform subsequent proposals. These reports are listed below, and can be provided to Wiltshire Council upon 
request: • Preliminary SuDS Strategy, and Constraints and Catchments Diagram (Odyssey) • Ecological Deliverability Report, 
and Constraints and Opportunities Diagram (EAD Ecology) • Archaeological and Heritage Baseline Assessment (EDP) • Tree 
Report, and Tree Survey (ACD) • Landscape Analysis Plan, Landscape Policy Constraints Plan, and Viewpoints Plan (ACD) • 
Topographical Study 
Agricultural Land Classification Survey (Askew Land and Soil) • Potential Access Drawings (i-Transport)  
5.5 The surveys listed above demonstrate that Blackmore Farm has significant potential for residential development, taking into 
account all physical and environmental considerations. We summarise the key findings below.  
Ecology  
5.6 The site itself is not subject to any international, national or local planning designations. The only European designated site of 
nature conservation importance within 10km of the site is the Bath and Bradford-on-Avon Bats Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC), which lies approximately 9.2km north-west of the site. The closest nationally designated site of nature conservation 
importance is Spye Park Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), located approximately 3.7km to the north-east.  



5.7 An Ecological Deliverability Report (EAD, 2019), assesses the opportunities and constraints of developing Blackmore Farm 
and concludes that any adverse effects on habitats and species can be mitigated by avoidance, retention and buffering of the key 
habitats. In addition, ‘biodiversity gain’, a key aim of the 2019 NPPF, can be achieved through the integration of ecological 
mitigation and enhancement measures into the development layout.  
5.8 Accordingly, development could be undertaken in full compliance with biodiversity policies set out in the NPPF.  
Landscape  
5.9 The site is not within or close to an AONB, and is relatively well contained with localised views only, with any development 
viewed from the east set against the built form of the existing settlement. It is considered that any landscape impact could 
effectively be mitigated with screening and sensitive design. It is also considered that as the site is adjacent to the existing 
settlement boundary of Melksham and within a residential context, any effect would be minimal.  
5.10 ACD’s initial landscape analysis plan has identified the opportunities and constraints of developing Blackmore Farm, and 
has identified physical and landscape features such as the existing woodland and low lying areas which can be used as an asset 
to masterplanning by utilising them as valley parks and space to be open to the public. Hedgerows will be retained where 
possible, and buffer planting will be incorporated where appropriate. 
Heritage  
5.11 There are no heritage assets on the site itself. Blackmore House, which is part of Blackmore Farm, is Grade II listed and lies 
along the northern boundary of the site. There are six other Grade II listed buildings just under 1km away.  
5.12 A Heritage and Archaeological Baseline Assessment (EDP, 2019) concludes that Blackmore House and its setting “does not 
represent a constraint to the deliverability of the site for future development. Furthermore, there is no reason to believe or expect 
that the site contains archaeological remains of such significance as to warrant preservation in situ, and thus potentially 
compromise the deliverability or capacity of the site for development.”  
Drainage  
5.13 The site is entirely within Flood Zone 1, the lowest flood risk zone, meaning the likelihood of flooding in any one year is less 
than 0.1% (1 in 1000). Environment Agency flood mapping identifies a surface water run-off flow route from the north-east 
through the site which has been taken into account within the framework plan.  
5.14 Initial drainage and flood risk analysis has been carried out by Odyssey Drainage. The preliminary drainage strategy 
demonstrates that the site can be drained sustainably via SuDS, and this strategy has been worked into the framework plan for 
the site. Highways and Connectivity  
5.15 Blackmore Farm is well connected to local facilities provided as part other recent developments to the West, including the 
local centre which has a Co-Op convenience store, a pub and other amenities. The Forest & Sandridge C.E Primary School, its 
neighbouring children’s play area and playing fields are also within walking distance, whilst the nearby Melksham Oak 
Community School and surrounding sports facilities have recently been expanded.  



5.16 A number of bus stops are located in close proximity to the site along the ‘Eastern Relief Road’ adjacent to the site. The bus 
stops are served by bus route 15 (Melksham Metro Town Service) which provides access to a number of key services and 
facilities in the vicinity such as Asda, Sainsbury’s, the Town Centre, the Community Hospital (Spa Road) and Snowberry Surgery.  
5.17 Junction assessments conducted by i-Transport have provided options for accessing the site, and connectivity surveys have 
found the site to be in a sustainable location with respects to public transport, pedestrian routes and cycle paths. 
Agricultural Land Classification  
5.18 An Agricultural Land Classification Survey, carried out by Askew Land and Soil has confirmed that the whole of the site is 
ALC Grade 3b. Therefore the site does constitute the best and most versatile agricultural land and as such is a preferred site to 
assist in meeting the Council’s housing requirement whilst retaining the district’s agricultural capabilities. 
Summary of baseline information 
In summary, both the Council’s own SHELAA and the surveys described above demonstrate Blackmore Farm is a sustainable 
location for delivering a comprehensive, residential-led scheme to support the growth of the town. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Blackmore Farm Framework Document  
5.19 A Framework Document for Blackmore Farm is submitted with these representations to demonstrate how the site could be 
developed.  
5.20 This includes a framework plan, jointly prepared with Catesby, who control land to the south of Blackmore Farm to 
demonstrate how a strategic extension at East of Melksham could be delivered.  
5.21 Land at Blackmore Farm can come forward on its own or delivered in accordance with an integrated masterplan for a larger 
site, such as ‘site 1’ in the Council’s Site Selection document.  
5.22 The framework plan demonstrates that the Eastern Way Link Road is not a barrier to development and that both pedestrian 
and cycle connectivity through to Melksham can be achieved, thereby illustrating how the site can form a sustainable and 
accessible urban extension of Melksham. There would also be scope to provide landscape mitigation along the eastern boundary 
and within the development to help alleviate concerns about elevated views from the East and to set the site within a strong 
landscape context.  
5.23 The primary means of reaching the town centre via foot/cycles would be through an enhancement of the partial car-free 
foot/cyclepath which runs along the Clackers Brook. This would facilitate a convenient connection for not just the residents of 
development east of Eastern Way, but for existing residents of housing either side of the Clackers Brook. Additional cycle routes 



are available via the existing highway of Sandridge Common / A3102 or via the Eastern Way cyclepath and its links to on-road 
routes running through the quiet Streets of the housing south of Clackers Brook (including Pembroke Road). 
5.24 The emerging proposals set out in the framework plan for the Blackmore Farm site include: • Up to 1,300 new homes of 
varying sizes and tenure, including affordable homes; • a potential site for a primary school should this location be considered the 
most appropriate location within the wider area; • new green infrastructure in line with the Council’s GBI plan, to include 
substantial public open space as well as play provision; and • A Community Hub which could include land for pre-school/nursery/ 
GP surgery (if required).  
5.25 The framework plan shows an initial route for the bypass as per 10c – ie to the far east of the potential development area at 
East Melksham to maximise the efficient use of the land for development and to prevent severance issues creating obstacles to 
sustainable walking and cycling movements into town from the extension. However, the framework plan is flexible and can 
respond positively to Route Options 10b, 10c and 10d. The site and proposed development are strategically important and can, 
where appropriate, assist in the funding and / or delivery of the bypass. Housing trajectory  
5.26 We project the following key milestones associated with the delivery of up to 1,300 dwellings at Blackmore Farm:  
Obtaining planning approval • Work up and submit an outline application – 12 months • Outline application determined and S106 
signed – 12 months • A period of 30 months from securing outline planning permission to first occupations. • This is a total of 4.5 
years to prepare and submit the outline application and secure all of the necessary outline, reserved matters and discharge of 
conditions approvals, prior to commencing development on site.  
Completions We estimate the following delivery rates: • Year 1 – groundworks and site preparation • Years 2 and 3: 60 dwellings 
per annum (open market and affordable) • Years 4 – 13: 120 dwellings per annum (open market and affordable, across at least 2 
outlets).  
5.27 Therefore, we envisage a period of 4.5 years to achieve all the necessary consents, followed by a 13 year build out which is 
total of 17.5 years from start to finish, with the site complete by the end of 2038. 5.28 In summary, this chapter demonstrates that 
Blackmore Farm is suitable, available and achievable - deliverable within the 15 year period from Plan adoption (ie to 2038). 
6 Site Selection at Melksham 
6.1 The preferred strategy for the Chippenham HMA directs a total of 3,950 dwellings to Melksham, which once commitments 
and brownfield potential are subtracted, leaves a residual of 2,585 dwellings to accommodate on greenfield land.  
6.2 This round of Local Plan consultation includes a ‘Site Selection Report for Melksham’ which has examined all suitable 
greenfield SHELAA sites around the town and distilled them down into 17 potentially suitable greenfield extensions which it 
describes as the ‘pool of potential development sites’. In order to arrive at this pool of sites, the Council has carried out a high 
level assessment of how each suitable SHELAA site performs against accessibility, heritage, flood risk, landscape and traffic 
criteria. Land at Blackmore Farm is site no. 3552 and the Council’s findings are copied below – note that red = high impact; 
amber = medium impact; green = low impact. 



6.3 This shows that the Council categorise the site as having ‘medium’ accessibility; potential for ‘medium effects’ on flood risk, 
heritage and landscape assets; a positive effect on traffic and a negative effect on the landscape. Whilst the table above states 
that the landscape effects are concerned with views from Sandridge Hill, no other explanation is given for the performance 
against the other criteria and therefore, it’s difficult to understand how these decisions have been arrived at. Using site baseline 
information we have collected, we consider a more accurate view of the site’s performance is as follows:  
6.4 Accessibility – the site is well connected: • local centre to the West, including Co-Op store, pub and other amenities. • Primary 
School, children’s play area and playing fields within walking distance • Nearby Melksham Oak secondary school and 
surrounding sports facilities • Bus stops along the ‘Eastern Relief Road’ adjacent to the site with access to the town centre and 
other key destinations. • Site is in a sustainable location with respect to pedestrian routes and cycle paths. • The site is of a scale 
to further improve accessibility, for example, through on-site provision of a school, public open space and play facilities and 
extend public transport into the site. 
6.5 Flood risk – the site is in flood zone 1 and therefore is at low risk from fluvial flooding. Land with surface water drainage 
issues can be set aside and complemented by surface water drainage basins to attenuate run-off generated by development of 
hard surfaces. Also, run-off management for part of the Clackers Brook upstream catchment area will reduce some of the on-site 
surface water flooding routes. Therefore any impact in respect of surface water flood risks will be low and can be mitigated.  
6.6 Heritage – there are no heritage assets on the site itself and there is just one listed building (Blackmore House) close to the 
site along the northern boundary. A heritage assessment concludes Blackmore House and its setting “does not represent a 
constraint to the deliverability of the site for future development.”  
6.7 Landscape – the site is not within or close to an AONB, and is relatively well contained with localised views only, with any 
development viewed from the east set against the built form of the existing settlement. Landscape impacts can be mitigated with 
screening and sensitive design. It is also considered that as the site is adjacent to the existing settlement boundary of Melksham 
and within a residential context, any effect would be minimal.  
6.8 Traffic – we support the Site Selection report’s view that Blackmore Farm can help to alleviate the town’s traffic problems by 
assisting with the delivery of an eastern bypass.  
6.9 Overall, we conclude that the development of the site will have a low impact on flood risk, heritage assets and the landscape 
which can be mitigated. In addition, the site is accessible and will generate considerable betterment for the town in making a 
significant contribution towards meeting one of the key place shaping priorities, helping to deliver an eastern bypass.  
6.10 Ultimately, the Council’s assessment of 3352 Land at Blackmore Farm concludes that the site should be taken forward for 
further consideration as there are “no overriding significant impacts that justify rejecting the site”. The Council has grouped 
Blackmore Farm with 3 other sites as part of a large area of land to the East of Melksham – referred to as ‘site 1’ – see text 
copied over page. 
Site selection – next stages  



6.11 None of the individual SHELAA sites nor the 17 larger ‘pool of potential development sites’ have been subject to a 
sustainability appraisal. The Council state this will take place during the next stage of the assessment which will lead to the 
identification of its proposed allocation(s) for Melksham to be published in the Draft Local Plan due out for consultation in Q4 
2021. Melksham future directions of growth 
 6.12 Appendix 3 shows the Council’s adopted inset map for Melksham, from which we summarise the following: • Large areas of 
land to the west of the town are constrained by flood risk and the railway line creates issues of severance • Large areas of land to 
the north are constrained by flood risk and potential coalescence with Beanacre • Land to the south of Melksham – much of it 
already has planning permission. Land to the south west of Melksham is subject to minerals safeguarding and there are potential 
coalescence issues with Berryfield. • Land to the south of Bowerhill is less well connected to the town.• Land to the east of 
Melksham is relatively unconstrained. 
In summary, Land to the east of Melksham is least constrained and able to assist in the delivery of an eastern bypass for the 
town. There are many advantages of pursuing large strategic sites which can deliver strategic pieces of infrastructure necessary 
to support the sustainable growth of a town, such as being able to provide new schools, new strategic road links with sustainable 
access built in, substantial new green infrastructure, as well as improvements to public transport on a scale more likely to support 
sustainable movements, enabled by the scale of CIL/S106 contributions. Land at Blackmore Farm is a sustainable location for 
accommodating the growth requirements of Melksham, either independently, or as part of a larger East Melksham extension. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
7 Conclusion 
7.1 Gleeson are promoting land at Blackmore Farm, East Melksham, for a strategic residential led mixed-use development 
through the Wiltshire Local Plan Review.  
7.2 This report sets out representations on the emerging Local Plan, and the main points raised are summarised under the key 
headings below. Housing requirements  
7.3 The plan needs to cover a minimum 15 year period from adoption in 2023, and hence in order to be sound, the plan period 
must be extended to at least 2038, incorporating a further 2 years supply of housing, taking the overall housing requirement to at 
least 50,192 dwellings. Emerging strategy for the Chippenham HMA: Melksham  



7.4 The Council’s evidence shows that Melksham performs very well against environmental, infrastructure/accessibility, 
deliverability, and economic factors, demonstrating that Melksham is a sustainable location for future growth and has a key role 
to play in accommodating strategic development in the Chippenham HMA.  
7.5 Therefore, we support: • taking forward the upper range of the Chippenham HMA housing requirement as proposed in the 
ESS; and • the future role of Melksham in the proposed HMA strategy as a key location for growth, as well as the scale of growth 
proposed.  
Land east of Melksham  
7.6 The emerging Plan identifies a residual requirement of 2,585 dwellings for Melksham which will need to be accommodated on 
greenfield sites.  
7.7 A review of wider town constraints shows that land to the east of Melksham is least constrained and most able to 
accommodate a strategic urban extension. There are many advantages of pursuing large strategic sites which can deliver 
strategic infrastructure necessary to support the sustainable growth of a town, such as being able to provide new schools, new 
strategic road links with sustainable access built in, substantial new green infrastructure, as well as improvements to public 
transport on a scale more likely to support sustainable movements, enabled by the scale of CIL/S106 contributions.  
7.8 In the recent consultation on the A350 bypass, land east of Melksham also scored very well in the Council’s appraisal of 
possible route options.  
7.9 Therefore, evidence suggests land east of Melksham is the most sustainable location for the expansion of the town.  
Land at Blackmore Farm  
7.10 Both the Council’s own SHELAA and surveys undertaken by Gleeson demonstrate that Blackmore Farm is a sustainable 
location for development to support the growth of Melksham and the Council’s Site Selection report concludes that the site should 
be taken forward for further consideration.  
7.11 Land at Blackmore Farm has the potential to deliver: • Up to 1,300 dwellings • The offer of a safeguarded route for a 
significant part of the Eastern bypass • A Community Hub which could include land for a primary school and pre-school/nursery/ 
GP surgery (as required) • New accessible green infrastructure to connect into the Council’s GBI network to include substantial 
public open space as well as play provision. We conclude that land at Blackmore Farm is suitable, available and achievable and 
should be allocated for a strategic residential led, mixed use development of up to 1,300 homes. 
7.12 The evidence presented in this report demonstrates that development at Blackmore Farm can deliver net gains across all 
three overarching NPPF sustainable development objectives. For social and economic objectives, the site will deliver much 
needed homes, including affordable homes, as well as new community infrastructure. New households will provide further 
support for services and facilities in the town, which in turn will create new employment, including new jobs associated with new 
schools and community facilities on the site. House building will also create employment (direct construction jobs and indirect 
jobs benefiting the local economy), and there is potential to provide land for employment within the site, north of the A3102. 



Assisting in the delivery of the bypass will help secure town centre regeneration with a wide range of socio-economic benefits for 
the town. Environmentally, the site is unconstrained and well located to support sustainable movements, and significant areas of 
new on-site green infrastructure provides opportunities for biodiversity net gain and overall benefits for climate change.  
7.13 Both the Council’s own SHELAA and surveys undertaken by Gleeson demonstrate that Blackmore Farm is a sustainable 
location for development to support the growth of Melksham and the Council’s Site Selection report concludes that the site should 
be taken forward for further consideration.  
Moving forward - collaborative working  
7.14 Gleeson are committed to ongoing discussions around the effective masterplanning of the wider area and how it can deliver 
the community benefits required, as well as assist in the delivery of a new bypass for the town.  
7.15 Gleeson has discussed the site with Wiltshire, and the town and parish Councils, and undertaken some initial pre-application 
consultation with Wiltshire Highways. Gleeson has also been working with adjoining landowners on an initial framework plan and 
would very much welcome the opportunity to work with the Council and local stakeholders on a strategic masterplan for the site 
and the wider East Melksham area. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Town and Parish Council workshops  
4.6 We also note the following in respect of the findings from the 2018 Melksham Town Council Local Plan workshop copied from 
page 24 of the Formulating Alternative Development Strategies Chippenham HMA report:  
“It was felt that the town had taken significant growth in recent years with a lack of infrastructure including medical provision. The 
importance of delivering infrastructure before any large-scale future growth could be accommodated was emphasised. This 
included a specific focus on the provision of an eastern bypass, without which it was felt development would be difficult to 
accommodate. Other constraints included education provision (and the need for a new secondary school) and the improvement 
of transport infrastructure, not only roads but also sustainable transport options and the improvement of the railway station” 
Melksham Bypass  
4.7 The ESS and the Planning for Melksham documents recognise the benefits a new A350 bypass could deliver including: • 
Improving the efficiency of the transport network and reducing peak time congestion through Melksham; and • Reducing 
severance between the town centre and areas adjacent to the A350, thus supporting efforts to regenerate the town centre.  
4.8 And we note that the local community consider the bypass to be essential in enabling the town to accommodate further 
growth.  



4.9 Wiltshire Council consulted on bypass options in November 2020, to which Gleeson responded setting out their support for a 
potential bypass to the east of the town – namely options 10b, 10c or 10d – see the Council’s options plan over page. 
4.10 Whilst Gleeson’s land is capable of coming forward independently of any of the proposed routes and is not reliant on any of 
them for an effective transport strategy, these specific options would allow the various land parcels to help deliver the bypass 
whilst also facilitating the delivery of the proposed housing requirements at Melksham, as set out in the Local Plan Review, in a 
coordinated and sustainable way.  
4.11 Strategic urban extensions (allocations) are often well placed to support and help deliver infrastructure improvements and 
upgrades such as a bypass as part of a balanced package of development measures. This is particularly the case where an 
urban extension / allocation lies adjacent to or forms part of the land within which the infrastructure improvements are proposed.  
4.12 We note that the Council’s bypass consultation evidence identified Option 10c as the only option with an ‘Indicative overall 
Value for Money’ as Medium to High and scores well compared with other routes when assessed against the economic, social 
and environmental criteria. Route 10c crosses over the far eastern part of land within Gleeson’s control.  
4.13 We also note that the Council’s evidence shows that the eastern bypass options 10b, 10c and 10d score highly in terms of 
achieving the main objectives and score higher than the western options in terms of ease of delivery. It is also worth highlighting 
the moderate to large benefits identified for route options 10c and 10d against strategic transport objectives, including journey 
times, walking and cycling opportunities and traffic reduction. 
4.14 And these findings are significant as: i. the Council and the local community recognise that a bypass is needed to support 
future growth at Melktsham ii. land to the east of Melksham scores very well in the Council’s appraisal of bypass route options iii. 
the community appear to support a bypass to the east of the town iv. land at Blackmore Farm can help deliver a substantial 
section of the eastern bypass in association with housing growth that needs to be accommodated in the town.  
A masterplan for East Melksham  
4.15 We acknowledge that it is the role of the Local Plan to identify the infrastructure requirements and priorities for future 
development to address and we welcome this guidance early in the process. 
In terms of infrastructure provision, land at Blackmore Farm could assist in the delivery of the following: • Safeguarding a 
significant section of an eastern bypass for the town, helping to support town centre regeneration • Land for a new primary school 
• Pre-school / nursery provision (if required) • Doctor’s surgery (if required) • New accessible green infrastructure in accordance 
with the Council’s GBI network. • Financial contributions towards the improvement / upgrades to existing sports and leisure 
facilities. 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
1.1 These representations are submitted on behalf of [NAME REDACTED] who are being supported by Gleeson Strategic Land 
Ltd (Gleeson) in respect of land at Blackmore Farm, East of Melksham – see location plan below.  
1.2 Wiltshire Council is undertaking a Local Plan Review and is consulting on an Emerging Spatial Strategy for Wiltshire, 
including site options for accommodating growth at the main settlements. 
1.3 The emerging Plan directs 3,950 dwellings to Melksham, with a residual requirement of 2,585 dwellings which will need to be 
accommodated on greenfield sites. 
1.4 The emerging Plan goes on to examine 17 potential locations around the edge of Melksham for growth. Blackmore Farm falls 
within ‘Site 1’. Site 1 also includes further land to the south of Blackmore Farm and Gleeson have been working with adjoining 
landowners on an initial framework plan to take forward in 
further discussions with the local authority and the community about the eastern expansion of the town. In summary: 
Gleeson support the upper Chippenham HMA requirements and the proposed role and scale of growth directed to Melksham in 
the Emerging Spatial Strategy; and land at Blackmore Farm is a sustainable location for the eastern expansion of the town with 
the potential to deliver: 
• Up to 1,300 dwellings 
• The offer of a safeguarded route for a significant part of the Eastern bypass 
• A Community Hub which could include land for a primary school and pre-school/nursery/ GP surgery (as required) 
• New accessible green infrastructure to connect into the Council’s GBI network to include substantial public open space as well 
as play provision. 
Gleeson are committed to ongoing discussions around the effective masterplanning of the wider area and how it can deliver the 
community benefits required, including a new bypass for the town. 
Land at Blackmore Farm is suitable, available and achievable and should be allocated for a strategic residential led, mixed use 
development of up to 1,300 homes.  A Framework Document is submitted with these representations to show how the site could 
be developed. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
3.6 We support the level of growth proposed for Melksham which recognises the settlement’s sustainability credentials relative to 
others in the County, acknowledges there is available and deliverable land in the settlement which can contribute to the County’s 
needs and supports the status, role and vitality of the settlement. 
3.7 We support the identification of a brownfield ‘target’ as an approach which encourages the use of brownfield land but does 
not ‘require’ it, in this regard we suggest the brownfield target should be considered a windfall allowance (being based on past 
delivery rates), with suitable, available and deliverable brownfield sites being allocated through the Development Plan. 
3.8 It is essential that expectations of delivery from brownfield land are realistic and thoroughly evidenced to be both viable and 
deliverable. We would urge caution in over reliance and over optimism in the lead in times to delivery of housing on brownfield 
sites in some of the Wiltshire settlements, which from our experience often take significantly longer to deliver than greenfield 
housing options due to complications including, but by no means limited to, complex site assembly, remediation, development 
viability matters, and more challenging planning considerations. This is why we prefer an availability/allocation led approach. 



3.9 Whilst the supply of housing on brownfield sites will be a relevant and important component, the capacity available from this 
source of supply within the plan period and in accordance with a required delivery trajectory, should be very carefully and 
cautiously considered, to ensure that any planned supply is robustly justified. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
3.10 We consider the right priorities are identified for the Town, and welcome specifically in relation to the land at Boundary 
Farm, the priority to “Continue to safeguard a future route of the Wilts and Berks canal and to enable its delivery to provide 
significant economic, environmental and social benefits for Melksham”. We agree with the Council there are significant potential 
economic, environmental and social benefits from Melksham arising from delivering the canal. 
3.11 The land at Boundary Farm enables land to be safeguarded and supports the delivery of this key priority project for 
Melksham. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
3.12 We consider the right pool of potential development sites does appear to have been considered in preparation of the LPR, 
however we do note that the Council should update the SHELAA immediately as part of the LPR, as the latest published version 
(July 2017) is now dated and does not take account of any sites that have been submitted in the intervening period. This 
comprises a gap in the evidence base and means that the Emerging Spatial Strategy may not be considered to be justified as 
sites which are suitable, available and achievable have not been factored into the amount of land available at given settlements. 
3.13 We can confirm the land at Boundary Farm, as identified on the accompanying Framework Masterplan, is available as a 
potential development site. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



THE LAND AT BOUNDARY FARM, MELKSHAM  
3.1 Baker Estates control the site and are committed to the promotion of the site for residential use on behalf of the landowner.  
3.2 There is currently a planning application on the site under reference W/12/01080/FUL for the creation of a new waterway and 
towpath for the Wilts and Berks Canal (‘the Canal Trust application’). This application was validated in July 2012 and remains 
underdetermined. The Canal Trust application extends beyond Baker Estates’ land control, however Baker have been in 
discussions with the Wilts & Berks Canal trust in relation to appropriate safeguarding of land for an alternative alignment for the 
Canal Link through the site. A resulting alternative alignment has been considered and forms the central feature of the proposed 
scheme.  
3.3 We have undertaken additional preliminary technical assessments on the site including in relation to highways, ecology and 
landscape which are available on request.  
3.4 With consideration to constraints identified, the accompanying framework masterplan shows opportunity to provide: • Delivery 
of circa 350 homes. • Safeguarded land for the Wilts/Berks canal link project. • Potential for some associated community uses. • 
Large quantum of land to the west side of the Canal, set aside for a Country Park which can make a significant contribution 
towards biodiversity net gain and accessible natural green space. • A soft edge to Melksham with the delivery of the canal set 
within a Country Park. • Pedestrian/cycle access to the canal via green streets through the proposed development. Creating 
connections for new and existing residents. • In the open space within the site, drainage infrastructure alongside potential for 
community allotments and a community orchard. • Potential for a pedestrian crossing across the canal connecting existing public 
rights of way. • Primary vehicular access taken from the A350 Western Way via a new three arm roundabout which would comply 
with appropriate design standards.  
3.5 Our initial assessments of the site and analysis of the constraints informing the supplied masterplan suggest that the site: 
Can be developed in the short term by Baker Estates and make an important contribution to the delivery of both market and 
affordable homes.  
• Can deliver significant public benefits in addition to new housing including a Country Park, assisting the delivery of a long term 
regional aspiration in the Wilts/Berks Canal link (along a revised alignment that has been discussed with the Canal Trust) and 
provide significant biodiversity gains.  
• Has no overriding identified environmental constraints that would prevent the site from being appropriately developed for 
residential development in planning policy terms.  
• Offers a suitable location for housing development in relation to existing services and facilities in Melksham, and can create new 
community facilities, connected to the amenity provided by the Canal and new country park.                                                                                                                                                                                      
3.14 We note the Council acknowledge that each potential development site has its own individual characteristics. The Planning 
for Melksham document states “Rarely is one site very clearly the best choice. There are a great range of different constraints 
and opportunities associated with each. Some are common to several or even all potential development sites.” 



3.15 We place significant weight on the unique opportunity which arises from allocating Site 11 ‘Land to the west of Melksham’ 
(SHELAA sites 3645, 728, 3105a/b/c/d) for development as it can contribute to one critical factor which others sites cannot - one 
of the place shaping priorities for the settlement which is to safeguard the future route of the Wilts and Berks canal and to enable 
its delivery. This is recognised by the Council to provide significant economic, environmental and social benefits for Melksham 
and, as an enabler of the project, also count as planning benefits associated to the Baker Estates site at Boundary Farm. 
3.16 The land at Boundary Farm is located relatively close to the Town Centre and within an appropriate walking and cycling 
distance of the services and facilities available therein. A Transport Feasibility Study (by Myles White Transport) undertaken for 
the site and submitted to the Council as part of the Pre Application finds that pedestrian and cycle linkages between the site and 
the Town Centre could be improved through provision of a signalised crossing of the A350 Western Way and appropriate 
upgrades to existing Public Footpaths and other pedestrian connections. These would also have wider benefits to existing 
residents of the local area. The proximity and connectivity of the land at Boundary Farm to the Town Centre is an important 
consideration in selecting the most appropriate land to the build on in the Town, and in our opinion supports our conclusion that 
the site should be the preferred option for development. 
3.17 The Planning for Melksham document also identifies other considerations for Site 11 which, following technical assessments 
undertaken on the site to inform the submitted masterplan, we consider in turn below. Access may be possible directly onto A350 
or from Semington Road. 
3.18 We can confirm that preliminary technical work suggests that access is achievable directly onto the A350. Development in 
the southern part of the site may lead to coalescence with Berryfield which is a ‘Small Village’ with its own separate character. 
3.19 The Framework Masterplan demonstrates a form of development which avoids coalescence with Berryfield. This 
masterplanning approach has been informed by detailed landscape appraisal work undertaken by Tyler Grange, available on 
request. Flood zones 2 and 3 cover a large proportion of the site in the north and west which would rule out development in that 
area and the site abuts the River Avon CWS and Conigre Mead CWS. 
3.20 The Framework Masterplan for the site demonstrates how Flood Zone constraints can be avoided in the development of the 
site, and how the River Avon CWS primarily but also likely the Conigre Mead CWS, can be enhanced through an approach which 
also delivers the Wilts & Berks Canal Link. This is primarily through the Framework Masterplan proposing to facilitate the delivery 
of a large Country Park area which will result in a significant biodiversity net gain and contribute to the strength of the green 
infrastructure network in this area. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 



 
3.21 We do not consider any important social, economic or environmental factors have been missed. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
The Wilts/Berks Canal link should be included as a priority infrastructure objective which relates to multiple of the topics identified 
including Green and Blue 
Infrastructure, Sport and Leisure Facilities, the Local Economy and Transport. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
1. Introduction and Context  
1.1 These representations are prepared by Turley on behalf of Baker Estates Ltd (‘Baker Estates’) in response to the Wiltshire 
Local Plan Review (‘LPR’) consultation with respect to the Baker Estates interests at the land at Boundary Farm, located to the 
west of Melksham. The site is identified at ‘Site 11’ in the Council’s ‘Planning for Melksham’ document. The extent of the Baker 
Estates land control (‘the site’) is demonstrated on Figure 1 below: 
1.2 This Representation is accompanied by a Framework Masterplan (ref: 3002 rev D) included at Appendix 1, which 
demonstrates a possible masterplan for the site informed by initial technical work on ecology, landscape and highways, and has 
also been submitted to Wiltshire Council under pre-app reference 21/01224/PREAPP.  
1.3 Our representations are structured to firstly comment on the ‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’ consultation document which 
considers the County wide spatial strategy for the LPR. We then consider the ‘Planning for Melksham’ consultation document 
which sets out the town of Melksham’s role in this strategy and potential development sites to meet the identified housing 
requirements.                                                                                                                                                                 4. Summary 
and Conclusions  
4.1 Taking all of the above together, the summary and conclusions of our Representation are as follows:  
• We are supportive of the level of housing growth proposed at Melksham, the town’s identification as an important location in the 
Chippenham HMA, and the adoption of the Council of a blended scenario of the alternatives CH-B and CH-C;  



• We advocate extending the LPR Plan Period to be in accordance with the NPPF, adjusting one of the delivery principles and 
considering further how the spatial options have been arrived at against truly realistic alternatives to maximise chances of 
success/compliance with the tests of soundness;  
• The land at Boundary Farm, controlled by Baker Estates, is able to deliver one of the key priorities for Melksham (delivery of 
land for the Wilts/Berks Canal) and therefore there are significant economic, environmental and social benefits arising from the 
allocation of the site, which do not arise from any other sites in the settlement.  
• We promote the land at Boundary Farm as suitable, available and achievable for the housing development presented in the 
accompanying Framework Masterplan and a sustainable choice for meeting the needs of Melksham and wider County. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth should be of a strategic scale in order to support the delivery of the by-pass. At the current time the 
documentation fails to confirm the scale of growth necessary to meet this objective or the location of that growth – the range of 
potential development sites is far too extensive and not supported by the evidence base, which would direct growth to the east of 
the town. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The place-shaping priorities are supported. 



 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Land to the north of Bath Road (LnBR)  
Availability & Capacity  
Hannick Developments Ltd (Hannick) have control over land to the north of Bath Road (see attached plan), immediately south 
and east of Melksham Oak Community School. The site has been submitted to the SHLAA but the submission was made after 
the deadline for consideration through the site selection process. 
In strategic fit terms, the site is located on the south-eastern side of the town, away from sensitive river corridors and rising 
ground, both of which are considered to be potential constraints to growth in the evidence base ‘Formulating Alternative 
Development Strategies – Chippenham HMA’. Further, the site is well located relative to the existing urban area. It presents an 
opportunity to ‘round-off’ the outer edge of the settlement in this location, demonstrating a consistency with the existing 
settlement pattern. Whilst not dependent on the delivery of the by-pass, including because there is opportunity for direct access 
from Bath Road, it is well aligned to the optimal route for an eastern by-pass and could form part of the arc of strategically scaled 
development delivered alongside the by-pass.  
The site is well located relative to local facilities, including local retail, education and sports provision (see attached context plan). 
It has capacity to achieve 240 homes (see attached concept plan).  
The concept plan has been shaped around the existing site constraints retaining all the hedgerows and trees where possible and 
creating generous amounts of public open space. The site is accessed from the Bath Road into a green space framed by 
retained hedgerows, trees and proposed homes creating natural surveillance and a sense of arrival. Further parcels of 
development are accessed from here with additional open space at the centre of the site with a retained mature tree and 
proposed play space. Lower density development wraps around from the south east to the eastern field where the proposed 
homes look out across a large public open space providing opportunities for informal recreation and biodiversity. The south 
eastern boundary of the site is formed by a linear wetland that would attenuate surface run off and form a valuable habitat. Along 
the remainder of the boundary woodland planting is proposed to filter views into the site and to create a biodiversity corridor.  
Overall, 240 homes are proposed set within generous amounts of open space that are well located to local facilities and with 
good connections into the centre of town.  
The site is available and deliverable, on its own, or as part of a more strategic arc of development, either with or without the by-
pass. The masterplanning approach has demonstrated that natural onsite features can be retained, the site can be 



accommodated within the existing settlement envelope / pattern to the south east of Melksham, and that there are no 
environmental constraints to development, unlike other locations/sites around the town.  
Site Suitability: Consideration of Land to the north of Bath Road (LnBR)  
The site LnBR has not been assessed by Wiltshire Council due to it not being included in the SHELAA at the time of preparing 
the report. TOR has assessed the site on the basis of the methodology applied by the Council, as follows.  
In terms of site selection, the following has been undertaken:  
• Stage 1: Identifying sites for assessment – removing land from the SHELAA that is clearly unsuitable (e.g. land parcels that are 
not or could not be extensions to the built up area, sites in flood zones 2 and 3)  
• Stage 2: Sifting – removing further land that is relatively inaccessible, where development would have impacts on its 
surroundings, difficult to make acceptable and does not align clearly with the plan objectives. (Looking specifically at accessibility, 
heritage, flood risk, landscape and traffic)  
Stage 1 LnBR is an available greenfield site which is not within flood zone 2 or 3. It is located on the A365 Bath Road, to the 
south of the town of Melksham (see context plan). It is to the north side of the suburb of Bowerhill and adjacent to Melksham Oak 
Community School, whose sports pitches wrap around the northern boundary of the site, along with those of the Melksham Town 
football / rugby club. It is therefore considered to be a logical and well-related in-filling of the existing built-up area, contained 
within the outer extent of the settlement edge in this general location, as is illustrated by the context plan, which confirms the 
relationship of the site with adjacent land uses. 
It is well related to the existing urban area, optimal route of the by-pass and outer edge of the existing settlement; it would not 
extend the settlement further out than is currently the case – as formed by the outer edge of Bowerhill. It would not represent 
sprawl or risk coalescence.  
Site LnBR is therefore considered to be suitable for development and should not be removed from the selection process, leading 
to a stage 2 assessment, as follows.  
Stage 2a – accessibility and wider impacts  
Accessibility  
There are several existing bus stops on the A365 adjacent to the site (at Old Loves Farm and Oak Community School) with 
regular services between Devizes, Melksham and Bath City Centre. Melksham railway station is approximately 3km to the north 
west of the site.  
The A365 Bath Road has a pavement running along the southern side, with a signal-controlled pedestrian/cycle crossing 
adjacent to Melksham Oak Community School, linking with a dual use path to the south.  
The town centre, which has a range of shops and services, is approximately 2km to the north west by road, also the likely 
shortest (pavement) walking route. Bowerhill has a Tesco Express and public house approximately 700m to the south west.  



Melksham Community Hospital is approximately 1.5km from the site. There are several doctors’ surgeries in Melksham, the 
closest is approximately 1.3km walking distance from the site.  
The site is ideally located in respect to schools, being adjacent to Melksham Oak Community School (secondary and sixth form) 
and Bowerhill Primary School approximately 600m to the south east (approximately 1km by foot).  
Hornchurch Road recreational ground and play area is approximately 275m to the south of the site (400m by foot).  
Large industrial / business park at Bowerhill is 860m to the west of the site, which is identified with the Council’s report as a 
principal employment area.  
Given the proximity of the LnBR site to a number of key destinations for future residents and the existing bus stops and services 
on Bath Road, this site is considered to have an overall high accessibility (green).  
Wider impacts  
Landscape: The site is not covered by any landscape designation. Its topography is relatively flat, and it does not appear to be 
prominent location in the surrounding landscape. It is therefore considered that the receiving landscape is not of high sensitivity 
and it will not significantly affect the landscape of the wider area. Development at this site will be visible from the immediate 
locality but in any longer distance views it will be seen in the context of the adjacent built development. Landscape effects are 
therefore scored green.  
Heritage: There are no designated heritage assets within the site itself. The closest listed structure is Old Loves Farmhouse 
(grade II listed) 60m to the south east. There are seven other listed buildings on Bath Road between the Melksham Oak 
Community School and the Spa roundabout. The most notable of which is the grade II* Woolmore Farmhouse approximately 
300m to the west, beyond the school. There are also a number of locally listed buildings in the surrounding area.  
Wiltshire Council’s online Historic Environmental Records1 does not record any finds within the site boundary. However, a 
number of finds are recorded in the fields to the north dating from prehistoric, Roman and medieval times. As with any greenfield 
site, there is the possibility of buried archaeology being present.  
Although not particularly sensitive in a heritage context, development at this site could have some effect on designated assets in 
the wider area or any material present onsite. Heritage has therefore been scored as amber.  
Flood risk: The site is within flood zone 1, thus is at low risk of flooding from rivers. There is some localised surface water flooding 
in the southern part of the site associated with existing field drains2 . This site is therefore scored as amber.  
Traffic: The site will be accessed directly from the A365 Bath Road. Department for Transport’s manual count point 78007 is 
located approximately 600m to the north west of the site and data indicates annual average daily flows of 7961 vehicles3 . The 
site is estimated to support 240 homes. Therefore, the number of vehicle movements associated with development at this scale, 
in this location, is likely to be extremely small in relation to the existing background flows and would not have a material impact. 
With the proximity of schools, doctors and a major employment area it is likely that development of this site will not give rise to a 



significant level of traffic in the more constrained centre of Melksham. This site is therefore considered to be scored as green in 
relation to traffic.  
Stage 2b – strategic context  
Utilising the strengths and weaknesses of each of the sites, the second part of stage 2 sees the Council deciding which sites 
would be reasonable alternatives and which would not. The Council’s report notes that this stage requires judgement about what 
pool of possible land/sites for development constitutes a set of reasonable alternatives. Consideration was given to other 
available sites, the spatial strategy of the settlement (the scale of growth required and pattern that the growth of the settlement 
has taken to date), along with significant environmental factors.  
The settlement of Melksham is split by the River Avon, with substantially more of the town, including the centre, to the east of the 
river. Much of the land to the north and west is restricted by flood risk.  
On first consideration, the suburb of Bowerhill seems slightly separated from the main urban area of Melksham, which lies to the 
north of the Western Way. However, when seen in the context of the existing road network and various submitted / consented 
planning applications for the land between Western Way and Bowerhill industrial estate and housing, this area is a clear southern 
extension to the town.  
The LnBR site is a clear extension of the existing well-established suburb of Bowerhill. The site is well located adjacent to the 
existing development, whilst maintaining the separation with the neighbouring hamlet of Redstocks.  
Planning consents for development on the eastern quarter of the town, coupled with the proposed new development sites which 
form pool 1 in figure 4 of the Council’s Site Selection report indicating a general acceptance of development on the east of 
existing urban area, inclusive of the LnBR site. 
As can be seen above, Land north of Bath Road scores well on stage 2 (a & b) of the site selection assessment and favourably 
compared with a number of other sites within the report. It should therefore be taken forward to stage 3 of the assessment 
process.  
Sustainability considerations  
The next stage of site selection process is the sustainability appraisal of sites. Whilst it is accepted that the details of this part of 
the process has yet to be fully disclosed, consideration has been given to how the LnBR site might perform against the 
sustainability objectives4 but no scoring has been assigned.  
SA objective 1: Protect and enhance all biodiversity and geological features and avoid irreversible losses.  
The site consists irregular shaped arable fields and associated hedgerow vegetation. The northern boundary is formed by 
Melksham Oak Community School and grounds, pitches associated with Melksham Town Football Club and open farmland. The 
southern boundary is the A365 Bath Road and Loves Farm (house, yard and fields). There are no ecological or geological 
designations on the site or in the surrounding area. On site hedgerows and hedgerow trees will be predominantly retained and 
the masterplan will incorporate all opportunities to deliver appropriate green infrastructure (minimum 10% net biodiversity gain).  



SA objective 2: Ensure efficient and effective use of land and use of suitably located previously developed land and buildings.  
It is considered that the development would be capable of delivering appropriate densities, therefore achieving an efficient use of 
land, in line with local planning policy. The site is not previously developed. The whole site is agricultural land classification grade 
3, with the western field classified as subdivision grade 3b in the post-1988 survey. It is therefore considered likely that the entire 
site will be 3b5 and thus not best and most versatile. 4 Based on the approach taken in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal, 
Annex II – Principal Settlements: Site Assessments 5 This would need confirmation through an on-site survey.  
SA objective 3: Use and manage water resources in a sustainable manner  
The site is not in a source protection zone or a drinking water safeguarding zone. The development of the site will result in a 
limited increase in demand for potable water and wastewater treatment.  
SA objective 4: Improve air quality and reduce all sources of environmental pollution  
The scale of the development site would not likely to give rise to a significant increase in environmental pollution (air quality, 
noise, light and vibration). The availability of an existing regular and accessible sustainable transport option adjacent to the site 
(existing bus route) and the proximity to a number of key facilities will mean that transport related air quality concerns will not 
arise.  
SA objective 5: Minimise our impacts on climate change (mitigation) and reduce vulnerability to future climate change effects 
(adaptation).  
Mitigation measures such as building energy efficient homes will be employed across the site to offset potential greenhouse 
emissions generated through construction and occupation. The site’s proximity to a regular existing bus route will also enable 
occupants to utilise more sustainable travel methods. The whole site is in flood zone 1 (low risk of flooding) and an appropriate 
drainage strategy (SuDs) will be implemented to eliminate the risk of surface water flooding present on the southern part of the 
site and result in an equalling or betterment of current greenfield runoff rates.  
SA objective 6: increase the proportion of energy generated by renewable and low carbon sources of energy.  
On its own the site is not of a size that presents significant opportunities to support significant renewable/low carbon energy 
generation. There may be opportunities across the wider area of pool 1, of which LnBR could be part. However, all dwellings will 
have solar panels and energy efficient appliances to minimise energy use.  
SA objective 7: Protect, maintain and enhance the historic environment.  
There are listed buildings within the wider area which development at the site may have the potential to effect. However, given 
the existing development adjacent the listed structures, the significance of any effect is considered to be limited. There are no 
known archaeological features at the site, but there are finds recorded in the wider area and thus the undisturbed nature of the 
site means archaeology could be present. Appropriate survey work will be undertaken to determine archaeological potential.  
SA objective 8: Conserve and enhance the character and quality of rural and urban landscapes, maintaining and strengthening 
local distinctiveness and sense of place.  



There are no AONBs, national parks or other national landscape designations covering the site or surrounding area. The 
development of this site would result in the change to the character of the site from rural and open to more urban in feel. There is 
currently no public open space or common land within the site. There are a number of public rights of way in the wider area, 
along with significant open space associated with the sports pitches of the school and at Melksham Town Football Club. 
Therefore, the rural nature of the wider landscape will not be significantly altered.  
SA objective 9: Provide everyone with the opportunity to live in good quality, affordable housing and ensure an appropriate mix of 
dwelling sizes, types and tenures.  
This site is considered likely to be able to deliver up to 240 new homes across the range of types and tenures required by 
Wiltshire Council.  
SA objective 10: Reducing poverty and deprivation and promote more inclusive communities with better services and facilities.  
The site is accessible in terms of education (primary, secondary and sixth form) and amenity greenspace within Bowerhill. The 
town centre is 2km from the site and would be accessible by bicycle. The proximity of a well-served existing bus route to the town 
centre and other nearby urban areas assists with accessibility. The site is relatively close to the significant employment area on 
the west of Bowerhill and therefore would be able to support economic growth of the town. The proposed development will 
incorporate sufficient public open space and green infrastructure.  
SA objective 11: Reduce the need to travel and promote more sustainable transport choices.  
The site has good access to education facilities and open space. The large employment area of Bowerhill is to the west. Although 
the site is approximately 2km from the town centre, it is on a bus route with regular collections to Melksham and the surrounding 
area. Roads in the local area have pavements or shared surfaces with appropriate crossing points.  
SA objective 12: Encourage a vibrant and diversified economy and provide for long-term sustainable economic growth.  
The site will provide much needed new housing, including affordable homes. The new residents will contribute to the ongoing 
economic vitality of the town centre (cycling distance and on existing bus routes) and the Bowerhill industrial / business area. 
Conclusion on SA objectives It has not been possible to accurately assign a score to each sustainability objective due to the 
uncertainties on how the process will be adopted at the site level and the current limited details of on-site proposal. However, 
from the above text, it is clear that residential development at LnBR will have mainly positive effects in relation to the majority of 
the sustainability objectives. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Land North of Bath Road 



It is clear from the above that the land is in a sustainable location and suitable for development, either as a stand-alone scheme 
or as part of a strategic arc of development aligned with the delivery of an eastern by-pass. It has a clear strategic fit with the 
emerging spatial strategy. 
If allocated, the site could be confirmed as being deliverable, in full accordance with the NPPF definition. It is within single 
ownership, is not constrained and there are no technical obstacles to the delivery of 240 homes on site. There are no abnormal 
infrastructure costs and the site is viable. There is a willing landowner and keen developer, who would be willing to submit a 
planning application for the development of the site at the earliest opportunity relative to the emerging 
planning context / allocation timetable. This would ensure that the site, which given it’s accessibility and sustainability, could be 
released in the early years of the plan period, would contribute positively to the five-year housing land supply at the point of 
adoption of the plan. 
Hannick have been trading continuously for the last 40 years from its offices in Swindon. Throughout this period Hannick have 
constructed new homes as well as working with landowners to promote strategic land. As examples, over recent years the 
company have gained planning permission for 88 houses in Corsham, 200 houses and 2 hectares of employment land in 
Ivybridge, 103 houses in Wroughton, 70 dwellings at Coate, Swindon and for 1,000 houses and 5 hectares of employment land in 
Warminster. They currently have a resolution to grant permission for 2,380 houses on the eastern edge of Swindon. Planning 
permission has also been secured for 24 dwellings in Semington and a Neighbourhood Plan allocation for 70 dwellings in 
Hullavington, having worked closely with the respective Parish Councils. All developments have delivered affordable housing in 
accordance with policy. 
The Company has become firmly established in Wiltshire in constructing a number of medium sized developments within the 
towns and villages of the District, including developments at Pineham Close and Le Marchant Barracks, Devizes, Lypiatt View 
and Stockham Gardens, Cricklade, Elm Grove and The Gardens, Calne and Barnes Yard, Aldbourne. Hannick have a keen 
interest in developing the site with a single landowner and seek to achieve planning permission as soon as reasonably 
practicable. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 



 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Refer to attachment Melks95. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Again, we reiterate our concerns that the LHN figure of 45,630 (2,282 dwellings per annum) is not considered sufficiently high 
enough to boost supply and address affordability. Completions in Wiltshire have been in the region of 2,500 per annum and this 
should be viewed as a figure that can be realistically achieved. Moreover, the proposal to start the local plan from 2016 is very 
retrospective and therefore the focuses on existing commitments and completions and is less forward thinking. 
Focusing on Melksham, the emerging strategy proposes 3,950 new dwellings for the town across the plan period (2016-2036). 
However, due to the retrospective plan period including a significant level of completions and pipeline planning permissions, only 
sites for only 2,585 new homes need to be found. Although in 2021 we are already five years into the plan period, the number of 
homes that need to be found is not proportionate to the overall requirement, as less than two-thirds of the housing requirement is 
remaining. 
Melksham can accommodate more growth as it is a sustainable market town that is less constrained than other towns in the 
Chippenham HMA such as Corsham, Devizes and Malmesbury. Furthermore, Melksham should be allowed to grow to bolster 



further infrastructure investment. Clearly the route of the proposed Melksham by-pass, which is yet to be determined, will have an 
influence on housing growth options. 
It is not clear how the brownfield target figure of 130 has been calculated. Whilst national planning advice has always 
recommended the preference of brownfield first, the reality is outside of large cities there is not the supply of brownfield sites and 
they tend to be speculative or windfall opportunities. The NPPF accepts that an allowance can be made for windfalls but this 
needs to be supported by compelling evidence that demonstrates that they form a reliable source of supply. We are not 
convinced that Melksham has brownfield opportunities which would result in the delivery of 130 new homes and the focus should 
instead by on allocating the most sustainable sites. 
We note that paragraph 12 of the document states that the JMNP will be reviewed immediately after it has been ‘made’ (i.e. 
adopted). Again, we reiterate the points we made earlier, why was the JMNP able to progress to its recent consultation stage if 
the intention is for it to be immediately reviewed? The draft JMNP does not proactively encourage housing growth as it currently 
only allocates one site, which is not in Melksham, it is in the village of Whitley, a less sustainable location. Consequently, TKP is 
sceptical whether the second neighbourhood plan for Melksham will actually allocate any housing sites and would therefore urge 
the local planning authority to take the lead and allocate sites. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We largely support the seven identified priorities as they recognise the importance of infrastructure and the role that development 
can play in bolstering its provision. Education, health care and transport improvements are rightly key infrastructure priorities that 
need to be addressed by new developments. 
We note priority 7 is to continue to safeguard a future route of the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal and to enable its delivery. This 
has been a long term aspiration but the project’s progress has been slow as a planning application for part of the scheme has 
been pending with Wiltshire Council since 2012. 
The concept masterplan relies on residential development to facilitate and fund the development of the canal link and identifies a 
number of residential parcels along Semington Road, includes our client’s land at Townsend Farm, see extract below. 
We welcome that there is still a commitment to deliver the Melksham canal link project as it will bring substantial recreational, 
economic and environmental benefits to the community. However, without the funding generated from new housing 
developments it is clear the canal link vision cannot be achieved. 
 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
TKP is representing Terra Strategic who have land interests at Semington Road, site reference 728. We are pleased to see that 
the site is included in the Planning for Melksham document and the site selection report for Melksham and it is recommended as 
a site to be taken forward to the next stage of the plan. 
Our client’s land is situated to the south-west of Melksham, immediately adjacent to the existing settlement boundary. It therefore 
forms a logical extension to the south of Melksham. The site is sustainably located within walking distance of services and 
facilities in Melksham town centre. The site itself is flat and constraint free. It is a self-contained site with well-defined defensible 
boundaries, which are screened by mature vegetation. The site is situated within Flood Zone 1. 
Planning applications have been submitted in the past for residential development. An outline planning application is currently 
pending for the eastern part of the site for up to 50 dwellings (reference: 20/07334/OUT). The highways officer supports the 
proposal and has made recommendations for its 
approval subject to planning obligations being secured towards improvements to pedestrian accessibility. 
In the site assessments, the site appropriately scores green for accessibility, flood risk and heritage. However, it scores a red for 
landscape which is not justified. The explanation text suggests that the site may contribute to coalescence between Melksham 
and Berryfields but this is not true. The site on its own would contribute to any coalescence as two land parcels lie to the south 
3105a and 3105b. It may be appropriate to suggest land parcels 3105a and 3105b lead to the coalescence but site 728 on its 
own does not. Moreover, the land to west of Semington Road (728, 3105a and 3105b) is not subject to any landscape 
designations, national or local, that suggests the site is particularly sensitive in landscape terms therefore the landscape concern 



is based purely on the principle of the development taking place in the landscape rather than landscape impacts. This approach 
could be taken to most of the sites on the periphery of Melksham but therefore this indicator has not been fairly applied. An 
amber scoring has been applied with traffic which hasn’t been explained and as we outlined above, the Highways Officer does 
not object to the proposals and makes recommendations for its approval subject to planning obligations being secured towards 
improvements to pedestrian accessibility. 
We do not agree with the Council’s proposal to consolidate site 728 with land parcels 3105b, 3105c, 3105d and 3645 into one 
large site, site 11. Site 728 can be developed on its own. It is the most sequentially preferable site to be developed to the south of 
Melksham on the basis that it is the closest site to Melksham town centre (i.e. the most sustainable). Sites 3105b, 3105c, 3105d 
and 3645 do not adjoin the urban edge of Melksham unlike site 728. A significant part of site 3645 is within flood zone 2 and 3 
which influences its suitability for development. Site 728 clearly has more development potential, and it is constraint free. It 
should be considered as a development site in its own right and not grouped with the others land parcels. Crucially site 728 is 
located in a suitable location and meets the NPPF deliverable test: available, suitable and achievable. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review. Tetlow King Planning (TKP) writes on the behalf of 
Terra Strategic in relation to its land interests at land west of Semington Road, Melksham (site reference 728).  
We welcome the production of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review as the first step in preparing a new development plan for Wiltshire 
particularly as the current Core Strategy was found sound on the proviso that the Council undertook a commitment to an early 
review. It is therefore disappointing that six years on, from the Core Strategy adoption, the Council is only starting the Local Plan 
Review process. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, February 2019) requires all development plans to be reviewed 
at least once every five years and therefore the production of the new plan is overdue and urgent as the Council has been unable 
to demonstrate a five year housing land supply position in recent times. Moreover, as the existing Core Strategy was adopted in 
2015 it needs to be updated to reflect changes in national policy introduced by the revised NPPF (2019) and Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG) as well as other government commitments notably in relation to climate change.  



In this letter we respond to two of the consultation documents: Emerging Spatial Strategy and Planning for Melksham. We have 
also reviewed the interim sustainability appraisal and the site selection report for Melksham and make refence to these 
documents in our response.                                                                         In summary, whilst we welcome the production of the 
Local Plan Review, we are concerned that the Council is not being ambitious enough and focusing too much on past delivery by 
starting the plan period in 2016. We are also concerned that the plan will not have 15 years on adoption and would suggest the 
plan period is changed to start at 2020 and to finish in 2040. We hope the Council will recognise that site 728 is a sustainable 
location for growth and allocate the site for much needed housing. We urge the Council to make its own allocations rather than 
relying on neighbourhood plans to perform this role. 
We trust that you find this consultation response helpful and we would like to be consulted on further stages of the above 
document and other publications by the Council. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth should be of a strategic scale in order to support the delivery of the by-pass. At the current time the 
documentation fails to confirm the scale of growth necessary to meet this objective or the location of that growth – the range of 
potential development sites is far too extensive and not supported by the evidence base, which would direct growth to the east of 
the town. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

The place-shaping priorities are supported. 



 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

Land to the north of Bath Road (LnBR)  
Availability & Capacity  
Hannick Developments Ltd (Hannick) have control over land to the north of Bath Road (see attached plan), immediately south 
and east of Melksham Oak Community School. The site has been submitted to the SHLAA but the submission was made after 
the deadline for consideration through the site selection process. 
In strategic fit terms, the site is located on the south-eastern side of the town, away from sensitive river corridors and rising 
ground, both of which are considered to be potential constraints to growth in the evidence base ‘Formulating Alternative 
Development Strategies – Chippenham HMA’. Further, the site is well located relative to the existing urban area. It presents an 
opportunity to ‘round-off’ the outer edge of the settlement in this location, demonstrating a consistency with the existing 
settlement pattern. Whilst not dependent on the delivery of the by-pass, including because there is opportunity for direct access 
from Bath Road, it is well aligned to the optimal route for an eastern by-pass and could form part of the arc of strategically scaled 
development delivered alongside the by-pass.  
The site is well located relative to local facilities, including local retail, education and sports provision (see attached context plan). 
It has capacity to achieve 240 homes (see attached concept plan).  
The concept plan has been shaped around the existing site constraints retaining all the hedgerows and trees where possible and 
creating generous amounts of public open space. The site is accessed from the Bath Road into a green space framed by 
retained hedgerows, trees and proposed homes creating natural surveillance and a sense of arrival. Further parcels of 
development are accessed from here with additional open space at the centre of the site with a retained mature tree and 
proposed play space. Lower density development wraps around from the south east to the eastern field where the proposed 
homes look out across a large public open space providing opportunities for informal recreation and biodiversity. The south 
eastern boundary of the site is formed by a linear wetland that would attenuate surface run off and form a valuable habitat. Along 
the remainder of the boundary woodland planting is proposed to filter views into the site and to create a biodiversity corridor.  
Overall, 240 homes are proposed set within generous amounts of open space that are well located to local facilities and with 
good connections into the centre of town.  
The site is available and deliverable, on its own, or as part of a more strategic arc of development, either with or without the by-
pass. The masterplanning approach has demonstrated that natural onsite features can be retained, the site can be 
accommodated within the existing settlement envelope / pattern to the south east of Melksham, and that there are no 
environmental constraints to development, unlike other locations/sites around the town.  
Site Suitability: Consideration of Land to the north of Bath Road (LnBR)  



The site LnBR has not been assessed by Wiltshire Council due to it not being included in the SHELAA at the time of preparing 
the report. TOR has assessed the site on the basis of the methodology applied by the Council, as follows.  
In terms of site selection, the following has been undertaken:  
• Stage 1: Identifying sites for assessment – removing land from the SHELAA that is clearly unsuitable (e.g. land parcels that are 
not or could not be extensions to the built up area, sites in flood zones 2 and 3)  
• Stage 2: Sifting – removing further land that is relatively inaccessible, where development would have impacts on its 
surroundings, difficult to make acceptable and does not align clearly with the plan objectives. (Looking specifically at accessibility, 
heritage, flood risk, landscape and traffic)  
Stage 1 LnBR is an available greenfield site which is not within flood zone 2 or 3. It is located on the A365 Bath Road, to the 
south of the town of Melksham (see context plan). It is to the north side of the suburb of Bowerhill and adjacent to Melksham Oak 
Community School, whose sports pitches wrap around the northern boundary of the site, along with those of the Melksham Town 
football / rugby club. It is therefore considered to be a logical and well-related in-filling of the existing built-up area, contained 
within the outer extent of the settlement edge in this general location, as is illustrated by the context plan, which confirms the 
relationship of the site with adjacent land uses. 
It is well related to the existing urban area, optimal route of the by-pass and outer edge of the existing settlement; it would not 
extend the settlement further out than is currently the case – as formed by the outer edge of Bowerhill. It would not represent 
sprawl or risk coalescence.  
Site LnBR is therefore considered to be suitable for development and should not be removed from the selection process, leading 
to a stage 2 assessment, as follows.  
Stage 2a – accessibility and wider impacts  
Accessibility  
There are several existing bus stops on the A365 adjacent to the site (at Old Loves Farm and Oak Community School) with 
regular services between Devizes, Melksham and Bath City Centre. Melksham railway station is approximately 3km to the north 
west of the site.  
The A365 Bath Road has a pavement running along the southern side, with a signal-controlled pedestrian/cycle crossing 
adjacent to Melksham Oak Community School, linking with a dual use path to the south.  
The town centre, which has a range of shops and services, is approximately 2km to the north west by road, also the likely 
shortest (pavement) walking route. Bowerhill has a Tesco Express and public house approximately 700m to the south west.  
Melksham Community Hospital is approximately 1.5km from the site. There are several doctors’ surgeries in Melksham, the 
closest is approximately 1.3km walking distance from the site.  
The site is ideally located in respect to schools, being adjacent to Melksham Oak Community School (secondary and sixth form) 
and Bowerhill Primary School approximately 600m to the south east (approximately 1km by foot).  



Hornchurch Road recreational ground and play area is approximately 275m to the south of the site (400m by foot).  
Large industrial / business park at Bowerhill is 860m to the west of the site, which is identified with the Council’s report as a 
principal employment area.  
Given the proximity of the LnBR site to a number of key destinations for future residents and the existing bus stops and services 
on Bath Road, this site is considered to have an overall high accessibility (green).  
Wider impacts  
Landscape: The site is not covered by any landscape designation. Its topography is relatively flat, and it does not appear to be 
prominent location in the surrounding landscape. It is therefore considered that the receiving landscape is not of high sensitivity 
and it will not significantly affect the landscape of the wider area. Development at this site will be visible from the immediate 
locality but in any longer distance views it will be seen in the context of the adjacent built development. Landscape effects are 
therefore scored green.  
Heritage: There are no designated heritage assets within the site itself. The closest listed structure is Old Loves Farmhouse 
(grade II listed) 60m to the south east. There are seven other listed buildings on Bath Road between the Melksham Oak 
Community School and the Spa roundabout. The most notable of which is the grade II* Woolmore Farmhouse approximately 
300m to the west, beyond the school. There are also a number of locally listed buildings in the surrounding area.  
Wiltshire Council’s online Historic Environmental Records1 does not record any finds within the site boundary. However, a 
number of finds are recorded in the fields to the north dating from prehistoric, Roman and medieval times. As with any greenfield 
site, there is the possibility of buried archaeology being present.  
Although not particularly sensitive in a heritage context, development at this site could have some effect on designated assets in 
the wider area or any material present onsite. Heritage has therefore been scored as amber.  
Flood risk: The site is within flood zone 1, thus is at low risk of flooding from rivers. There is some localised surface water flooding 
in the southern part of the site associated with existing field drains2 . This site is therefore scored as amber.  
Traffic: The site will be accessed directly from the A365 Bath Road. Department for Transport’s manual count point 78007 is 
located approximately 600m to the north west of the site and data indicates annual average daily flows of 7961 vehicles3 . The 
site is estimated to support 240 homes. Therefore, the number of vehicle movements associated with development at this scale, 
in this location, is likely to be extremely small in relation to the existing background flows and would not have a material impact. 
With the proximity of schools, doctors and a major employment area it is likely that development of this site will not give rise to a 
significant level of traffic in the more constrained centre of Melksham. This site is therefore considered to be scored as green in 
relation to traffic.  
Stage 2b – strategic context  
Utilising the strengths and weaknesses of each of the sites, the second part of stage 2 sees the Council deciding which sites 
would be reasonable alternatives and which would not. The Council’s report notes that this stage requires judgement about what 



pool of possible land/sites for development constitutes a set of reasonable alternatives. Consideration was given to other 
available sites, the spatial strategy of the settlement (the scale of growth required and pattern that the growth of the settlement 
has taken to date), along with significant environmental factors.  
The settlement of Melksham is split by the River Avon, with substantially more of the town, including the centre, to the east of the 
river. Much of the land to the north and west is restricted by flood risk.  
On first consideration, the suburb of Bowerhill seems slightly separated from the main urban area of Melksham, which lies to the 
north of the Western Way. However, when seen in the context of the existing road network and various submitted / consented 
planning applications for the land between Western Way and Bowerhill industrial estate and housing, this area is a clear southern 
extension to the town.  
The LnBR site is a clear extension of the existing well-established suburb of Bowerhill. The site is well located adjacent to the 
existing development, whilst maintaining the separation with the neighbouring hamlet of Redstocks.  
Planning consents for development on the eastern quarter of the town, coupled with the proposed new development sites which 
form pool 1 in figure 4 of the Council’s Site Selection report indicating a general acceptance of development on the east of 
existing urban area, inclusive of the LnBR site. 
As can be seen above, Land north of Bath Road scores well on stage 2 (a & b) of the site selection assessment and favourably 
compared with a number of other sites within the report. It should therefore be taken forward to stage 3 of the assessment 
process.  
Sustainability considerations  
The next stage of site selection process is the sustainability appraisal of sites. Whilst it is accepted that the details of this part of 
the process has yet to be fully disclosed, consideration has been given to how the LnBR site might perform against the 
sustainability objectives4 but no scoring has been assigned.  
SA objective 1: Protect and enhance all biodiversity and geological features and avoid irreversible losses.  
The site consists irregular shaped arable fields and associated hedgerow vegetation. The northern boundary is formed by 
Melksham Oak Community School and grounds, pitches associated with Melksham Town Football Club and open farmland. The 
southern boundary is the A365 Bath Road and Loves Farm (house, yard and fields). There are no ecological or geological 
designations on the site or in the surrounding area. On site hedgerows and hedgerow trees will be predominantly retained and 
the masterplan will incorporate all opportunities to deliver appropriate green infrastructure (minimum 10% net biodiversity gain).  
SA objective 2: Ensure efficient and effective use of land and use of suitably located previously developed land and buildings.  
It is considered that the development would be capable of delivering appropriate densities, therefore achieving an efficient use of 
land, in line with local planning policy. The site is not previously developed. The whole site is agricultural land classification grade 
3, with the western field classified as subdivision grade 3b in the post-1988 survey. It is therefore considered likely that the entire 



site will be 3b5 and thus not best and most versatile. 4 Based on the approach taken in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal, 
Annex II – Principal Settlements: Site Assessments 5 This would need confirmation through an on-site survey.  
SA objective 3: Use and manage water resources in a sustainable manner  
The site is not in a source protection zone or a drinking water safeguarding zone. The development of the site will result in a 
limited increase in demand for potable water and wastewater treatment.  
SA objective 4: Improve air quality and reduce all sources of environmental pollution  
The scale of the development site would not likely to give rise to a significant increase in environmental pollution (air quality, 
noise, light and vibration). The availability of an existing regular and accessible sustainable transport option adjacent to the site 
(existing bus route) and the proximity to a number of key facilities will mean that transport related air quality concerns will not 
arise.  
SA objective 5: Minimise our impacts on climate change (mitigation) and reduce vulnerability to future climate change effects 
(adaptation).  
Mitigation measures such as building energy efficient homes will be employed across the site to offset potential greenhouse 
emissions generated through construction and occupation. The site’s proximity to a regular existing bus route will also enable 
occupants to utilise more sustainable travel methods. The whole site is in flood zone 1 (low risk of flooding) and an appropriate 
drainage strategy (SuDs) will be implemented to eliminate the risk of surface water flooding present on the southern part of the 
site and result in an equalling or betterment of current greenfield runoff rates.  
SA objective 6: increase the proportion of energy generated by renewable and low carbon sources of energy.  
On its own the site is not of a size that presents significant opportunities to support significant renewable/low carbon energy 
generation. There may be opportunities across the wider area of pool 1, of which LnBR could be part. However, all dwellings will 
have solar panels and energy efficient appliances to minimise energy use.  
SA objective 7: Protect, maintain and enhance the historic environment.  
There are listed buildings within the wider area which development at the site may have the potential to effect. However, given 
the existing development adjacent the listed structures, the significance of any effect is considered to be limited. There are no 
known archaeological features at the site, but there are finds recorded in the wider area and thus the undisturbed nature of the 
site means archaeology could be present. Appropriate survey work will be undertaken to determine archaeological potential.  
SA objective 8: Conserve and enhance the character and quality of rural and urban landscapes, maintaining and strengthening 
local distinctiveness and sense of place.  
There are no AONBs, national parks or other national landscape designations covering the site or surrounding area. The 
development of this site would result in the change to the character of the site from rural and open to more urban in feel. There is 
currently no public open space or common land within the site. There are a number of public rights of way in the wider area, 



along with significant open space associated with the sports pitches of the school and at Melksham Town Football Club. 
Therefore, the rural nature of the wider landscape will not be significantly altered.  
SA objective 9: Provide everyone with the opportunity to live in good quality, affordable housing and ensure an appropriate mix of 
dwelling sizes, types and tenures.  
This site is considered likely to be able to deliver up to 240 new homes across the range of types and tenures required by 
Wiltshire Council.  
SA objective 10: Reducing poverty and deprivation and promote more inclusive communities with better services and facilities.  
The site is accessible in terms of education (primary, secondary and sixth form) and amenity greenspace within Bowerhill. The 
town centre is 2km from the site and would be accessible by bicycle. The proximity of a well-served existing bus route to the town 
centre and other nearby urban areas assists with accessibility. The site is relatively close to the significant employment area on 
the west of Bowerhill and therefore would be able to support economic growth of the town. The proposed development will 
incorporate sufficient public open space and green infrastructure.  
SA objective 11: Reduce the need to travel and promote more sustainable transport choices.  
The site has good access to education facilities and open space. The large employment area of Bowerhill is to the west. Although 
the site is approximately 2km from the town centre, it is on a bus route with regular collections to Melksham and the surrounding 
area. Roads in the local area have pavements or shared surfaces with appropriate crossing points.  
SA objective 12: Encourage a vibrant and diversified economy and provide for long-term sustainable economic growth.  
The site will provide much needed new housing, including affordable homes. The new residents will contribute to the ongoing 
economic vitality of the town centre (cycling distance and on existing bus routes) and the Bowerhill industrial / business area. 
Conclusion on SA objectives It has not been possible to accurately assign a score to each sustainability objective due to the 
uncertainties on how the process will be adopted at the site level and the current limited details of on-site proposal. However, 
from the above text, it is clear that residential development at LnBR will have mainly positive effects in relation to the majority of 
the sustainability objectives. 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

Land North of Bath Road 
It is clear from the above that the land is in a sustainable location and suitable for development, either as a stand-alone scheme 
or as part of a strategic arc of development aligned with the delivery of an eastern by-pass. It has a clear strategic fit with the 
emerging spatial strategy. 
If allocated, the site could be confirmed as being deliverable, in full accordance with the NPPF definition. It is within single 
ownership, is not constrained and there are no technical obstacles to the delivery of 240 homes on site. There are no abnormal 



infrastructure costs and the site is viable. There is a willing landowner and keen developer, who would be willing to submit a 
planning application for the development of the site at the earliest opportunity relative to the emerging 
planning context / allocation timetable. This would ensure that the site, which given it’s accessibility and sustainability, could be 
released in the early years of the plan period, would contribute positively to the five-year housing land supply at the point of 
adoption of the plan. 
Hannick have been trading continuously for the last 40 years from its offices in Swindon. Throughout this period Hannick have 
constructed new homes as well as working with landowners to promote strategic land. As examples, over recent years the 
company have gained planning permission for 88 houses in Corsham, 200 houses and 2 hectares of employment land in 
Ivybridge, 103 houses in Wroughton, 70 dwellings at Coate, Swindon and for 1,000 houses and 5 hectares of employment land in 
Warminster. They currently have a resolution to grant permission for 2,380 houses on the eastern edge of Swindon. Planning 
permission has also been secured for 24 dwellings in Semington and a Neighbourhood Plan allocation for 70 dwellings in 
Hullavington, having worked closely with the respective Parish Councils. All developments have delivered affordable housing in 
accordance with policy. 
The Company has become firmly established in Wiltshire in constructing a number of medium sized developments within the 
towns and villages of the District, including developments at Pineham Close and Le Marchant Barracks, Devizes, Lypiatt View 
and Stockham Gardens, Cricklade, Elm Grove and The Gardens, Calne and Barnes Yard, Aldbourne. 
Hannick have a keen interest in developing the site with a single landowner and seek to achieve planning permission as soon as 
reasonably practicable. 

 
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 sites? 
 

 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

Refer to attachment Melks95. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
4.1 Melksham represents a sustainable location for development – scoring equal to Chippenham in terms of accessibility (Table 
6), it has delivered the most employment development out of all the towns in the HMA over the 2006-2018 period (Figure 5) and 
is projected the largest employment increase, at 128% in WC’s 
economic growth scenarios (Figure 8). 
4.2 The delivery of the town’s residual need, at 2,585 dwellings by 2036, will require a proactive and positive approach to 
development, and an appropriate delivery mechanism to ensure that proposals can come forward in a timely manner. 
4.3 This must be through site allocations within the LPR – given the importance of the town, the need for a coordinated approach, 
and the scale of housing required. There is clearly a role for the local community and Town Council to engage with this process; 
however it would be entirely inappropriate to allow a 
Neighbourhood Plan to take the lead in delivering this scale of development. 



4.4 Whilst this is the case for Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDP) across the UK, in particular regard to Melksham, we 
note that the Neighbourhood Plan Area was designated on the 14 July 2014, and a draft NDP was published for consultation in 
February 2021. It has taken 7 years to progress to a draft NDP, with 
additional time still required before it is made (should it proceed through Examination). The NDP proposes makes a single 
allocation for 18 units for a settlement of over 24,000 people. This is despite the Town Council being made aware in 2017 that 
their housing requirement would increase, and with the figures affirmed in 2018. The NDP has sought to resist this emerging 
housing need. 
4.5 We would have significant concerns with a strategy which sought to deliver the strategic housing needs of Wiltshire through 
reliance on a future NDP – and do not consider that this strategy would be effective or justified in accordance with paragraph 35, 
NPPF. The LPR must allocate the required strategic sites in 
Melksham; and in accordance with our comments above on housing delivery, must do this through the allocation of a range of 
housing sites. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
4.6 We support the Place Shaping Priorities identified for the town, and have the following comments to make: 

 Out-commuting – we support the objective of improving the employment offer to reduce out-commuting. As set out elsewhere 
in our representation, this reflects the historical and projected future employment growth of the town. 

 A350 Bypass – whilst we appreciate the objective of delivering a bypass, the case needs to be more clearly evidenced that this 
is a place shaping priority, or that the cost of delivering the bypass could not be better used on other infrastructure or initiatives. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Land to the south of Western Way, Melksham (Site 9/1025) 
4.7 The Land South of Western Way, Melksham, is currently subject to a pending planning application (ref 20/08400/OUT) 
submitted in September 2020. A copy of the latest outline masterplan is enclosed at Appendix 2. 
4.8 During its determination a number of technical matters have been resolved, and we provide a summary of these below. It is 
important that this is reflected in the evidence base for the LPR as it progresses. 
4.9 We note that the Site Selection Report scores the site ‘green’ in regard to Accessibility, Flood Risk and Heritage, and this is 
supported by the planning application submitted (discussed further below). In terms of the two categories which scored red 
(Landscape) and amber (traffic), we have the following points to make: 
Landscape - Red 
4.10 The single landscape point raised pertains to the potential of the development to cause coalescence of Bowerhill Industrial 
Estate and Melksham; however, the Site Selection Reports then concludes that the site is large enough that a degree of 
separation could be maintained (p14); thus it is unclear why it still scores 
red. 
4.11 The site is surrounded by development – to the north is Western Way (A365), beyond which is housing. Adjacent to the 
south is the employment area of Bowerhill, which is a designated Principal Employment Area. To the east of the site, there is a 
planning consent for up to 235 dwellings, primary school with early 
years nursery and open space provision. This scheme, Pathfinder Place, is under construction, with the site anticipated to be 
complete by 2025. To the west of the site is the A350 and the A350/A365 roundabout. New residential development is also under 
construction on land to the west; Land East of Semington Road, 
Melksham (16/00497/OUT) which was consented in May 2017 for up to 150 dwellings. This site is also under construction, with 
first completions in 2019/20, with the site due for completion in 2022/23. 
4.12 The consented site to the east appropriately dealt with the matter of coalescence and there is no evidence to indicate that 
this could not be achieved for this site. Indeed, we note that the draft NDP specifically identifies the extent of land required to 
remain ‘open’ to maintain the separation between these two areas (as a ‘Important Green Gap’ draft Policy 17); and our pending 
planning application appropriately reflects this. 
4.13 Therefore, the analysis underpinning the site assessment from a landscape perspective is flawed, and must be revised in 
accordance with WC’s own analysis. 
Traffic – Amber 
4.14 It is unclear why the site scored amber from a traffic perspective. We note that it references that “direct access onto Western 
Way may be possible”; but this does not indicate a ground for a negative score. 4.15 The outline planning application has been 
revised, with amended plans submitted in February 2021 to show 



vehicular access into the site via Pathfinder Place to the east. To support the changes, a Transport Assessment Addendum – 
Technical Note has also been prepared and submitted alongside the wider pack of information. 
4.16 The amended plans have been informed by extensive discussions with WC’s Highways Officer in relation to the access 
options for the site, resulting in the amended proposal for a single vehicular access via Pathfinder Place. 
4.17 In terms of traffic the planning application documentation, particularly the junction capacity modelling presented in the TA, 
has demonstrated that the four assessed junctions are forecast to operate within capacity with the addition of the traffic 
generated by the proposed development. The TA concludes that the 
proposed development is not anticipated to result in a severe residual cumulative impact and as such no mitigation works are 
required to the junctions assessed. 
4.18 We therefore recommend that the traffic analysis supporting the site assessment should be reviewed further, taking into 
account the technical information provided as part of the pending planning application. 
Accessibility – Green 
4.19 The site scores green for accessibility and this is agreed. The planning application supporting documentation confirms that 
the site is very well connected to local services and facilities in Melksham and that there are opportunities for sustainable travel 
by foot, bicycle and bus. 
4.20 Indeed, the site is located close to many of the services and facilities available in Melksham. Listed below are the distances 
from the site to a number of the key facilities within the local area. 

 Pathfinder Place Primary School (not yet built):- 380 metres walking distance (5 minutes);  Aloeric Primary School:- 1,310 
metres walking distance (16 minutes); 

 Bowerhill Primary School:- 1,410 metres walking distance (17 minutes);  Melksham Oak Community School (Secondary):- 
1,320 metres walking distance (16 minutes);  Bowerhill Industrial Estate:- 965 metres walking distance (11 minutes);  
Hampton Business Park:- 1,125 metres walking distance (13 minutes); 

 Melksham Community Hospital:- 1,130 metres walking distance (13 minutes);  Spa Medical Centre:- 945 metres walking 
distance (11 minutes); 

 St Anthony of Padua Church:- 1,360 metres walking distance (16 minutes);Playing Fields at Burnet Close:- 930 metres walking 
distance (11 minutes); 

 Morrisons Daily:- 1,105 metres walking distance (13 minutes);  Sainsbury's Supermarket:- 2,215 metres walking distance (26 
minutes); 

 Melksham Post Office:- 1,840 metres walking distance (22 minutes);  Melksham town centre:- 1,600 metres walking distance 
(20 minutes) 



4.21 This demonstrates that development of the site would offer future residents with school aged children safe access to the two 
closest primary schools, Aloeric Primary School and Bowerhill Primary School, whilst also at an easy walking distance of 16 and 
17 minutes respectively. This does not currently account for the new 
primary school planned to be delivered on the Pathfinder Place site, adjacent to the site. Once delivered this would provide 
excellent access for primary school children living on the site. For secondary school children, Melksham Oak Community School 
is also a 16 minute walk from the site (or 6 minute cycle). 
4.22 To facilitate walking and cycling, the application proposals include new pedestrian footpaths and cycle ways along Western 
Way. 
4.23 To assist in explaining the proximity of the site to local services and facilities, we have appended a plan at Appendix 3. This 
not only shows how well the site can easily integrate with the existing urban form on the edge of Melksham, but also how the site 
is located at the centre of an even spread of local services and 
facilities. In addition, the plans attached at Appendix 4 shows the walking routes available, split into three key routes, to the town 
centre to the north, Melksham Oak Community School to the east and both Bowerhill Industrial Estate and Primary School to the 
south. Figure 4.5 also shows the existing, committed and 
proposed signalled crossings along these walking routes, including Western Way to the north of the site. 
4.24 Overall, given its location, the range of services and facilities available within walking and cycling distance, and the 
opportunities for public transport, the application site is considered to represent an extremely suitable and sustainable location for 
residential development. 
Flood Risk – Green 
4.25 The site scores green for flood risk and this is agreed. 
4.26 A Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy was submitted in support of the outline planning application for the site 
and this demonstrates that the site falls within flood zone 1 and is therefore in a preferable location for residential development in 
the context of the sequential test in the Framework. The technical 
assessment also concludes that the land has a low probability of flooding from overland flow, ground water and sewer flooding. 
4.27 The proposed drainage strategy for the development will be to introduce a detention basin in the north west corner of the 
site. This will manage the surface water runoff from the proposed development. Careful integration of this feature into the site will 
create potential habitats for wildlife and promote biodiversity, 
providing valuable open space and amenity value. 
Heritage – Green 
4.28 We agree with the conclusion that the site scores green for heritage. 
4.29 The likely harm to heritage assets has already been assessed by a qualified heritage specialist on behalf of HLM as part of 
the outline planning application. Indeed, the supporting Heritage Assessment, confirms that the site is located beyond the setting 



of all designated heritage assets within the study area and therefore, there will be no effects on the significance of these heritage 
assets. 
4.30 During the determination of the planning application the County Archaeologist sought further information on potential 
underground remains, and a geophysical survey was subsequently provided. This resulted in the County Archaeologist agreeing 
that, considering the results of the geophysical survey, it is unlikely that any archaeology surviving within the proposed footprint 
would prove an overriding constraint to development Ecology 
4.31 The site assessment references the site’s location within a wider area which supports a meta-population of great crested 
newts. 
4.32 The application is supported by an Ecological Appraisal which confirms that, in general terms, other than the boundary 
features and the arable fields, other habitats are scarce with most grassland field margins restricted in nature with the exception 
of that on the northern boundary adjacent to the A365 Western Way 
where the wide band of scrub accommodates a highway drainage ditch and mosaic of scattered native scrub, semi improved 
grassland and areas of more contiguous scrub. Although arable fields would be lost, the proposed landscaping scheme will buffer 
and enhance the existing semi-natural habitats and provide 
larger areas of higher quality habitat post-development. This has been evidenced using the Defra v2 metric demonstrating clearly 
that the proposed development can achieve a measurable net gain in biodiversity. 
4.33 The survey work undertaken on site has confirmed via eDNA survey from waterbodies in land adjacent west of the site and 
given that most habitat on site is suboptimal terrestrial habitat for the species and the proposed development neither involves the 
loss of any waterbodies nor substantial amounts of suitable 
terrestrial habitat the District Level Licensing route is considered the most appropriate form of mitigating any potential adverse 
impacts of the proposed development. 
4.34 All other protected species (including badger, hazel dormouse and riparian mammals) are not considered likely to constrain 
the development proposals, and as such precautionary mitigation measures and/or enhancement measures alone have been 
recommended. 
4.35 Habitat enhancements have also been recommended, including inclusion of native, wildlife friendly and where possible fruit 
bearing species in the proposed planting schedule, creation of species rich grassland wildflower meadows, the inclusion of bat 
and bird boxes on retained trees and proposed buildings and 
consideration of a ‘hedgehog highway’ scheme. 
Deliverability 
4.36 The site is subject to a planning application for up to 240 dwellings and a 70-bed care home. Following the grant of planning 
consent, the site would progress quickly through the reserved matters process, and we would anticipate construction 
commencing within a 18/24month period. First completions would then be 



expected in late year 3/early year 4; ensuring that the site is delivering housing to aid WC in meeting its five year housing land 
supply requirement. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
5.1 Overall, we currently have concerns over WC’s approach to housing need and the plan period within the consultation 
documentation. 
5.2 We note that the evidence base is dated and will require a refresh prior to progressing the LPR, and also that prior to 
progressing any further, a detailed assessment of affordable housing need should also be undertaken. 
5.3 Melksham is identified as a sustainable location for further growth reflecting the market town’s wide range of services and 
facilities as well as employment opportunities. The town is also strategically located between Wiltshire’s principal settlements of 
Chippenham and Trowbridge, and is also well placed to provide access to neighbouring settlements and locations further afield, 
via sustainable transport modes. Directing additional development to the town is therefore supported. 
5.4 The Land South of Western Way, Melksham (Site 9/1025) is suitably located to the south of the town, and will soon be 
surrounded by built development on all four sides. The site has been acknowledged by WC as a suitable, available, achievable, 
deliverable and developable site and was considered as a reasonable option 
in the 2015 assessment work accompanying the site allocations plan. Furthermore, the fact that there is a pending outline 
planning application for the site demonstrates that there is a strong intention to deliver the site. 
5.5 The site represents a logical solution to addressing the identified housing needs of both the town and the Chippenham HMA 
and we strongly support the inclusion of the site as a draft allocation in the next version of the LPR. 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
1.1 This Representation is made in response to the consultation on the Wiltshire Council (WC) Local Plan Review (LPR) 2016-
2036: Emerging Strategy. The representation is submitted by Savills on behalf of Hallam Land Management (HLM) who has an 
interest in land to the south of Western Way, Melksham. A copy of the Site Location Plan is attached at Appendix 1. 
1.2 By way of context, HLM controls an area of land comprising approximately 10.5 hectares adjacent to the southern edge of 
Melksham. Prior to the LPR, through the 2017 Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA), the 
site has been identified as suitable, available, achievable, deliverable 
and developable in the short-term (Reference: 1025). 
1.3 The site is currently subject to a pending planning application up to 240 dwellings, a 70-bed care home, open space including 
parkland, community orchard and informal recreation, alongside appropriate supporting infrastructure (App Ref: 20/08400/OUT). 
We discuss the application in further detail later in the 
representations.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
1.4 Our comments on the consultation and supporting evidence base are set out below and are made in accordance with 
paragraph 35 of the NPPF, to assist in ensuring that the LPR is found sound when examined in the future. We note that there is 
an ongoing consultation in regard to the changes to the NPPF, and that it is likely, given the published timelines for the LPR, that 
these will be made prior to the LPR reaching a sufficiently advanced stage, and thus it will be this revised Framework upon which 
the LPR will be examined. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Stantonbury Development Company 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks99a/b 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Planning for Melksham 
With the total of homes built to date and in the pipeline, the Planning for Melksham Document states that this still leaves a further 
2585 homes to be accommodated up until 2036 in Melksham. 
The Council have recognised the importance of brownfield land to assist in meeting the housing requirement and this is 
supported. Whilst there will still be a requirement for additional Greenfield sites, previously development land has the potential to 
provide not only a proportion of the housing requirement, but also improve and regenerate parts of the town. 
The prioritisation of development on brownfield sites will require the re-evaluation of existing employment sites in Melksham. It 
will be necessary to determine what kind of a contribution they make to existing employment, what potential they have as serving 
as solely employment sites in the future and whether they would be more productive and enhance the local area if they were 
redeveloped as residential or mixed use sites. Given that Melksham has a good supply of employment land, with the Council 
recognising that further employment land is not needed at Melksham (Paragraph 18, Planning for Melksham document), there 



would appear to be opportunities to re-allocate some employment sites for housing, particularly if currently they do not provide 
significant levels of employment. The NPPF makes it clear that Planning Policies and decisions need to reflect changes in the 
demand for land (para 120, NPPF). Protecting large swathes of underutilized “employment land” does not provide or protect jobs. 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The Upside site is one such example of an existing employment site which needs to be re-evaluated. It is designated as a 
principal employment area in the adopted Core Strategy (Core Policy 35). Core Policy Strategy states the purpose of the principal 
employment designation is to safeguard the contribution of these site to the Wiltshire economy. The reality is that the Upside site 
makes a minimal contribution to the Wiltshire Economy and land has been available for commercial uses for a considerable 
period of time with no interest. 
The Upside site has the opportunity to make a significant contribution to the brownfield proportion of the housing requirement, 
whilst also enhancing the local area. Stantonbury will be preparing a mixed use scheme for the Upside site which will include the 
retention of the viable elements of the existing employment uses on site and the redevelopment of the remaining areas for 
housing. This represents an important opportunity to regenerate an unsightly site that has long been underutilised and had a 
negative impact on the surrounding area on a key entrance into Melksham, next to the railway station. The sites redevelopment 
has the opportunity to enhance green routes (which will align with the strategic green Infrastructure corridor noted within the 
Melksham Neighbourhood Plan) and access to the South Brook for the public and enhance the proposals for the railway station. 
The retention of the existing employment elements would also mean no loss of employment. 



Extensive modelling of the drainage of the site and localised flooding has already been undertaken to demonstrate that flooding 
issues can be accommodated and improved with the development of the site. This demonstrates that the existing information that 
the Council have on the extent of flood zones 2 and 3 in this area are out of date and need to be revised and this means that 
more of the site would be suitable for development. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Wiltshire Local Plan Review 
Representations on behalf of Stantonbury Development Company 
I write on behalf of the Stantonbury Development Company to provide representations to the Wiltshire Local Plan review 
Consultation. 
The representations are made in relation to my clients interests in land known as Upside, Melksham (Land to the north of Bath 
Road and west of the railway line).    I trust the above comments will be taken into account in drafting the next stage of the Local 
Plan. If you have any questions regarding the above, or wish to discuss, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Land interest 
Cooper Tires are a major landowner in Melksham. Their land interest is largely split by the River Avon into two landholdings with 
two very distinct characteristics; a brownfield site extending to circa 30 acres to the west of the River Avon which houses the 



business’s existing manufacturing operations (Area A); and the remaining 38.5 acres of greenfield land is located to the east of 
the river and is used for agriculture (Area B). 
Area A is located off the A350 Beanacre Road at its northern junction with Scotland Road, which bounds the Site to the. Bath 
Road runs along the southern perimeter, which leads to the A3102 Bank Street and Melksham town centre a short distance to 
the south. The River Avon bounds Area A to the east. 
Area B currently has a singular point of vehicular access off the Lowbourne / A3102 / Forest Road roundabout in the south 
eastern corner of the Site. Residential and associated ancillary uses bound the Site to the east with the River Avon forming the 
western boundary. River Mead School and YMCA Little Fir Tree Nursery are located along the southern boundary. King George 
V Park is located directly to the south of this and can be accessed via the Millennium riverside Walk (off Murray Walk), which in 
turn provides direct access to the town centre at the top of Bank Street south of the river. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
Area B, the greenfield land, is non-operational to ongoing business requirements and is surplus to requirement, notwithstanding 
existing agricultural cultivation of parts of it. As such Cooper Tires are keen to promote its alternative use in this Local Plan 
review process. 
Commentary of proposed site allocation – Site 13. 
Part of Area B is identified as within Wiltshire Council Local Plan - Planning for Melksham - Site 13: 
Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000). A site which is being considered for a site allocation for 
residential use. Cooper Tires are supportive of this potential allocation and are keen to work with Wiltshire Council to provide any 
further information as may be necessary in assessing its suitability. 
The table included in the Wiltshire Council Local Plan - Site Selection Report for Melksham shows the results of Stage 2 of the 
site search exercise. It sets out judgements against each of the SHELAA sites, taking into account both the accessibility and 
wider impact considerations and strategic context. It identifies where it may be appropriate to combine sites and which sites 
should and should not be taken forward. Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) scores the joint 
best score and is recommended to be taken forward to the next stage of assessment through the sustainability appraisal, which 
is strongly supported.      The site is highly accessible, located just outside the settlement boundary, but in a very central location. 
It is surrounded by residential uses, a primary school, open space, water amenity and a short walk to the town centre. We 
acknowledge that the site includes some land in higher flood risk zones, but associated risks can be appropriately planned for 
and will not preclude development. As such, the site is a strong candidate for selection. 



As noted in para 46 of the Wiltshire Council Local Plan - Site Selection Report for Melksham, not every part of those sites will be 
developed due to the need to include land for mitigation. This is understood and supported. On this basis, it is considered that the 
site area for Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) should be increased to take account of any 
flood mitigation, public open space and biodiversity net gain necessary to mitigate the effects of any future development. A 
proposed red line boundary is appended at Appendix 1 illustrating the suggested extent of Site 13: 
Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000). 
Aspirations and next steps of the landowner 
As noted above, Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) is nonoperational and surplus to ongoing 
business requirements. As such Cooper Tires were already in the process considering future redevelopment options for the site. 
Therefore, the proposed consideration of this site for a site allocation is strongly supported. 
Initial feasibility work had been undertaken in the summer of 2020 and Cooper Tires have recently commissioned further studies 
in relation to legal report, topological survey, flood risk, highways and masterplanning capacity studies to better understand the 
constraints and opportunities of the site. 
With this work underway, Cooper Tires seeks to engage in formal pre-application meetings with Wiltshire’s Local Planning 
Authority and the Environment Agency during spring 2021. Subject to these discussions being positive, the aspiration is to secure 
outline planning permission for the site for residential use. 
Market Town Consultation Response Form 
In addition to the above information, I have appended the relevant Market Town Consultation Response Form at Appendix 2.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) is a site which is being considered for a site allocation for 
residential use. Cooper Tires are supportive of this potential allocation and are keen to work with Wiltshire Council to provide any 
further information as may be necessary in assessing its suitability. 
The table included in the Wiltshire Council Local Plan - Site Selection Report for Melksham shows the results of Stage 2 of the 
site search exercise. It sets out judgements against each of the SHELAA sites, taking into account both the accessibility and 
wider impact considerations and strategic context. It identifies where it may be appropriate to combine sites and which sites 
should and should not be taken forward. Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) scores the joint 
best score and is recommended to be taken forward to the next stage of assessment through the sustainability appraisal, which 
is strongly supported. 
The site is highly accessible, located just outside the settlement boundary, but in a very central location. It is surrounded by 
residential uses, a primary school, open space, water amenity and a short walk to the town centre. We acknowledge that the site 
includes some land in higher flood risk zones, but associated risks can be appropriately planned for and will not preclude 
development. As such, the site is a strong candidate for selection. 



As noted in para 46 of the Wiltshire Council Local Plan - Site Selection Report for Melksham, not every part of those sites will be 
developed due to the need to include land for mitigation. This is understood and supported. On this basis, it is considered that the 
site area for Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) should be increased to take account of any 
flood mitigation, public open space and biodiversity net gain necessary to mitigate the effects of any future development. A 
proposed red line boundary is appended at Appendix 1 illustrating the suggested extent of Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne 
Infants School (SHELAA site 1000). Part of Area B is identified as within Wiltshire Council Local Plan - Planning for Melksham - 
Site 13: 
Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000). A site which is being considered for a site allocation for 
residential use. Cooper Tires are supportive of this potential allocation and are keen to work with Wiltshire Council to provide any 
further information as may be necessary in assessing its suitability. 
The table included in the Wiltshire Council Local Plan - Site Selection Report for Melksham shows the results of Stage 2 of the 
site search exercise. It sets out judgements against each of the SHELAA sites, taking into account both the accessibility and 
wider impact considerations and strategic context. It identifies where it may be appropriate to combine sites and which sites 
should and should not be taken forward. Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) scores the joint 
best score and is recommended to be taken forward to the next stage of assessment through the sustainability appraisal, which 
is strongly supported. The site is highly accessible, located just outside the settlement boundary, but in a very central location. 
It is surrounded by residential uses, a primary school, open space, water amenity and a short walk to the town centre. We 
acknowledge that the site includes some land in higher flood risk zones, but associated risks can be appropriately planned for 
and will not preclude development. As such, the site is a strong candidate for selection. 
As noted in para 46 of the Wiltshire Council Local Plan - Site Selection Report for Melksham, not every part of those sites will be 
developed due to the need to include land for mitigation. This is understood and supported. On this basis, it is considered that the 
site area for Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) should be increased to take account of any 
flood mitigation, public open space and biodiversity net gain necessary to mitigate the effects of any future development. A 
proposed red line boundary is appended at Appendix 1 illustrating the suggested extent of Site 13: 
Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000). 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 



 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
Wiltshire Local Plan Review Consultation 
January - March 2021 
Response from Cooper Tire & Rubber Company Europe Limited 
On behalf of Cooper Tire & Rubber Company Europe Limited (Local Stakeholder, Business Owner and Landowner), I am writing 
to you as ‘Agent’ in the capacity of providing written representations to the  iltshire Local Plan review consultation, which is taking 
place from Wednesday 13th January to Tuesday 9th  March 2021. 
As part of the response, I set out below background to Cooper Tires, their interest in the Local Plan Review and their specific 
comments. In addition, I have appended the relevant Market Town Consultation Response Form to this letter for completeness. 
Cooper Tires 
Cooper Tires is a tire manufacturer based in the Melksham, having been on more or less the same site in the town for over a 
century. It is a key business for the local and regional area, directly employing hundreds of individuals. The Melksham site 
primarily specialises in the manufacture of motorsport and motorcycle tires, as well the production of certain other rubber-based 
materials. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 

 

Site 13: Land to rear of Lowbourne Infants School (SHELAA site 1000) is nonoperational and surplus to ongoing business 
requirements. As such Cooper Tires were already in the process considering future redevelopment options for the site. 
Therefore, the proposed consideration of this site for a site allocation is strongly supported.



Initial feasibility work had been undertaken in the summer of 2020 and Cooper Tires have recently commissioned further studies 
in relation to legal report, topological survey, flood risk, highways and masterplanning capacity studies to better understand the 
constraints and opportunities of the site. 
With this work underway, Cooper Tires seeks to engage in formal pre-application meetings with Wiltshire’s Local Planning 
Authority and the Environment Agency during spring 2021. Subject to these discussions being positive, the aspiration is to secure 
outline planning permission for the site for residential use.                      Next Steps 
We look forward to receiving confirmation that these representations have been received and we reserve the right to comment on 
future rounds of consultation. Should you have any questions or require any further information please to not hesitate to contact 
me direct. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



On behalf of our client, Charterhouse Strategic Land (‘Charterhouse’), Blue Fox Planning Ltd is instructed to submit 
representations in response to the March 2021 Wiltshire Council Local Plan Review public consultation. The representations set 
out herein are focused on land controlled by Charterhouse at Melksham, north of Dunch Lane, to the west of the A350 (Beanacre 
Road). This site comprises circa 10ha and is identified in the most recent Wiltshire Strategic Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment (SHELAA), site reference: 3243 (Land north of Dunch Lane). 
APPENDIX 1: SITE LOCATION PLAN 
1.3 This site has also been identified within the evidence base of the emerging Melksham Neighbourhood Plan – Site 10 – ‘Land 
between the Railway Line and Beanacre Road.’ Separate representations to the recently concluded consultation on the 
Melksham Neighbourhood Plan (Reg 16) were submitted in February 20211. 
1.4 Within the Melksham Site Selection Report this site is confirmed as being within the final pool of sites that will be taken 
forward for further assessment (site 14). We support the decision to take this site forward as part of the plan-making process and 
can state clearly that this site is available, achievable and deliverable. Further information regarding the suitability of this site is 
set out within our representations.                                                                                                                             1.5 The 
Planning for Melksham Paper explains that the emerging strategy for Melksham identifies a requirement of 3,950 new homes for 
the plan period 2016-2036. This compares with the current housing requirements set out in the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy 
of 2,240 homes over the current plan period to 2026. Taking of account completions and planning commitments, this leaved a 
residual figure of 2,585 dwellings that need to be accommodated at Melksham. 
1.6 The proposed strategy therefore requires a significant amount of development at Melksham and this will require a range of 
sites to support development at this scale over the plan period. 
1.7 Land north of Dunch Lane provides a genuine opportunity to bring forward sustainable development early in the plan period, 
as part of a portfolio of site options at Melksham. Such a range of sites is considered essential in terms of providing for resilience 
in housing delivery at Melksham and in turn Wiltshire. 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
4. Land north of Dunch Lane  
4.1 As set out within our representations, the proposed strategy for Melksham requires a significant number of new homes to be 
delivered over the plan period to 2036. In preparation of the Local Plan, the Planning for Melksham paper is supported by a Site 
Selection Report. This sets out the stages in the consideration of sites and explains that the current stage (Stage 2) of this 
approach, is focused on a ‘sifting’ of sites in order to provide a set of reasonable alternative options for further assessment.  



4.2 This is based on two areas of consideration, a) accessibility and wider impacts and b), the strategic context. It should be 
made clear that the assessments undertaken at Stage 2 are high level and it is only once a site reaches Stage 3, will such 
options be subject to the more detailed assessment process.  
4.3 Stage 3 subjects site options to the Sustainability Appraisal, which assesses the likely significant effects of developing each 
site against the 11 identified SA Objectives. The process is intended to help to identify those site options that have the most 
sustainability benefit over those with less, and also to help identify what may be necessary to mitigate adverse effects. 
4.4 For land at North of Dunch Lane (site 3243), the Stage 2 assessment findings are replicated below. 
4.5 We support both the proposed strategy for Melksham and the overall conclusion of Stage 2 of the site selection process, 
which confirms that site 3243 should be taken forward for further assessment. 
4.6 We consider below, the assessment presented within the Site Selection Report and also provide further information regarding 
the emerging proposals for development at this site.  
4.7 Against the consideration of accessibility and wider impacts, save for landscape, under each area of assessment an ‘amber’ 
score is applied which denotes a ‘medium’ level of impact. For landscape, the ‘red’ score denotes a ‘high’ level of impact.  
4.8 The information presented in the site assessment tables is not supported by any specific background report or appendices to 
the Site Selection Report within which further details on the assessment methodology and findings are presented.  
4.9 Within the Melksham Site Selection Report (paragraph 14) there is a passing reference to the use of a ‘proportionate amount 
of evidence’ within the Stage 2 process, but details as to what this evidence comprises and if it is available to review as part of 
the consultation documentation is not referenced.  
4.10 It is difficult to fully understand the basis of the scoring. By way of example, for heritage the ‘overall judgement’ states that 
“… there are potentially harmful impacts..” on heritages assets, with specific reference to Beanacre Manor and Beechfield House. 
It is evident that it is not possible to be definitive within this current stage of assessment as to whether such harm would 
materialise, and accordingly for heritage the site scores amber – medium effect.  
4.11 However, for landscape, the overall judgement states that “. . . the site’s location would mean possible coalescence with the 
village of Beanacre. However, the site may be large enough to retain some separation.” Just as was the case on heritage 
matters, it is not possible for this high-level assessment to be definitive on the potential for coalescence or the ability to maintain 
separation. However, the score of a ‘red’, i.e. a high effect score is applied on this specific matter.  
4.12 It is not adequately explained why there are apparently different approaches on these matters, when in both cases there is 
uncertainty as to the potential for the harm referenced to materialise. To conclude, in respect of landscape, that the effect is ‘high’ 
without any specific evidence undermines the value of this process. For the purposes of this stage in the assessment, it is 
considered necessary for the landscape score to be revised to ‘amber’. In doing so, acknowledging the potential for harm, whilst 
ensuring that any future detailed assessment is not pre-determined by this high-level, early stage assessment.  
Development Proposals at site 3243  



4.13 Proposals for the development of site 3243 are well advanced as preparations for the submission of a planning application 
are on-going. 
4.14 The justification for a submission of a planning application at this stage, relates to the current absence of a five-year housing 
land supply, as confirmed in the latest housing land supply assessment (base date April 2019, published December 2020) where 
it states that the land supply for Wiltshire is 4.56 years5 .  
4.15 The calculation of housing land supply set out in the December 2020 applies the Local Housing Need figure as derived 
through the Standard Methodology.  
4.16 The latest housing land supply statement produced by Wiltshire Council concludes that the figure of 4.56 years equates to a 
shortfall of 928 dwellings against the requirement for dwellings over the five-year monitoring period (2019-2024).  
4.17 Within the December 2020 Land Supply Statement, the calculation of housing land supply relative to the housing 
requirements of the Wiltshire Core Strategy is also presented. Melksham is located within the current North and West Housing 
Market Area, where there is a land supply of 4.29yrs.  
4.18 In accordance with the provisions of paragraph 11(d) of the National Planning Policy Framework, the tilted balance is 
triggered and planning permission should be granted unless I. The application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or 
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing development, or II. Any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrable outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.  
4.19 There are no features on site 3243 which would meet the criteria set out at Footnote 6 of the NPPF and for reasons which 
we explain within our representations, there are not considered to be any adverse impacts which would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  
4.20 It is recognised that the housing delivery at Melksham, based on housing completions and extant planning commitments, 
has exceeded the quantitative provisions of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, specifically Core Policy 15 (Spatial Strategy: Melksham 
Community Area).  
4.21 Core Policy 15 identifies an indicative requirement for 2,240 dwellings over the plan period to 2026. As of April 2019, a total 
of 1,699 completions were recorded, with a further 895 ‘developable’ commitments, a total of 2,954 dwellings. 
4.22 Notwithstanding this, the Wiltshire Core Strategy (paragraph 4.20) recognises that the indicative requirements for specific 
settlements are intended to allow for a flexible approach “to respond positively to opportunities without being inhibited by an 
overly prescriptive, rigid approach with might otherwise prevent sustainable development proposals that can contribute to 
delivering the strategic objectives of the plan.”  
4.23 The housing requirements set out in the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy are therefore minimum figures and are not to be 
applied as a ceiling or cap on development and as explained at paragraph 4.20, these figures should not frustrate or prevent 
wider opportunities for sustainable patterns of development.  



4.24 The Planning for Melksham consultation paper confirms the preferred approach for the town, and this is based on a new 
requirement of 3,950 new homes over the Plan period to 2036. Taking into account completions and commitments, this still 
leaves a significant number of new homes which need to be planned for over the plan period to 2036. The Planning for Melksham 
paper, identifies this figure to be 2,585 homes.  
4.25 There is therefore a numerical justification for additional homes at Melksham, both in the short-term, owing to the current 
land supply deficit, but also throughout the plan period to 2036, in order to deliver the rates of development proposed through the 
Local Plan Review.  
4.26 It is within this context that development proposals at site 3243 are being prepared. Site Specific Matters  
4.27 In preparing development proposals at site 3243, a significant amount of technical work has already been undertaken, 
alongside formal pre-application engagement with Wiltshire Council in 2020 – LPA Ref: 20/05731/PREAPP.  
4.28 Alongside the pre-application process, specific consultation has been undertaken with Wiltshire Council as the Highways 
Authority, comprising a Transport Assessment Scoping Note which is intended to agree the parameters of the Transport 
Assessment which will support the outline application at this site.  
4.29 In addition, consultation with Wiltshire Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) is also ongoing in respect matters 
related to drainage.  
4.30 Charterhouse is committed to early engagement with local communities and stakeholders and as part of this process public 
consultation is already underway. This includes the creation of a website (www.beanacreroad.co.uk) which sets out the initial 
proposals, alongside a summary of constraints and opportunities identified through the technical work undertaken to date. 
4.31 As part of this community consultation, a virtual presentation and Q&A session was held with Melksham Town Council and 
Melksham Without Parish Council on the 17th February 2021. A virtual public consultation presentation and Q&A was held on the 
2nd March 2021.  
4.32 The consultation period runs from the 15th February 2021 to the 15th March 2021, and the feedback and comments 
received from this process will be reviewed and, where appropriate, taken on board as the proposals are finalised.  
4.33 In preparing proposals for development at this site a full consultant team has been established comprising:  
• Planning – Blue Fox Planning Ltd • Heritage – Pegasus Group • Ecology – AM Ecology • Flood Risk & Drainage – Calibro 
Consultants • Landscape – Mood Landscape • Masterplanning – Barton Willmore • Noise – Acoustic Ltd • Ground Investigations 
– M-EC • Transport – Calibro Consultants • Utilities – BWB Consulting • Arboriculture – ACD Environmental • Public Relations – 
TFA Ltd  
4.34 Since 2020 the consultant team has been investigating the capacity of the site for development, with site specific surveys 
and investigations undertaken to understand the constraints and opportunities associated with development at this location.  
4.35 An initial Concept Plan has been prepared, based on the constraints and opportunities, which has been published as part of 
the current public engagement exercise.  



APPENDIX 2: CONCEPT PLAN APPENDIX 3: CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES PLAN  
4.36 In preparing this Concept Plan it is considered that the site has the capacity to provide for circa 170 dwellings.  
4.37 Key considerations in the formulation of the proposals, which are consistent with the areas identified in the Melksham Site 
Selection Report, are set out below. These are based on a detailed understanding of the site and its constraints, and therefore 
provide a more comprehensive assessment than that which is presented in the Site Selection Report. 
Transport / Accessibility  
4.38 It is considered that this site provides a genuine opportunity to deliver sustainable patterns of development at the edge of 
one of Wiltshire’s main Market Towns.  
4.39 In response to this consultation we also attach transport related representations prepared by Calibro, which considers the 
sustainable transport planning policy context for site 3243.  
4.40 The overarching conclusion of this report is that a future residential development of the site would accord with sustainable 
transport planning policies set down within the NPPF and would thus constitute sustainable development.  
4.41 Furthermore, the report demonstrates that there is a clear opportunity to deliver housing in a sustainable location that 
supports and contributes to the Council’s vision. There are no abnormal issues related to the delivery of the site in transport 
planning terms and thus the proposal is acceptable in highway terms.  
APPENDIX 4: CALIBRO TRANSPORT REPRESENTATIONS  
4.42 Through the pre-application process it was acknowledged that: ‘The development can be considered to be sustainable being 
located on the edge of Melksham, within walking distance of the rail station, with good passing bus services, and with pedestrian 
infrastructure connecting to the town that could be improved to a satisfactory level.’6  
4.43 The development will be supported by a traffic-free greenway running through the heart of the development to provide 
pedestrian and cycle access to the south-eastern corner of this site, where improvements will be made to allow safe crossing of 
the Dunch Lane Junction. In doing, supporting the opportunities for new residents to maximise non-car-based trips.  
4.44 In terms of access arrangements, following discussions with the Highways Authority, a new priority T-junction incorporating 
a right turn lane on the A350 is proposed to minimise the through-traffic passing the site.  
4.45 The new junction is capable of being designed to all modern design standards and with appropriate landscaping, it is 
envisaged that this will help to create a sense of arrival to the development. 
4.46 Within the development, roads will also reflect the residential character and will provide localised narrowing and variation in 
road widths and surface treatments to keep traffic speeds below 20mph, helping to create a walkable and pleasant environment.  
4.47 Through the Transport Assessment Scoping process, the parameters of the Transport Assessment will be confirmed with 
the Highways Authority. This will be based on a comprehensive assessment that will look at the existing and future capacity 
effects of the development on local junctions. Landscape  



4.48 Melksham occupies a strategic location on the north-south A350 road, which passes along the eastern boundary of the Site. 
The Site comprises two improved pastures fringed by hedges and mature tree lines.  
4.49 On the northern boundary is an area of planted / semi-natural woodland; beyond this lies parkland around the historic 
buildings of the listed Beanacre Manor. The woodland block on site forms part of the setting of the Manor.  
4.50 The western boundary is defined by the Wessex Main railway line. The boundary between the site and the railway is defined 
by a block of good quality mature horse chestnut, ash and maple trees, which are a significant feature in the landscape.  
4.51 The site is located within National Character Area 117: Avon Vales and Local Character Type A: Limestone Lowland and 
Local Character Area A3: Broughton Gifford Limestone Lowland.  
4.52 The key sensitivities of the Site are the dense and well-maintained boundary hedgerows and mature trees. The area of 
woodland in the north of the Site is a notable feature within the area, which helps to mark the transition between the rural area to 
the north and the urban area to the south.  
4.53 The vegetated landscape structure within which the site is located provides a good degree of visual containment.  
4.54 Views of the site from the south are restricted to those in close proximity to the Site boundaries.  
4.55 Views from the north are possible when approaching the Site on the A350. No further views are possible from the north due 
to buildings and the woodland in the north of the Site and surrounding Beechfield House on the opposite side of the A350. 
4.56 Views from the west are found from the PRoW within 500m of the Site. Beyond this, on the opposite side of the A265 and 
B3353 views are blocked by buildings and intervening hedgerows.  
4.57 Views from the east are the longest in range, up to 1km from the Site. Beyond this, views from the west are blocked by 
properties and vegetation on Woodrow Road.  
4.58 Despite the flat topography views of the site are limited with the majority being within 500m of the Site. The existing 
boundary trees and vegetation effectively screen views into the site, even in winter conditions Flood Risk / Drainage  
4.59 The site falls entirely within Flood Zone 1 at low risk of river flooding. All forms of development are appropriate in Flood Zone 
1 and therefore the site is not subject to either the Sequential or Exception Test.  
4.60 The risk of flooding from surface water shows the site to be generally ‘very low’ risk. Surface water runoff will be attenuated. 
Assessments undertaken to date, supported by correspondence from the LLFA provide the confidence that the proposed 
development will not increase the risk of flooding either onsite or off site. Heritage  
4.61 The application site, which is located on the southern outskirts of the village of Beanarce, is charactered by pastureland and 
woodland, and has historically been in agricultural use. There are no designated heritage assets or recorded non-designated 
heritage assets within the site. 
4.62 In the vicinity, there are several Listed buildings, namely Grade II* Listed Beanacre Manor and its associated Grade II Listed 
stables, gate piers, walls and gazebo; Grade I Listed Beanacre Old Manor and its associated Grade II Listed barn; Grade II 
Listed Beechfield House; and Grade II Listed Halfway Farmhouse.  



4.63 A Heritage Assessment of the site has been prepared based on all relevant guidance, planning policy, and legislation, as 
well as observations made during a site inspection and findings from appropriate desk-based research. The main sources 
consulted include:  
• The National Heritage List for England for information on designated heritage assets;  
• The Wiltshire and Swindon Historic Environment Record (HER), for information on the recorded heritage resource and previous 
archaeological works;  
• Historic cartographic sources from the 19th and 20th centuries;  
• Aerial photographs and satellite imagery; and  
• Relevant secondary literature, for information on the historic development of the local area.  
4.64 Heritage assets in the vicinity of the site have been assessed in accordance with Historic England’s Good Practice Advice 3, 
The Setting of Heritage Assets.  
4.65 There are no overriding heritage constraints to the residential development of the site. Only two groups of assets are 
potentially sensitive to the proposed development: 1. Grade II* Listed Beanacre Manor and its associated heritage assets. 2. The 
dwellings that comprise Grade II Listed Halfway Farmhouse.  
4.66 Beanacre Manor and the site were historically in shared ownership; however, there is currently no association and minimal 
intervisibility between the site and the manor. Through sensitive masterplanning, it is anticipated that residential development 
would not be experienced in relation to the heritage assets comprising Beanacre Manor and would cause no harm to the 
significance of the assets through change to their settings.  
4.67 Halfway Farmhouse and the south-east corner of the site were historically in shared occupation and there is a peripheral 
view from the farmhouse to this part of the site. There is potential for the residential development of the site to cause very minor, 
less than substantial harm to the heritage significance of Halfway Farmhouse through change to its setting.  
4.68 The heritage assets comprising Beanacre Old Manor and Beechfield House are not considered to be sensitive to the 
proposed development of the site. Conclusion on Site Selection Report  
4.69 It is acknowledged that at this stage the level of detail behind the site assessments are limited and necessarily high-level. 
However, as we have set out within our representations, based on our detailed understanding of the site, the initial matters 
assessed in the Site Selection Report do identify any constraints to suggest that the site is either not suitable for development or 
not capable of accommodating the scale of growth proposed.  
4.70 We have demonstrated that the site is capable of accommodating in order of 170 dwellings, which has been informed by our 
understanding of the constraints and opportunities presented at this site.  
4.71 As the planning application is finalised and submitted, this will provide the evidential basis to support our conclusions that 
this site is a suitable candidate for allocation within the Local Plan.  



4.72 The next stage in the site selection process is the detailed assessment through the SA process. In this regard we urge the 
Council to consider the detailed reports that support the planning application which provide a greater level of detail than would be 
possible through the SA process. Copies of these documents can be provided to the Council.  
4.73 Based on the information set out within our representations, and mindful that some specific information is still being 
finalised, such as the Transport Assessment and Drainage Strategy, we consider that it would be appropriate for the scoring of 
this site, as set out in the Site Selection Report to be revised, as follows. 
4.74 As set out above, we consider that the proposed revised scoring more accurately reflects the suitability of this site for 
development.  
4.75 Where specific matters score ‘amber’, we have taken a deliberately cautious approach at this stage, as the relevant 
technical evidence is not yet completed. Notwithstanding this, we consider that site 3243 represents a genuine opportunity for 
sustainable development in support of the emerging spatial strategy for Melksham. 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We set out our representations to the consultation in the attached document. Our representations consider the approach to 
Melksham in the context of the’ Planning for Melksham’ consultation paper and other consultation documents. 
Please see full representation in attachment Melks101 LPR.                                                                                                                                                                                          
5.1 On behalf of our client, Charterhouse Strategic Land, we welcome the opportunity to submit representations in response to 



the Wiltshire Council Local Plan Review. Our representations are concerned with the proposed strategy for Melksham part of the 
Chippenham Housing Market Area (HMA), and the site selection process as it relates to land north of Dunch Lane. 
5.2 Our representations explain how land controlled by our client, north of Dunch Lane (Melksham), site 3243, represents a 
suitable and deliverable development opportunity to support the proposed spatial strategy for Melksham. 
5.3 Through the SA process, the decision to plan for levels of growth above the current strategy is demonstrated as a suitable 
option. Where adverse effects are identified against the SA objectives, the corresponding assessment is very high level and in 
the majority of cases is based on a very broad assumption that higher levels of development have greater potential for adverse 
effects. 
5.4 Whilst we understand this position, in the absence of site-specific assessments, it is very difficult to state with any level of 
certainty that such adverse effects would materialise. In terms of the social and economic objectives, the higher levels of 
development perform strongly in terms of positive effects. 
5.5 It is recognised that the long-term strategy for Melksham includes the provision of major infrastructure improvements, 
specifically the bypass. We take comfort from the confirmation, as referenced within our representations, that the delivery of the 
bypass is not intended to frustrate the early delivery of suitable sites. 
5.6 Land controlled by our client represents a sustainable development opportunity. Progress towards the submission of a 
planning application is referenced within our representations. As a result of this, our representations are supported by site 
specific studies and investigations which provide a more detailed assessment of the site and its ability to accommodate 
development. Accordingly, we propose a revised Stage 2 scoring, which better reflects the realities of the site. 
5.7 As we have explained, current proposals indicate that site 3243 is capable of accommodating around 170 dwellings and that 
there are no overriding constraints that would suggest that this site is not capable of delivering development at this scale, as part 
of the wider strategy for Melksham over the plan period to 2036. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The new proposed strategy for Melksham proposes a requirement of 3,950 homes for the plan period 2016-2036. This figure is 
over 50% higher that the Core Strategy for 2,240 homes. This was already a relatively high figure given the position of the town in 
the urban hierarchy which is not of sufficient size and influence to be a principal settlement, and whose role as a market town is 
lesser than places such as Devizes, given its limited service hinterland.  
However the town is clearly relatively unconstrained and has continued to sustain strong housing and employment growth. It also 
has clear potential to support growth on a strategic scale alongside investment in infrastructure. In particular, growth is related to 
the delivery of an Eastern Bypass.  
The town also lies at the intersection of the Chippenham-Trowbridge and Devizes to Bath inter-urban bus corridors. While neither 
is operated by Stagecoach we see clear scope to develop the level of public transport provision substantially, which will be 
essential to mitigate already exceptionally high levels of car-dependency, and avoid new highways capacity becoming largely 
ineffective because it is filled by traffic generated at high levels from new development. There is also scope to reallocate space in 
and around the currently congested central area to facilitate greatly more efficient and relevant public transport provision, both on 



the current A350 Beanacre Road and the Bath Road area. It is regrettable that no attempt has yet been made to arrive at a 
balanced and effective transport strategy to support growth.  
As we have made clear in previous submissions to the Council, which should be read alongside this response, Stagecoach can 
see that substantial further development of the town could form part of a sustainable pattern of development for Wilshire and the 
Chippenham/A350 HMA/FEMA. While we have some serious reservations that this could simply replicate and compound 
previous failed entirely roads-dependent development strategy – especially if the bulk of housing growth is delivered without 
either the proposed bypass being completed or major improvements to the attractiveness and relevance of sustainable modes 
being put in place -  we do see clear opportunities to deliver something approximating to the proposed level of growth in the town, 
while also avoiding an acceleration of car-dependency. To achieve this will take a great deal of thought, care and collaborative 
working. 
With some serious caveats and reservations, which will need to be resolved with us prior to Regulation 19 and 22 being reached, 
Stagecoach considers that it could support this strategy. 
According to the Council’s figures ,  420 dwellings have been built between 2016-2019 and, at 1 April 2019, 943 homes are 
already in the pipeline i.e. they have planning permission or resolution to grant planning permission. This leaves leaving a 
residuum of 2,587 dwellings for the plan period. 
The Local Plan is expected to allocate land at Melksham where necessary to ensure a supply of deliverable land to meet 
strategic housing needs and this will include large or more complex sites. This will also demand a comprehensive sustainable 
transport strategy for the town as well as the wider A350 corridor, which broadly covers the area that is the focus for the 
Transport Review published concurrently with this consultation. We consider that the work undertaken so far is deficient and 
inadequate, as a basis to arrive at such a strategy, as we set out in our separate representations.  
We note the intention that the Melksham Neighbourhood Plan will be reviewed immediately after it has been “made” and the role 
of the Neighbourhood Plan will be “to propose and allocate sites for development, for example, that meet a particular local 
housing need, for self-build homes, or other uses or that positively plan for brownfield site.” 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Stagecoach considers that the place shaping priorities for Melksham are, with the exception of those related to strategic 
highways improvements, inspecific, overly generalised, inadequately tied to clear outcomes and exceptionally weak, especially 
having regard to setting a direction for strategic policies and key objectives. 



As referred to elsewhere in our consultation responses, place shaping priorities need to be bespoke to the settlement and relate 
to the development and use of land. 
It is noted that one of the Place Shaping Priorities is iii) An A350 bypass to the town is a priority to improve the efficiency of the 
transport network and lead to other benefits for the town.” These benefits are not elaborated upon. The role of this proposed 
bypass clearly relates, as much as anything, to the role of the A350 as part of the national Major Roads Network. It is not made 
clear how far the growth level intended for the town depends on this being provided – though the Transport Review makes plain 
the very high level of growth allocated in the corridor as well as at Melksham itself, demands that this is implemented. Nor is it 
clear how far Wiltshire Council intends the delivery of this to be facilitated by development. Unlike Chippenham where a £75m 
HIF contribution is committed in principle to deliver a package of highways schemes, no such funding is identifiable for the 
Melksham Bypass, which is likely to demand as least as high a level of funding. The Transport Review evidences that it is also 
essential that intermediate dualling in provided between Lackham and Beanacre, presumably achieved on-line, and south of 
Melksham towards Semington, though the provision to achieve this within the public highway already exists. This again, needs 
sources of funding to be identified. 
This being the case, we have grave concerns that relying on large-scale development to facilitate strategic road improvements 
will lead to the plan becoming undeliverable, or, worse, that by delivering much of the development quantum in advance of or 
without this infrastructure being in place, severe additional pressure will be added to the highways network across a wide area. 
This will have an exceptionally damaging impact on existing public transport provision not just in the town, but across the entire 
HMA, since most of the services concerned are long inter-urban routes. 
Priority ii) is “to reduce out-commuting through an improved employment offer”. While we agree this is amn important priority, 
which if achieved, will reduce the need to travel long distances and make the relevance of sustainable modes greatly higher, we 
are astonished that the Council consider that further employment land is not needed at Melksham. The Employment Land 
Review is over 2 years old, and there has been steady uptake of sites since. While land is already allocated in the existing 
Wiltshire Core Strategy we are far from convinced that the existing supply is available and is capable of meeting needs, 
especially given that major existing employers are restructuring long-established and large-scale operations.  The implication that 
merely making better use of existing employment sites to meet employment needs in the plan period would be sufficient, and 
effective in meeting this objective stretches credibility and is entirely unevidenced. 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



Seventeen potential sites have been identified in Melksham for further assessment by the Council and the consultation 
acknowledges that given the large amount of land that needs to be planned for at Melksham, several large sites may be required 
at this time. Stagecoach notes that the Council is focussing its assessment on a more limited pool of potential sites. In order to 
satisfy the tests of soundness, the Council need to demonstrate that they have considered all reasonable alternatives.  We are 
very concerned that in arriving at the current short-list, there is no transparent SA of the wider range of sites and the intention 
appears to reduce the number of sites to be considered before they are subjected to a sustainability appraisal. 
It does appear however, that virtually all credible sites are included for further evaluation. The biggest omission is land west of 
Shurnhold around Shaw House. We are not entirely clear why such a site, that relates directly to the built-up area should have 
been omitted, except that it has yet to be tabled through the SHELAA. It represents a compact form of development with a clear 
potential to form a permanent westerly edge to the town, and is directly on a major inter-urban bus route to Bath as well as being 
within walking distance of the station. 
 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
As we have pointed out across our range of responses, it is far from clear how some of the site assessments have been made.  
There are a very wide range of inconsistencies in what is at best an impressionistic approach, with is far from transparent and 
clearly lacks rigour. This is a very seruious concern. With regards to Melksham, the way sites have been assessed for 
sustainable transport accessibility is especially capricious. This is a great concern, and we have concerns that the Sustainability 
Appraisal process will find itself in a position where it is retroactively attempting to justify an approach to site selection in a more-
or-less contrived manner, and as such, gets into very serious difficulty by the time the plan approaches Examination in Public. 
Other plans submitted as sound for Examination in the near region over the recent past have foundered for exactly this reason. 
Stagecoach would point out is a very simple divergence between the potential to take advantage of existing public transport 
corridors between the major likely direction of strategic growth to the east, which has virtually no established public transport 
offer; and sites north, south and west of the town, that lie on the existing north-south X34 inter-urban bus route that the Transport 
Review suggests should be improved, or on the 271-272 service to Box and Bath heading to the west. The extensive holdings 
lying to the east realistically relate well only to a proposed new A350 bypass alignment, and they will accordingly demand entirely 
new approaches to public transport provision: in effect a whole new route or routes. 
To be clear, with the right approach to urban design and the right policy environment – with a strong set of clear objectives and a 
rigorous collaboratively-produced bus strategy backed both by sufficient pump-priming developer funding and measures to 



ensure buses have attractive congestion free direct routes across Melksham town centre to the station and beyond to Bath, we 
think that such options could be provided to strategic development to the east, especially given the scale of growth anticipated.  
This is most likely to take the form of two new services:  
• first, a new N-S route from Chippenham to east Melksham and Bowerhill, that may well not serve the town centre but might 
deliberately stay on a bypass and Eastern Way to offer a more direct route along a wider corridor that continues south towards 
either Trowbridge or Westbury and 
• second, an augmentation of the existing Bath-Melksham service that would cross the town centre, taking advantage of bus 
priority measures, to serve the extensive existing and new neighbourhoods with an attractive route and frequency towards Bath, 
which is a highly relevant public transport destination. 
This latter route depends heavily on the delivery of bus priority across the boundary between Wiltshire and Bath and North-East 
Somerset. The current “Wiltshire Whippet” study led by BANES has very great relevance to this, as well as the need to boost the 
attractiveness of the existing X31 corridor between Chippenham, Corsham and Bath; and a potential Trowbridge-Hilperton-Bath 
route, otherwise needed to support mode shift from the Trowbridge area. 
 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
Stagecoach has no further comments to make. 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
It is noted that under the place Shaping Strategic Priorities reference is made to the Melksham Bypass. 
The Transport Review prepared by Atkins (January 2021) states at paragraph 4.2.3 that: 
 “In the case of Melksham, the existing proposals for the Melksham Bypass will play an important role in helping to mitigate the 
impacts of strategic development in the town. This planned Major Road Network (MRN) scheme will tackle congestion in the town 
and provide new capacity to accommodate traffic from new development. An indicative design has been developed for the 
scheme; this will need to be reviewed and refined to take account of the requirements of the proposed development.” 



Whilst we recognise the strategic logic for the bypass, as we state elsewhere, it is essential that the strategy for Melksham is not 
fixated by this, to the extent that necessary sustainable transport infrastructure and service improvements are not identified and 
taken up with at least an equal level of focus and vigour. The serious lack of vision and weakness of the thinking surrounding 
sustainable modes is a very serious deficiency in this plan and if this is not redressed we would strongly argue the plan is 
unsound. 
Government has already made it clear it will not fund highway schemes where there has been no attempt to provide relevant bus 
infrastructure and priority as part of the scheme. The Eastern Bypass scheme, as well as applicable development proposals, 
should therefore expect to deliver substantial improvements to bus services and incorporate bus priority on the existing A350 
across the town centre and along the A350 north via Bath Road and Beanacre Road. This should be designed to avoid buses 
having to pass along Western Way at all, or being caught in queueing on any approaches to its major junctions as far as 
possible. Such a project is likely to be able to provide a step change in cycling infrastructure, and this should also be pursued. 
Given that the Council has identified through its Transport review that it should seek to enhance the X34 bus route, then all the 
sites that are directly on this service need to be making a proportionate contribution to service frequency enhancements. The 
budget and specification for this should be agreed with the current operator in the first instance, and this sum pro-rated across all 
the sites identified, with a suitable modest buffer to allow for flexibility in the timing of procurement. These sites would include 
sites 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14 and 15. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Stagecoach has no further comments to make. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 



 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Melksham & Royal Wootton Bassett 
In Melksham and Royal Wootton Bassett the policy states 'areas to be safeguarded for the restoration of the Wilts & Berks Canal' 
- it would be more accurate to say 'potential restoration' at this stage, as no planning permission has been granted for these 
projects yet. 
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Historic England 
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Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
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yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Melks104 
 

 
ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
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? 
 

 
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? 
 

 
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 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 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 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. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
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. 
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ME1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
ME2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
ME3. Is this the right pool of potential development sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME4. What land do you think is the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 



 
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 sites? 
 

 
 

 
ME6. Are there any issues or infrastructure requirements that should be identified? 
 

 
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. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 

 


