
 
Rep ID: Salis_P1 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I don't believe that we should grow Salisbury at all, I believe we should work on improving what we have in terms of 
environmental quality, air pollution, quality of life for those in poverty; it is time to end our fixation with continued economic growth 
as something to be desired on a finite planet. The only development in terms of housing and employment should be on 
brownfield sites and in favour of local residents. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



These priorities are largely right, but the overriding priority must always be the natural environment and climate change. The only 
housing allowed must be affordable and on brownfield sites only. We should also focus on supporting local small businesses and 
sustainability. The LTZ in the city centre should be reinstated. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree with building development on any greenfield sites, only brownfield and then only for affordable housing or rent-
controlled properties under the care of the local authority. The concept of continuous infinite growth both in economic and other 
terms, is fundamentally flawed and we should take steps now to firmly fix boundaries limiting any further growth, focussing 
instead on sustainability and improving the quality of what we already have. Populations must be brought under control and 
limiting housing will encourage this, whilst improving the quality of life for everyone. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Only brownfield sites should be developed and any housing built must be affordable or rented and must conform to the highest 
environmental standards i.e. heating by electricity (no fossil fuels), limiting hard surfacing, encouraging biodiversity, integrating 
nature, car-free developments, etc. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The Council should divest from the concept of continuous, infinite growth, both in terms of the economy and housing, etc. The 
overarching principle, moving forward, should be to focus on the environment, climate change, sustainability and improving the 
quality of what we already have; continuous infinite growth is neither possible nor desirable. 
 

 
Further comments 



 

 
I would recommend that everyone on the Council watch David Attenborough's film "A Life on Our Planet" 
https://attenboroughfilm.com and take on board the very clear message of his testimony. We cannot continue to live and grow as 
we have been doing, and that should inform every decision and policy made by every individual and every organisation, every 
day. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P2 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
no comment 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No. The priority should be the re-siting of the inhospitable, inaccessible blot on the City otherwise known as the Churchfields 
Industrial Estate. When one is considering suitable 'Brownfield' sites this must surely rank as the greatest in need of re-
developement. I cannot imagine a more inappropriate spot either to place let alone attempt to sustain such a relic. the City and 



the County planners need to place this at the very top of their list and then plan around it's repositioning. The chaos that this 
dinosaur of a development creates in the City is a disgrace. Forget about everything until it is first removed then re-sited. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
no comment, except to say that the modifications to the A 303 surely mean that all plans for the future of the City's development 
need to be re-considered with the opportunities that this may provide. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See above 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
see comments above 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
none 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P3 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth is ok but planning requirements for brownfield sites should be in line with greenfield sites. The figure would 
be okay if the planning requirementd were amended. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Reidents of Salisbury should be a higher priority than visitors/tourists. social as opposed to affordable housing should be a major 
priority. Affordable housing prices in Salisbury are too high for first time buyers and there is very little social housing available 
despite the need being greater for rented accomodation. Most proposals for house building in Salisbury seem to want to use 



areas of the floodplains despite the environmental impact. Plans for the city centre fail to take into account the fact that it is a 
Medieval city, residents want shopping variety not more "leisure" facilities. We have enough pubs, clubs, restaurants and the like. 
Unfortunately, unless business rates are reduced, the shopping experience in the city will be dull and unlikely to draw even 
residents into town. It is already evident that Salisbury residents prefer the variety of shops in Southampton, Andover or 
Bournemouth. Building homes should always take priority over views of the Cathedral, views of Old Sarum are already protected 
due to the fact that Hudsons' Field was left to "the people of Salisbury for their enjoyment and leisure". 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Local ameneties, educational provision, highways and transport. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Any plans need to be set out clearly and include their impact on the existing environment, in it's widest sense. Salisbury residents 
must be consulted about any plans with those plans being full and concise. Questions in all consultation documents must be 
clear and not open to interpretation. No scale answers as in 1 - 10 as degrees of argeement/disagreement, direct questions that 
require a yes/no answer should be used. 



 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P4 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Salisbury Escape Rooms 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Higher 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. Developing the Maltings belongs to more retail a past era. If anything the City centre should be shrunk to allow for far fewer 
retail outlets. 
2. Agreed 
3. Agreed 



4. Salisbury and Wilton yes but why try to keep the satellite settlements separate? They are to all intents and purposes part of 
Salisbury and to try to keep them separate simply foster division in an already small place 
5. Agreed. Land and buildings that are currently either empty or on the outskirts of the central retail area eg. Castle St, the end of 
Winchester St, Catherine St should be de-comercialised and changed to affordable housing. There must be hundreds of 
(potential) flats above shops that are empty. Also 90% of Catherine St is charity shops and one or two long established 
businesses (Traveler's World, The Music Room) whilst large parts of The Market Square, Fish Row and High Street are vacant. 
Is it not possible to make Catherine St a residential road and move the businesses into the centre? Having a higher central 
population would encourage growth in the city centre and reduce road usage and pollution. 
6. Don't understand what 5ha is - but retail needs to contract to reflect modern realities 
7, I don't see how this can be achieved. The long term goal should be to move the Industrial Estate away from the current 
location.  At least vehicular access should be directed away from  Fisherton Street and station approach. Can the roads be 
lowered under the other railway bridges into the estate? 
8. Yes 
9. Yes 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes but city centre locations should be properly utilised (eg old post office buildings in Castle St. The old Bingo Hall site) 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Affordable 'green' housing 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The visual impact (too many identikit estates) encourage local materials and style 



The visitor economy. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The council must think long-term to have a vision of what Salisbury should look like and offer once all the development has been 
completed. Now there are piecemeal though important factors like the Fisherton Street improvements but they need to be dealt 
with in context with the vision for the city. This 'vision' work has been done at great expense so please do not ignore it. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P5 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I would like to object to the proposal to build 275 more homes by the Portway. The countryside is beautiful and the roads are 
already congested enough as it is. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I would like to object to the proposal to build 275 more homes by the Portway. The countryside is beautiful and the roads are 
already congested enough as it is. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I would like to object to the proposal to build 275 more homes by the Portway. The countryside is beautiful and the roads are 
already congested enough as it is. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I would like to object to the proposal to build 275 more homes by the Portway. The countryside is beautiful and the roads are 
already congested enough as it is. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
I would like to object to the proposal to build 275 more homes by the Portway. The countryside is beautiful and the roads are 
already congested enough as it is. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I would like to object to the proposal to build 275 more homes by the Portway. The countryside is beautiful and the roads are 
already congested enough as it is. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P6 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Home Owner 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Taking the city further north into the Old Sarum green belt area is not the best solution.  There are no Shops/Fuel/amenities in the 
area. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The site at Old Sarum is directly in my view from my house.  I bought the house just two years ago and the view from the front 
was one of the main reasons I bought the house. 
The other sites do not destroy peoples views of the countryside. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The countryside 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Access to shops.  People from Old Sarum area have one small shop there are NO supermarkets o fuel stations to sustain further 
development at Old Sarum. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The site at Old Sarum provides many houses with views into the countryside, building an estate in front of those houses would 
devalue their property value.  What thought has been given to the residents that have these views. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P7 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Brownfield over greenfield 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Site 1 (Old Sarum) is the least appropriate development for many reasons. 
First there is overdevelopment of the area, every developer promises amenities and these have not materialised and it results in 
more plans for more houses in place of employment/recreational land. 
One road in and out of the new site will result in collisions as it is already a road where the majority unfortunately speed on with 
no deterrent. Having to pull out of the proposed entrance/exit and also the allotment spot is dangerous. One main opposing 
reason! 
This would result in housing being built right up to an old Roman road (monarchs way). 
Old Sarum and Longhedge have had their fair share of development and the airfield was recently denied planning, so what 
precedent will more houses at the site stated mean for the airfield. The airfield was quite rightly denied planning from a sensible 
inspector, hopefully those making these site allocations have sense and listen to these responses.  
Development there will lead to even further traffic on the road which is already congested and again all the residents have no 
local amenities!! Developers failing the local area again, they haven’t even finished Old Sarum! 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Don’t build on the old Sarum site 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Doesn’t matter as the developers rarely produce links, amenities and what they should. Old Sarum should not be expanded 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P8 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Any growth in residential homes needs to have appropriate infrastructure in place. Support it. Salisbury is already struggling with 
poor infrastructure so development in the immediate vicinity of Salisbury should be discouraged. Development for Salisbury 
should focus on the area within the outer ring with focus on development of brownfield sites which in turn would add catchment to 
local businesses already struggling with lack of custom. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Existing development in the immediate vicinity of Salisbury is already stretching infrastructure. Build more homes but make 
sure false promises from developers don’t simply paper over cracks in infrastructure. The Planning Authorities seem to fall for it 
every time and developers grand plans fall short when it comes to delivery. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Infrastructure: Roads, doctors surgeries, pharmacies, residents parking, local shops, youth facilities, public transport, pedestrian 
access, speed limits, congestion and quality of life for those moving to the area and the existing residents. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Residents wellbeing 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Having objected at every turn to residential development of Old Sarum Airfield, allowing further development in Old Sarum 
without upgrading infrastructure linking Old Sarum to Salisbury and increasing local facilities seems to be very much an “about 
face” but the Planning Authority. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P9 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities are broadly right, but there needs to be prioritisation placed on the road / transportation infrastructure which would 
enable alternative locations for development to be opened up 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1 is not a good location for development, its distance from, position relative to the key amenities in the city (secondary 
schools, train station and supermarkets) and access to key transportation routes to Southampton, London, and towards 
Warminster) will place a reliance on cars for transportation counter to the drive for sustainable transport and exacerbate traffic 
congestion problems on Castle Road, the ring road with resulting increase in traffic on rat runs through Ford, Woodford Valley 
etc. More central locations and brownfield development to reinvigorate the city centre, and area around Churchfields and 
Netherhampton would be much better locations. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Road infrastructure to improve traffic flow around the ring road. a flat traffic, free cycle route to the city centre and secondary 
schools 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Transportation and regeneration of the city centre should be the biggest issues. Focusing housing provision in and within short 
walking distance of the city centre with an aim to develop brownfield sites and converting the over provision of retail space to 
housing. Sorting out congestion on the Southampton Road, Wilton Road, London Road, Ring Road, Castle Road should be 
prioritised as this will open up other options for housing locations. Segregated cycle provision between key amenities and 
housing centred should also be a focus - creating green corridors. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P10 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Too high, it should be lower. The roads leading into Salisbury are already congested, further housing off the Portway will lead to 
further cars driving into Salisbury via the Bee Hive/Castle Road. The existing housing/planning at Old Sarum has not been 
completed with shops buildings & doctors surgery empty, being built to a specification which makes them unfit for purpose. 
Further ‘industrial land’ has also been left  to waste land. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Conserving landscape, not just letting housing estates merge & improve infrastructure 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. The roads leading into Salisbury are already congested, further housing off the Portway will lead to further cars driving into 
Salisbury via the Bee Hive/Castle Road. The existing housing/planning at Old Sarum has not been completed with shops 
buildings & doctors surgery empty, being built to a specification which makes them unfit for purpose. Further ‘industrial land’ has 
also been left  to waste land. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The property developers need to complete their work on a site before moving into another. Secondary planning should not allow 
for houses to be ‘doubled up’ on plots, roads should be wider, more parking spaces should be provided, lots of open spaces, 
proper foot paths to existing housing, not left to the end or being made to an inadequate standard. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
A ring road is needed to help reduce congestion of traffic just trying to get around the city. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please make sure the developers provide quality builds and fulfil their commitment for shops, open spaces, jobs, transport routes 
etc. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P11 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
With so many houses being proposed in the timeframe brownfield site should be the main target (80%) Salisbury is surrounded 
by beautiful greenfield sites and these should be protected as far as possible for biodiversity. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
A critical missing point is the infrastructure to support additional housing. Salisbury roads are constantly gridlocked, the people 
friendly Salisbury pushes more traffic onto the ring road that everyone has to drive on to get around or out of Salisbury. People 



don't work in Salisbury they have to commute one way or another. The train station is on the ring road, buses are slow and 
impractical to commute to Andover/Southampton etc.  
Anytime road works are put in it affects multiple other areas. Accidents cause carnage around the roads too as they all lead into 
each other with traffic lights and junctions. Adding additional housing, people and cars will only add to this chaos. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Old Sarum - the airfield was rejected for planning. There is not the infrastructure to sustain additional housing and cars going 
up and down castle road. Hundreds of houses have already been built at Old Sarum.  
There are more road routes at the bottom of Salisbury so this should be the priority area for building. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Maintaining greenfield site for farming and biodiversity, wildlife.  
Maintaining the view from Old Sarum in all directions and not blighting the view with 1000's of houses. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Transport, road links, traffic issues, pollution. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P12 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Overall the scale of groqth seems reasonable. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree with these priorities as long as the transport system is upgraded to match. I am firmly of the belief that a proper bypass for 
through traffic should be a key inclusion in planning. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 6 and 7 seem to be suitable for further developemnt.  
I have serious concerns with Site 1 to the NE of Old Sarum where it abuts the Monarchs Way and will impact the adjacent 
ancient sites . The field in question gives a clear gap between the ancient footpath and the current development and the new 
Longhedge development also maintains a gap which currently ensures the rural nature of the historic path is maintained. The 
footpath has many users who would be affected. Despite the objections of a local, vocal, minority in the area I believe the 
development on the air field is a better fit. That land is closer to the park and ride and existing services/facilities. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Maintaning the history of the area and rural nature of existing footpaths. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The transport links to cross salisbury are seriously in need of review and a bypass should be at the forefront of all development 
plans. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P13 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Scale of growth is probably about right, but must avoid green belt development 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Better transport links and infrastructure are required across the board in all areas before this could be considered 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Certainly not, the existing site at Old Sarum is still not fully developed as it should be and the roads are still unadopted. I am 
concerned about the additional traffic on the Portway and the damage it will cause, especially in winter as significant potholes are 
already in existence and not repaired as often as they should be. Also, there will be a general reduction in air quality in the area. I 
am also concerned about other infrastructure and amenities as we currently only have one small local shop for the area, which is 
often under stocked and this will be far from sufficient for a lot more houses. The school already has two very large classes in 
reception and there would then have to be another school opened/ built to accommodate them. The impact on the feel and look 
of the local area cannot be underestimated too. The whole point of the green area beyond the country park was to be a green 
pleasant space to enjoy and mark the boundary of the outskirts of Salisbury with the rural area and will likely cause reduction in 
value of existing properties in the area, when we bought in good faith that there would not be more development there. Unless 
there are significant and well-planned hefty infrastructure improvements this would be an absolute disaster for the local area. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See above 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
No, but these are not in order of importance hopefully? The top priorities should be health of existing area and residents, then 
education and transport. I'm assuming waste disposal ( both rubbish and sewerage) is included in the green and blue 
infrastructure too. 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
Please ensure this plan is widely disseminated on both electronic and social media and also hard copy to local residents as I was 
only made aware of this by our local councillor and I believe it to not be well publicised, despite it significantly affecting our local 
community. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P14 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The growth target looks very high considering the amount of development we have already had since 2006. Another 940 homes 
to be accommodated. We should wait another 5 years and review the situation and give the homes currently being built or have 
not yet been started time to see what the up take will be. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Improving the congestion issue in and around Salisbury. More houses, more people more movement means more congestion. 
Not good for our city. 



Improvement of facilities in new housing developments. Doctors, pharmaceutical services, hairdressers, food outlets etc for locals 
to use so less movement into the busier more congested areas of Salisbury. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
They look like good options. Surprised not see more development opportunities on Devizes road, highpost towards amesbury 
and past the hospital towards Blandford? 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
How you integrate them correctly and sensitivity into the existing community, so that current home owners are not impacted 
negatively.  
Take into account why they bought their property to being with and address these concerns sensitively. Was it the view, the 
position on the outside of the development, access to walking space, quality of house etc  
Current facilities for the local community, shops, amenities, health and beauty services. So there is less pressure put on the 
roads into the city and communities can shop and use their local communities, ie hairdressers, restaurants, doctors, pharmacy, 
takeaways, vets and not have to get in their car and travel. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P15 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



No, I do not approve building at Concept site one. - North of Old Sarum 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
[TEXT REDACTED] The area is already saturated and the local services such as roads of under strain. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P16 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I am content with your revised estimate. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
A prerequisite of all nine priorities is the urgent necessity to work with Highways England and the DoT to build the southern route 
Salisbury Bypass together with major changes and improvements to the well-known existing bottlenecks all around the city. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes. This is a thoroughly professional and commendable exercise - but it is light on road transport options. See 10 below. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Access, environmental impact and air quality. I am concerned that the sites on the south side of the city should not block the 
route of a southern bypass in the future. That would compound the folly of failing to build it when it was first identified by the 1949 
'Newer Sarum - A Plan for Salisbury' by the distinguished post-war town planner Thomas Sharp, commissioned by Salisbury City 
Council. It is extraordinary how in 2021 you have come up with many of the same answers! 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Yes - as the 1949 Plan said, "It is the city's own functions which generate most of the traffic on its streets. Salisbury,  indeed, is a 
city which must, for its existence, make it possible for traffic to enter, leave and move about with reasonable ease.... If no such 
provision is made thn Salisbury must fail in its prime functions, and in doing so must inevitably decline". 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Priorities and plans for the future of the City of Salisbury should lie with the residents and taxpayers. I know it is beyond the 
scope of this plan to address the democratic deficit that exists, but it should be noted that when it comes to decision-making by 
Wiltshire Council, not one member of the Cabinet comes from Salisbury (with eight Councillors). 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P17 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
New housing shouyld be on brownfield sites wherever possible. Since developers are unlikely to favour brownfield site 
development the local authority should set a target and greenfield site development restricted until this target is met. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I am broadly in agreement with these priorities but would stress the need to improve integration of the Churcfields site with the 
city. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I am content with development at site 7. I have some reservations about developing site 8 because of the landscape impact on 
the AONB. I have a more serious reservation about developing site 6 because this represents the current visual boundary 
between Salisbury and Britford. development there would effectively produce a ribbon of development from Harnham Cross 
through to the southern boudary of Britford 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Traffic management at Harnham Cross.  Maintenance of a visual break between Salisbury and Britford. Landscaping of site 8 to 
reduce intrusion on the outlook toward the AONB 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Carbon dioxide emissions and sustainability.  
New housing should not necessarily incorporate car parking and vehicle access. Improved pedestrian and cycle access with 
good public transport links and local services eg. shops, schools, medical facilities can reduce dependence on private car use. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
If the Britford site is to be developed then include a pedestreian/cycle route with a new bridge over the river to provide access to 
services on the Southampton Rd. 
Any new build housing should include high standards of insulation and not rely on fossil fuel for heating 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P18 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): SOS Save Our Salisbury 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth seems to bear no relationship to the availability of employment, which is very limited. Unless Salisbury is to 
become a retirement centre, the type of development growth envisaged will not meet the real current need, which is for rented 
housing affordable to those on low wages, of whom there are many. Relying on the private sector to fill the need for this type of 
social housing by means of a quota imposed at the planning stage is producing insufficient new stock. If more people could 
access social housing, it might free up privately rented properties for sale. 
Events in the wider world suggest that many more workers will be working from home at least part of the time, and so I am 
unsure about the justification for further employment land and wonder whether this might be used for housing instead to prevent 
further encroachment on green fields. 
I am in favour of a brownfield target and believe that the changing nature of our city centre retail environment will bring forward 
more options in this respect than in the past. 
 



 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. There is no mention of the Wilton Parkway station which has been previously mooted. Is this scheme dead? If not, how would 
it affect the Salisbury station project? Whilst welcoming the River Park, it is no longer clear to me exactly what mix of land uses is 
proposed for the wider Maltings/central car park area. The drip-feed nature of funding is not showing the public the full picture of 
what is envisaged. Concerns about a reduction in available parking spaces are not going to disappear as the city's population 
expands. Last autumn's Wiltshire Creative presentation on the Biophilic Living project in Swansea was inspirational in showing 
what can be achieved by including green space within residential/commercial buildings and perhaps holds lessons for Salisbury. 
2. Clarity needs to be provided on the future of the City Hall, first of all. A 'cultural destination' requires a sizeable concert venue 
and the building is much in need of modernisation. I doubt very much that the visitor economy will be maximised by building 
housing on Brown Street and Salt Lane car parks and failing to completely redevelop the appalling Culver Street car stack into a 
clean, welcoming facility for visitors, particularly those needed to revitalise the night-time economy, who are unlikely to be 
prepared to travel by park and ride. 
3. Absolutely vital. There are constant attempts to build at the top of Bishops Drive in Harnham, for example. Why can this land 
not be designated as part of a continuous wildlife corridor as it adjoins Harnham Slope? Green infrastructure such as this needs 
designation and protection once and for all. The public needs to be consulted on what it regards as the vital green spaces in and 
around the city, including those such as Britford Lane or Lime Kiln Way, and they need to be given conservation status. 
4. If this is to be achieved I can see no further scope for greenfield development on the outskirts of the city, yet the demand for 
this from government is insatiable. The option of a new settlement near Porton scientific community should be further explored, 
promptly. 
5. Absolutely a priority. I believe the hospital has plans for more staff housing? For key workers, including teachers and care 
workers, who are deterred by Salisbury's house prices, might it be possible for Wiltshire's Stone Circle companies to acquire 
disused office accommodation to convert for residential use? 
6. I have not seen demand for business growth identified or quantified, so cannot comment. A policy of encouraging home-
working spaces to be built into all new residential properties might be beneficial. 
7. The road surfaces in Churchfields are dreadful, if you compare them with, for example, industrial estates in Trowbridge. 
Relocating the household recycling centre to a more suitably sized site should be a priority.  
8. Agreed. Redevelopment should not reduce car parking spaces given the hospital's wide catchment area. 



9. Designate important green spaces within the built environment as 'no build' zones. Create a joined-up wildlife corridor using 
these spaces. Consider implementing Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership's proposals for a safe radial network of 
cycle/walking routes into the city using off-road routes. 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes, provided you accept the premise that this level of new housing is required in the city itself, rather than some of it as infill in 
outlying villages where there is a shortage of affordable accommodation. The problem is the refusal to build affordable housing 
on its own, without lucrative, huge new estates of private housing as the quid pro quo. While this is the model relied on, there's 
little choice of sites. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Increased traffic through Harnham gyratory, which already faces a huge increase in vehicles accessing the proposed new 
housing on Netherhampton Road. Any solution proposed has to respect the amenity of people already living close to the 
gyratory. 
Increased jams on Castle Road, which cannot be widened. The need for the Core Strategy to be revisited to remove core policy 
25 and ensure that no further residential development takes place in this area. A doctor's surgery required at Old Sarum. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The need to remove the threat of development from Old Sarum airfield and ensure the restoration of its listed buildings so that it 
can continue as an active airfield and provide a 'green lung' and a wildlife resource among all the new development concentrated 
around it. 
The fact that the perceived need for housing is not matched by employment opportunities. 



The demise of traditional retail. 
The absence of a local authority speaking not just for Salisbury but for all the outlying communities which rely on it and which 
used to form part of its administrative district. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P19 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Higher as possible for brownfield sites as despite all the consultation re: redevelopment of the Maltings / Central car park area 
nothing has happened other than demolition of the C& A site. There are many empty retail units as a result of large retailers 
going bust and large firms relocating elsewhere in the U.K. or closing offices with large empty sites in the city centre that I think 
would be good to be developed into flats for younger people - not more retirement flats! 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



It’s all well and good but how are you going to keep Britford separated from Salisbury if you plan to build new homes on both 
sides of Downton Rd right up to where the Britford park and ride site is? 
Also before you start building new homes in the Harnham/ Netherhampton Rd / off the A354 Coombe Rd areas you need to sort 
out the traffic problems that usually plague the Harnham gyratory road junction and the A36 Southampton Rd and which are the 
source of big queues on Downton Rd, New Bridge Rd and Harnham Rd during the morning rush hour , on Friday afternoons and  
bank holiday weekend as traffic use these route s n preference to the A36 Churchill way. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Whilst I have no objection building new homes north and south of Downton Rd how are you possibly going to keep Britford 
separate to Salisbury?  However have you actually asked people in our local area what community facilities we need? 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Whilst a new GP surgery for  the east  Harnham Downton Rd area would be great, I would question if we need another nursery 
when there are already several in the local vicinity. Why is no thought being given to provision for an  additional secondary school 
in the Harnham area as all the secondary schools to which most pupils from the Harnham area go to are oversubscribed (eg 
Wyvern St Edmunds, Trafalgar school at Downton) and building a new secondary school for the Harnham area would massively 
cut down the need for school transport and parents driving children to schools in Laverstock and Downton and arguably help 
reduce congestion on the A338 and to the Laverstock schools site. When the new houses that are being built at Harnham park 
and off the Netherhampton Rd are occupied I doubt very much that parents will choose to send their children to Sarum Academy 
where there are spaces as wrong side of Salisbury to feasibly get to. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Yes investment iin roads including an A36 bypass for Salisbury 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P20 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local resident of Old sarum 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Growth should be limited to small sites not huge sites by big developers who build to a dwelling formula and do not introduce 
diversity in layout or design. Definitely introduce a brownfield target and also create a "green belt" around Salisbury to stop the 
increase in huge developments around the perimeter. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No mention of creating vibrant local neighbourhoods in the many recent developments by the provision of local services such as 
health/doctor, local shopping etc. bus services. Otherwise all listed priorities are sensible but the development of the centre of 



Salisbury for leisure and as a cultural, entertainment centre is the most important to generate places to go for all ages and attract 
more tourism for the local economy. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1 Do not agree that there should be further development because of traffic problems with connection to Portway and amount 
of traffic along A345 into Salisbury, maintaining a semi-rural area and view from the North approach, loss of good agriculture land 
(especially with need to grow more UK produce), no local services such as health centre/doctor and need more diverse retail 
besides one shop at present, loss of rural walk vista along Monarch Way and no evening/late night bus service for teenagers or 
those not wishing to drive at night. 
No building on the other sites as add to traffic entering Salisbury from the south 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I do not agree with any more building on any of the sites. If this stance is not supported then development on the sites should be 
no more than 10% of the attached housing developments plus adding the services and infrastructure as listed for Site 1 to 
existing or future development. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Improvement of the "Harnham Gyratory System" to ease traffic congestion in the south 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



Salisbury is even more well known throughout the world due to recent events and historical anniversaries, therefore there should 
be a concerted effort by all parties to make our city as an attractive destination to visit as York and Canterbury. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P21 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Salisbury & Wilton Swifts 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth should be kept to the minimum required to fulfil the requirement.  If there are brownfield sites in the City 
which are not being used, pressure and penalties should be put on landowners to release them for building.  This is providing 
such sites have not become natural small wildlife havens or provide much needed green spaces and corridors which are 
extremely important to keep in the built environment, not all green spaces should be ‘manicured’. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Are these listed in terms of priority?   



Improving the road network around the City to avoid congestion on all routes of the ring road should be included. 
A high priority should be to stop the city centre being used as a ‘rat run’, reintroduce People Friendly Streets.  Such a measure 
would contribute to many of the key issues the city is facing – influencing climate change, reducing air pollution, creating a more 
attractive city for residents, visitors and tourists alike and promote feelings of health & wellbeing, which in turn would provide 
increased opportunities for retail and leisure businesses.    
Incorporate the detailed work already undertaken by SAGP in their Salisbury Area Greenspace partnership concept plan 
We do not understand what is meant by ‘improving Churchfields such that it integrates better within the city’?? 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
From the Site Selection Report the 3 sites do appear to be the most appropriate. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Robust policies and planning conditions to ensure developers create the type of development that local people desire.  Most new 
development will be converting green sites to a ‘built environment’ and therefore the LA has a responsibility to provide habitats for 
those species who are able to thrive in such an environment eg swifts and other small building dependent birds, bats, hedgehog, 
reptiles, bees etc. Strict conditions should be set to ensure each dwelling provides a habitat for such species. Conditions should 
also be set on all new development to ensure solar power and electric vehicle points are installed on all houses. Over the life of 
the new Local Plan the Local Authority should set increasingly ambitious targets for sustainable building techniques and materials 
aiming toward carbon neutrality for both the construction and the future occupancy of each dwelling. Each development should 
have sufficient green space and green corridors should be established to link each development both to the city central and the 
peripheral routes outwards from the city to provide safe, pleasant routes and encourage less use of the car (see SAGP concept 
plan). To ensure there is a mix of house sizes with affordable and rentable houses in the mix.  To ensure each development has 
individual character not just out of the developers’ ‘pattern book’. To ensure each can become a community, with play areas not 
only for children but also appropriate provision for teenagers. 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Given both Wiltshire and Salisbury Councils have committed to the climate emergency we would like them to increase their 
expectation for net biodiversity gain for all new development from 10% to 20% as have many local authorities when redrafting 
their local plans eg Swindon. 
We would like all new dwellings to be built with a range of ecological enhancement measures to provide some mitigation for the 
loss of green space. There are species which can exist or adapt to the built environment and these should be encouraged by 
providing specific ecological enhancements such as integrated bird, bat and bee bricks, and hedgehog highways as well as 
ponds and safe spaces for reptiles. There is growing photographic evidence from studies being undertaken at The Duchy of 
Cornwall sites that integrated ‘swift’ bricks are being used by a variety of small bird species and could be described as a 
‘universal’ brick for such species as the red-listed house sparrow and starling, the amber (soon to be red-listed) swift, blue tits, 
great tits and even house martins. 
We would like to see integrated bird bricks in a ratio of 1 per dwelling which is now generally accepted as good practice eg. 
- The award-winning Exeter City Council Residential Design Guide SPD (2010). The RSPB SW  Regional Office has been 
working with Exeter Planners over a period of 10 years on the implementation of the biodiversity requirements of this guide and 
there is acceptance that in many cases the most suitable box type for all cavity nesting birds is the swift brick.  
- A similar standard was adopted by the Town and Country Planning Association and the Wildlife Trusts in ‘Planning for a 
Healthy Environment - Good Practice for Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity’ (2012)  
- The Duchy of Cornwall adopted the same principles in 2015, and a good example of the provision of a general type of 
integral box for all cavity nesting birds is the Nansledan development by The Duchy of Cornwall in Newquay.  
- The Cornwall Council Biodiversity Guide (2018) gives prescriptive measures for the provision of bat and bird boxes, again 
at the rate of 1 nest place per new dwelling.  
- The Oxford City Council Technical Advice Note on Biodiversity gives an ‘expected provision’ of bird nest sites for building 
dependent birds (i.e. swifts) at a rate of 1 per house and 1 per 2 flats, with separate provision for bats at a rate of 1 per 5 houses.  
Provision of such nest boxes in schools, student accommodation and hotels is addressed by a ratio of 1 per 250 m2 floor space.  
- 2020 Brighton & Hove City Council have conditioned a minimum of 3 swift nest bricks or 2 per dwelling in all new 
developments that are 5 m high or above and commercial developments will be required to have a minimum of 3 boxes, or 1 per 
50sqm of floor spaces. 
We believe such provision is in line with current government guidelines: 



- National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2019)13 states: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by: ...minimising impacts on and providing net gains in biodiversity...” (Section 170d).  
..../continued in 'further comments' 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
..../continued from SB9 
We believe such provision is in line with current government guidelines: 
- National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2019)13 states: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by: ...minimising impacts on and providing net gains in biodiversity...” (Section 170d).  
- National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG, 2019)14 states: “…relatively small features can often achieve important 
benefits for wildlife, such as incorporating ‘swift bricks’ and bat boxes in developments and providing safe routes for hedgehogs 
between different areas of habitat” (Natural Environment, Paragraph 023, Reference ID: 8‐023‐20190721).  
- Living With Beauty (Government’s Building Better Building Beautiful Commission, 30/01/20)15 recommends: "Bricks for 
bees and birds in new build homes" (Policy Proposition 33, page 110).  
- Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government press release (21/07/19)16 stated: “For the first time the 
government has set out its expectations on how developers can protect specific species, including using ‘hedgehog highways’ 
and hollow swift bricks – which are installed into the walls of new build homes, allowing the birds to nest safely. This follows 
public interest for protecting these much-loved animals, with one petition receiving support from over half a million people.”  
- Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 200617 states: “Every public authority must, in exercising its 
functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving 
biodiversity” (Section 40).  
Relatively small measures can be conditioned into all new developments to help ensure the built environment can sustain as 
much wildlife as possible.  It is now widely recognised that being close to nature and wildlife improves our health and well-being.  
Therefore, it makes practical sense to include measures such as integrated bird nesting bricks, bat bricks, bee bricks and 
hedgehog highways in the very least.  All these measures are very simple, cheap and effective.  Later this year the British 
Standards Institute will be publishing BS 42021 Biodiversity and the built environment: Specification for the Design and 
Installation of Bird Boxes, which shows the importance they are placing on the inclusion of integrated bird provision in new 
development. 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P22 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The growth is to fast. Too many new homes planned. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Conserving the historic values of Salisbury. We also have great wildlife in and around Salisbury so this should be a major 
concern. Infrastructure should definitely be a priority the roads and roads systems are poor. Air quality on the surrounding 
villages also should be considered. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site one 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Environmental impact 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Environmental impact  
Conservation of history 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I think the planning for the Downton road sites would have devastating consequences for the surrounding wildlife, air quality in 
Britford village would be reduced and it would ruin the views 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P23 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



No, we need these open areas to wander especially personally Britford area for some peace & quiet away from the traffic. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
A by-pass which the city desperately needs & still doesn’t have. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Don’t ruin our city with more traffic due the building of housing in our surrounding countryside. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P24 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
After considering the concerns of Britford Parish Council about large-scale housing development swamping their village and the 
problem of surface water run-off onto Downton Road and down into the village I wish to stress more strongly than in my previous 
submission the need for potential brownfield sites in the city to be pursued as a priority. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



I cannot see how developing Site 6 preserves the landscape setting of Salisbury when it leaves just a token 'viewing strip' across 
to the Cathedral. The landscape setting of Salisbury and the need to maintain separation between the city and surrounding 
communities needs to be given higher priority. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
In my previous submission I accepted grudgingly that building on Site 6 might be inevitable. My concerns about Site 6 have been 
strengthened by reading the objections from Britford Parish Council, with which I agree wholeheartedly.  Groundwater saturation 
of fields never seems to be accepted as 'flooding' by planners, and therefore concerns about it are downplayed, but that water 
will have to go somewhere. Residents of the village clearly understand that this places their homes at greater risk, and they are, 
presumably, best placed to know. If site 7 has to go ahead, why not make site 6 a country park, as the villagers suggest, thereby 
maintaining the separation between communities required by the council's own policies? 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See answers to question 9. A country park on Site 6 would have two benefits: preserving the landscape views across to the city, 
and reducing flood risk. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Salisbury needs purpose-built affordable rented homes and relying on private developers to provide them as an afterthought 
tacked on to more lucrative schemes is never going to fill the need. 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P25 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The Salisbury area has seen enormous growth in housing provision since we moved here in 2006. The figure should be much 
lower. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
[see comment on Winterslow under the Empowering Rural Communities responses] 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P26 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
There should be a brownfield target and this should be as high as possible so as not to impact greenfield sites and the feeling 
that Salisbury is a city in the countryside, with views of the Cathedral unimpeded. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
It is vital to maintain separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and adjacent settlements because a major industry in 
Salisbury is tourism.  By obscuring the Cathedral views and creating an urban sprawl, Salisbury would lose its cultural 
importance.  There needs to be much more emphasis on developing the City Centre, to fill the empty premises to give the City a 



less derelict look and to ensure that it is a major tourism hotspot with local shops and restaurants in preference to large chains, 
many of which have now closed. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree that sites 6 and 7 are appropriate sites upon which to build.  Already the traffic on the A338 Downton Road is often 
at a standstill and not just in the rush hour but any time of the day as the traffic from the South, the District Hospital and 
Netherhampton all meets at the Harnham Gyratory.  With the plans to build more than 600 houses in Harnham going ahead the 
roads will struggle to cope. This will have an adverse affect on the air quality as well as increase light and noise pollution. The 
proposal to build a further 330 houses will increase the traffic volume enormously, with long queues and congestion and giving 
rise to cars choosing to cut through built up roads (especially Milton Road and Burford Avenue) where there are parked cars 
restricting traffic, as well as cyclists and pedestrians.   
Building to the North of the A338 will mean that Salisbury and Britford will merge, obstructing the view of the Cathedral on 
approach to Salisbury from the South and creating an unattractive urban sprawl. 
The field is also instrumental in maintaining drainage from the hill to the South of the A338 so restructuring the land will lead to 
flooding, especially as with climate change higher rainfall is more common.  When Salisbury suffers days of heavy rain the 
bottom of the field floods as the river Avon spreads on to the flood plain. Wildlife will by definition be affected. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should NOT be built on.  If it were to go ahead it would be impossible not to be affected by all the comments in question 9 
(SB3) 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 



The proposal that secondary school children should go to Sarum Academy once more puts pressure on the roads around sites 6 
and 7 as undoubtedly they would be driven to school, increasing the traffic, noise and pollution.  Primary school children should 
be able to walk to school. 
Transport will always be an issue in Salisbury.  The Park and Ride only takes you into town but not everyone works or goes to 
school  in the city meaning that it is not necessary helpful to ease congestion. 
Although the plans include landscaping the site this can never be as good as natural beauty! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I truly believe that adding more housing to the area to the South of Salisbury (ie sites 6 and 7) would have a catastrophic affect 
on Salisbury, on traffic levels and ensuing congestion, on the presentation of the City to visitors, on the air quality, on light and 
noise levels all of which would be irreversible and will not contribute to our attempts to reduce carbon emissions and the effects 
of  climate change.  Flooding may well also increase. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P27 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Brownfield developments are my preferred option 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Prevent further housing development on the outskirts of Salisbury. I would particularly like to object to the proposed development 
of 135 houses in Church Rd Laverstock. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not have a strong preference for which site to build on, but I would prefer development on brownfield sites rather than 
greenfield 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The road infrastructure and whether it can support new housing. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Ability of roads to carry additional traffic without congestion, extra pollution and danger around schools. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please reconsider the wisdom of the proposed development in Church Rd Lavertsock Salisbury. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P28 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I genuinely believe that the expansion onto Greenfield land is totally unjustifiable.  The proposals in Particular to build next to 
Britford Village and the hospital field will only serve to worsen the already horrendous traffic congestion on the Downton Road 
and will utterly ruin the beautiful spire view on entry to the city.  It will have a detrimental environmental impact and will ruin the 
character of East Harnham and Britford Village.  It will increase the risk of surface water flooding massively. 
The Hospital currently enjoys uninterrupted views over incredible countryside..  This is a true tonic for the patients and hard-
working staff.  Salisbury does not have the capacity to support its residents currently with adequate employment.  If expansion 
occurs it should only be on brownfield sites with infrastructure, medical facilities, employment opportunity and multiple access 
routes such as the Old Sarum site. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
I believe that people friendly streets should be revisited and that more tourist accommodation should be made available in the 
city centre.  By bringing in tourism overnight from Stonehenge this will help to increase income in shops, bars and restaurants.  
Pedestrianisation is good for air quality, safety and developing a more European Cafe culture in our beautiful Mediaeval City. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I agree with site 1- multiple entry routes to the city and already next to significant building development. 
I strongly disagree with site 6.  Firstly it completely blurs the boundaries between Britford Village and Salisbury.  It presents a 
flood risk, will increase congestion (on the already hugely congested) Downton Road and Harnham interchange.  It will destroy 
the Spire view on entry into the City and will have a negative impact on wildlife.  It also clearly sits adjacent to. the flood plain 
which it will contribute too. 
Site 7- I also strongly disagree with.  Ruins our beautiful hospital with Spire and Countryside views.  Again has a poor access 
route to the city which is already congested.  Is used by Citizens of Salisbury for dog walking and currently has uninterrupted and 
beautiful views of the Wiltshire Countryside.  Again will contribute to flooding on the Downton Road and in Britford Village.  
Schools and Doctor's facilities are not nearby or included in the plans. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The character and uniqueness of Britford Village and the likelihood that it will flood.  The views on entry to our beautiful city of the 
Cathedral Spire.  The Nature reserves and views of countryside that are currently available to patients and staff at the hospital.  
The environmental impact of destroying natural habitat for wildlife adjacent to already overly congested routes into the city. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 



 
The local economy needs to be revised in light of the pandemic.  I do not believe that given the economic downturn that the 
destruction in Greenfield sites in order to satisfy the greed of Developers is justified.  Salisbury is struggling and needs a boost to 
tourism, retail and hospitality more so than it needs more new homes. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Building on sites 6 and 7 is an absolute dereliction of Council duties in my humble opinion.  The employment and economic 
situation in Salisbury at present simply does not and cannot allow us to go against common sense, environmental and historical 
considerations.  Salisbury is a beautiful place and should remain so.  Housing developments of cramped low quality new homes 
that are situated on congested routes on flood plains cannot and should not even be considered let alone recommended for 
public consultation. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P29 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I don't see the growth figure in itself to be the issue but the lack of wider plan as to how this increase in grown fits within the 
transport infrastructure; firstly in terms of relieving the considerable congestion experienced in parts of the town and secondly the 
poor inclusion of cycling infrastructure. These aspects require a whole-scale rethink. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The priorities seem fine yet they seem to be readily ignored or given inadequate weighting when considering potential sites. E.g. 
sites 6&7 (North & South of Downton Road) clearly contravene at least 3 of these principles but little or no comment of this is 
made in the proposal summary. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, I do not agree with the conclusions reached for sites 6&7. These options contravene the following principles in the local plan: 
1. Conservation of the landscape setting / sightline of the cathedral upon the approach to the city from Downton. 
2. Separation and distinction between Salisbury and Britford will be entirely lost; eroding the unique rural setting and historic 
identity of Britford and damaging wildlife habitats. 
3. There is no proposed improvement in infrastructure; on the contrary the additional number of homes will further exasperate the 
congestion experienced at the Harnham gyratory, promoting rat-runs on unsuitable roads such as Milton Road and Burford 
Avenue reducing the safety for residents and increasing pollution. There is inadequate of no provision for improved cycle access 
to/from town, Downton or the Southampton Road. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
1. Wider transport infrastructure improvements to reduce congestion in Harnham at peak times. Improved pedestrian/cycle 
access to from town. 
2. Increase boundary between Salisbury / Britford to minimise loss separation/distinction. 
3. Improve ecological construction and wide provision for electric transportation / use of renewable energy in the home. 
4. Reduce number of homes built on N site and increase 'cathedral vista' to minimise loss of cathedral sightline. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P30 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I wish to register my opposition to the proposals to build homes north of Downton Road & south of Downton Road. 
The new builds do not include green features which is unacceptable.  
The sites are suitable for development & the land should be kept as it is. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P31 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I write to you in regard to the above proposal (Building development in Britford, plots 6 and 7), to build 220 houses in a field in 
Britford.  
[TEXT REDACTED] and are very concerned that further building work of this scale will upset the waterways that are already 
stretched, not to mention all the wildlife that will be effected.  
The building of many houses on this site would create very many hard surfaces and therefore a lot of run offs, which already 
occur from the A338. Around Salisbury you can see the problems that we have concerning the volume of traffic and we fear that 
the development on this site would create further problems. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P32 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I know that many many more houses are required. We need to be extremely careful on the positioning of the necessary 
developments. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I am happy with these priorities, but it appears that some are being disregarded in these proposals. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Particularly site 6 contradicts priorities 3, 4 and 9. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Site 6 should not be built on. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Not that I can see. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P33 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Star learning Consultancy 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
There should be a brownfield target taking into account development at Churchfields.  There should also be thought given to the 
impact of the Covid pandemic onto what has happened in Salisbury and the possibility of change of use moves to many of the 
present sites in Salisbury that will no longer retain their previous usage (Debenhams and businesses on New Canal for example) 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The priorities sound good and comprehensive 
I cannot think of any that are missing 



Priority 3,4 and 5 are not met with a number of the aspects of the Local Plan for Wiltshire 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not Site 6, it is highly inappropriate due to water logging and regular flooding which then comes downstream and affects the 
properties on Lower Road in Britford.  It is also a site of ecological sensitivity as part of the Avon floodplain 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
1. Because of the breadth of the Avon valley there are many tributaries and waterways across this low-lying area which make 
it subject to waterlogging and winter flooding (photos attached) 
2. The building of the Park & Ride at the top of Lower Road has already had a large impact on water run-off which cascades 
directly down Lower Road in periods of heavy rain 
3. When areas of hard surface are increased, water run off increases and the possibility for water absorption is hugely 
decreased; see for example the website https://nerc.ukri.org/research/partnerships/ride/lwec/report-cards/water-source12/ .  
Work by Miller et al. (2014) outlines how the change from rural to peri-urban land use can significantly impact upon the flood peak 
and catchment response – with an increase in impervious ground cover from 11% to 44% increasing peak (water) flows (from run 
off) by over 400%.  This particular concern should become a ‘place shaping priority’. 
4. There are some unique species that have their homes along the waterways within the Conservation Area and in particular 
The Navigation – water voles (a protected species), Snipe (a threatened species), Otters (which are beginning to recover from a 
severe decline), Egrets (Protected by The Wildlife and Countryside Act), Great Crested Newts (a protected species), grass 
snakes, bats, Brown Hairstreak Butterflies, and swans, all pf which would be strongly affected by the reduction in habitat.  The 
existence of a Conservation Area ensures their continuing protection  
5. Britford is part of a migratory corridor for many species (particularly birds) which is severely threatened by urban 
development 
6. With an increase in traffic comes the likelihood of accidental damage to the verges and hedges and therefore to the wildlife 
that depends on them  



7. We know that climate change and extremes of weather are no longer a possibility, they are a fact.  Extreme weather 
events will increase in their rate of occurrence and violence.  It is necessary to prepare for these events and not jeopardize the 
ability of communities to withstand them.  Lower Road is narrow and has been subject to flooding at the lower end in heavy rain 
(winter or summer) for many years.   
8. Buildings, roads, driveways and other residential impermeable surfaces decrease the possibility of drainage into the soil 
system due to the attrition of vegetation and the increase of surface water runoff.   This markedly increases the likelihood of 
flooding.   
9. This increase in the probability of flooding has impacts for the long-term, not only for Britford, but also the towns and 
villages downstream from Salisbury, for example Fordingbridge, Downton and the rest of the residential areas along the A338.  
This can endanger not only old and historic cottages and sites but can cause delays on this important road for tourists travelling 
to the coast at Bournemouth. 
10. If we have learned anything from the Covid pandemic and lockdown it is the importance of exercise and fresh air for the 
health of a community.  There is a Bridleway that joins Salisbury to Britford, which is important for recreation and health, with a 
high level of walkers, cyclists and equestrians using it regularly.  The enjoyment of these activities would be prejudiced if the 
proposed development takes place 
11. This development will endanger the livelihood of the businesses at Bridge Farm which depend on the quiet and beauty of 
the village atmosphere.  The Farm Shop, the Livery Stables and the B & B at Bridge Farm are all important sources of 
employment and recreation within the environs of the City but depend on the quiet village ethos  
12. A large housing development will prejudice car access down the narrow Lower Road, increase congestion, as well as 
endangering people using it for exercise and recreation (walkers, equestrians and cyclists) 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
I don't think enough attention is being paid to /climate change and its influence on natural infrastructures in low lying areas and 
protection of existing areas of unique and ecologically sensitive importance 
Local Ecology : 1. Wetlands, 2. Down lands 
It is easy to build over these areas, but they can never be recovered once gone 
Rainfall is due to increase and therefore the incidence of waterlogged low lying areas will increase and become more problematic 
 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
Site 6 is completely inappropriate for 220 dwellings and 2000 sq metres of parking space.  If it must be developed then it should 
become a Field Study Centre / Country Park, with facilities for schools to visit to learn about wetland habitats (biology, 
entomology, biochemistry) and water effects on the landscape (geology, geology, geo-morphology).  Why not set up a Field 
Study Centre there in cooperation with the local Education Authority and links to Southampton University and local secondary 
Schools? It can't compete with Landford Lakes becasue the types of setting are so different. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P34 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
It is too vast and too rushed. 
Don’t build on any green field sites until all the brown field sites near the city (e.g. Churchfields) have been utilised. 
Don’t build where you increase flood risks, ruin the walk to Britford, and diminish the separation of Britford from Salisbury. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Flood risk not considered sufficiently. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No - utilise brown field sites near the city which are in need of urgent regeneration, before even considering greenfield sites. 
Site 6 in particular is ill conceived - increasing flood risk and ruining a walking route enjoyed by all, as well as taking away the 
effective division between Britford village itself. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flood risk levels, natural beauty of the area, separation of Britford village 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Mental health and green spaces. 
Flood risk levels. 
Carbon neutrality. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please scrap the poorly thought out plans for site 6. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P35 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The aim should be to site development as far as possible on brownfield land. Possible sites should be re-examined regularly. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Generally these are important issues but need careful planning to produce  the right quality of business, of housing, of 
architecture and of community.  
2. 



There is a danger in promoting visitor economy in that it is seasonal and much affected by events outside the city’s control ,e.g 
terrorism, international relations. 
It is wiser to concentrate first on year round business which can be driven primarily by local initiative. Undue reliance on central 
government finance and policy should be avoided. 
5. 
Affordable housing needs to be provided only for staff who are available and for whom there is permanent employment. It should 
be retained under community control: if it is sold off it simply causes a continuous need for fresh provision. It should be located 
near ares of employment or in city centre. It must be of high quality to be suitable for rising standards of living. 
7. 
I understood that one major problem with Churchfields is poor access for heavy traffic. This needs addressing before other 
money is expended on a possible “dead end” cause. 
Equally the revival of city centre business should take priority. 
8. 
Is it suggested that the Hospital site should be surrounded by scientific research laboratories? 
Any such idea needs most careful investigation. Surely Porton already offers world class facility. Is it wise to even think of 
spreading resources too thinly. To be effective a vast budget is likely to be necessary. Is this available? 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not think Site 1 is appropriate:it seems too disconnected from main city centre. It merely adds to what appears to be potential 
future problems of employment, access for the young to best sites for education, sport, recreation, social life. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Social integration especially of the young. 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Social integration.  
Mixed social grouping. 
Religion. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This review does nothing to address traffic problems. 
These will not be alleviated until the A36 along it’s entire length into, around and out of Salisbury is hugely improved. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P36 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



S 159 Land to the North of Downton Road – Ref. 6 
We would like to add our names to the list of objections to the building of houses on this piece of land.  Several of the objections 
have been set out in your own documents, ie Environmental pollution, Heritage and Landscapes.  Britford, being part of a 
Conservation Area, should not become urban Salisbury.  The view of the Cathedral across the water meadows will be completely 
lost.  The lower section of this field is flooded most of the winter months.  The water has to go somewhere which will mean more 
flooding in the village.  The main road itself is often flooded, which has never been resolved properly.  Transport.  Very little 
thought has, yet again, been given to the inadequate A338 to support yet more cars and commercial vehicles using this road.  
The road itself through the village of Britford, has hardly changed in over one hundred years.  It is dangerous and the pollution 
from even more cars will have a detrimental effect on the children walking to Britford School and residents of the High Road.  
Although there is now a speed limit on this road of 30 mph, it is completely ignored.   
Please stop taking the easy way and using green field sites when there are still brown sites that could be used and many empty 
properties in Salisbury that could be turned into houses.   
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P37 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think that the impacts of both Covid and the increase in online shopping on the town center and other areas of Salisbury, should 
be cause for re-assessment of brownfield targets. With many places lying empty, I suggest there is now more potential for new 
homes on brownfield sites. A well thought through plan could have a very positive impact on a rather sad looking town full of 
closed down shops. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



One imprtant priority missing is to provide more, and enhance existing green spaces for wildlife, thus increasing biodiversity and 
connecting these with local communities. (A good example done well, is Lime Kiln Way open space). Other than being vital in 
order to reverse the decline in biodiversity, well thought through and managed green spaces with abundance of wildlife have an 
amazing impact on wellbeing and their importance to a healthy community seems vastly underestimated in current plans. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I have no major objections to these sites in theory, other than site 6. It seems to be often very wet at the north end of the field 
adjacent to the flood plane, and I would be very concerned that 220 homes built on that field would cause an increased flooding 
risk. If the number of houses was halved and if they were positioned at the South of the field adjacent to Downton Road, away 
from the flood plain, and if the rest of the area (approx half the field) adjacent the flood plain was made into a green space with 
plenty of shrubs and trees that are good for mitigating against flooding and also for wildlife, then I would feel able to accept site 6. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Well thought through and generous green spaces prioritozing wildlife and thus biodiversity net gain. Flood risk for site 6. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P38 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth is acceptable . If there is a genuine need for housing then it should be built.  
There is an absolute requirement for a brownfield target and this target should definitely be higher. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I would have to concur with the above priorities, 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I would agree that sites 7 and 8 may be appropriate, however the scale of housing proposed is far too high. there is also the 
question of building so close to the Ancient Woodbury Villages scheduled monument.  
The building of over 200 homes at site 6 contravenes points 1 and 2 of Salisbury's Place Shaping Priorities below. 
1. Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline and views to / from the cathedral and Old 
Sarum 
2. Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between Salisbury and adjacent settlements, 
notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton 
Taking away the fantastic views that are currently available to locals and visitors alike from the A338 over Salisbury the cathedral 
and beyond to be replaced by a sight line would be a travesty. 
I am confused how and why beautiful villages like Ford Netherhampton and Quidhampton have been allowed to maintain a 
sensible degree of separation, yet Britford with its status as a conservation village/area is being deemed acceptable to have 200 
new homes placed 40m from  its Western boundary. 
Lower road is notorious for flooding I have concerns that the building of 200 plus homes so close to the road will only exacerbate 
this issue. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Adhering to Salisbury Place Shaping priorities. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
No 
 

 



Further comments 
 

 
No 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P39 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



[TEXT REDACTED] I am shocked to learn of the possible developments in Britford at Sites 6 and 7 for the following reasons: 
The ancient village of Britford will just become an overflow urban extension of Salisbury. 
The appalling flooding on the A338 and the village itself will become  even worse than it is already. 
Sewage will become an even worse problem. 
It will ruin the famous watermeadows – who will be responsible for them? 
The A338 into Salisbury if already a shocking bottleneck – how will it cope with all the extra traffic? 
The stunning views of Salisbury Cathedral will be ruined. 
Where will all the extra people work – Salisbury is an almost ghost town with so many empty buildings? 
Until the severe traffic problems  between Harnham, the A338 and Salisbury are improved no increased traffic should be allowed. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P40 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Laverstock and Ford 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: 
Salis_P40 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to this scale of growth? 
Focusing growth on the principal settlements for environmental and economic reasons as laid out in the Emerging Spatial 
Strategy is a sensible policy and Salisbury currently has a healthy supply of new homes in the pipeline. However, the economic 
and working practice impacts of the current pandemic, and of government policy to preferentially support economic growth in the 
northern regions of England, would suggest that lower growth may be expected in future, so scaled back development may be 
inevitable. The scale of growth quoted is therefore probably optimistic and may need to be reduced as the future situation 
becomes clearer. Furthermore, the bulk of the housing requirement is proposed to be met by development on greenfield sites 
continuing a pattern in place for many years. WC acknowledge the ongoing problem associated with further expansion of the city 
outwards, in particular the adverse impact on its landscape setting and the views when approaching the city, so any further 
greenfield growth needs to be very carefully planned to avoid permanent damage to the city’s visitor attractiveness. 



Should there be a brownfield target? 
Certainly, and it should be more ambitious than that included in the proposed strategy. Rather than turning immediately to 
greenfield sites as a solution to providing additional housing land and treating brownfield site availability as a 
contingency/windfall, the identification of brownfield sites should be given the highest priority. Much effort has gone into planning 
and consulting on the Central Area Framework for Salisbury (including the Maltings/Central Car Park 
redevelopment), which shows the potential to easily achieve the proposed 410 target (incidentally, how is this figure reconciled 
with the “around an additional 300” quoted in the later section 30?). In response to the pandemic driven changes, there is a major 
opportunity - and necessity - to undertake a fundamental review of the CAF and to systematically assess the scope for additional 
housing development within the city generally. 
Should they be higher or lower? 
The likelihood is that the pandemic impact on office based working and town centre retail will release far more brownfield 
opportunities than anticipated, since the CAF planning preceded the pandemic. As soon as the future effect of this impact is 
understood, the brownfield target should be revised upwards. 
Related to this is, as the document recognises, the effect of the changed business environment on the future demand for 
employment land. There are a number of employment land sites with outline or full planning permissions around Salisbury which 
remain undeveloped, including sites in Old Sarum, Fugglestone Red, and the “Asda” site at Hampton Park. The likely future 
demand for these as business sites needs to be re-evaluated in the light of the above circumstances and with the decision not to 
reduce employment use of parts of the Churchfields commercial area. The document says, “Planning positively for brownfield 
sites, however, can also work alongside allocations of greenfield land”. It would seem prudent to instead put a moratorium on 
progressing the allocation of greenfield sites and concentrate effort on a wide ranging brownfield plan. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? 
i. Delivering opportunity sites, including The Maltings and the Railway Station, to ensure longterm city centre resilience 
Yes, but the CAF will need to be refined to take account of the long term behavioural shifts around business and retail so that it 
better addresses the long term future opportunities. 
ii. Realising Salisbury Central Area Framework measures to maximise the visitor economy and secure the place as a cultural 
destination 



Yes, the visitor economy will continue to be important for the city. 
iii. Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline and views to / from the cathedral and Old 
Sarum 
Essential if ii is to be achieved. Also, conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury should include that of Laverstock and Ford 
parish, due to its proximity to the city and the potential impact of development in the parish on the landscape setting of both 
settlements 
iv. Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between Salisbury and adjacent settlements, 
notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton 
Essential if the city is to maintain its current “human scale” and avoid coalescence. Hence Old Sarum/Longhedge settlement 
should be added to the list. There is currently the opportunity to centre foot and cycle tourism on the city with routes out of the city 
which quickly open up into semi-rural surroundings. 
v. Expanding affordable housing provision, notably for education and healthcare personnel Yes, but why limited to these? 
Workers providing other essential services should not be forgotten. 
vi. Identifying suitable locations in the area to facilitate around 5ha of business growth that responds to needs 
No, for reasons explained above. If there proves to be a need for additional land, it needs to be clear what type of business 
growth is envisaged. As WC’s own Economic Land report in 2018 pointed out, there is little economic incentive to build smaller 
scale business units for sale or lease. If this is what is needed, it must be planned as part of mixed development with the units 
cross subsidised by the profit on the housing. If a larger scale site is required for a specific 
purpose it is likely to dictate the choice of site, most probably within a large business park if industrial. 
vii. Improving Churchfields such that it integrates better within the city, particularly for nonvehicular access, and presents a more 
accessible and attractive location to a greater diversity of businesses 
A long term plan is now required for Churchfields, including improved vehicular access as well as non-vehicular, if it is to be the 
longer term commercial area of Salisbury 
viii. Facilitating the regeneration of the District Hospital site to underpin its key role in the community and as a University-level 
skills provider for Salisbury 
Yes. Some development adjacent to the hospital site could also deliver priority (v) above 
ix. Providing infrastructure to improve air quality, flood resilience and connectivity 
Yes, all important. Connectivity has many connotations, and may need to be clarified 
What priorities may be missing? 
Improving the network of footpaths and cycleways to improve connectivity from existing and 
newer settlements (both new and established) to the city centre and to and along existing and 
proposed “Green and Blue Network and Improvement Corridors”. This then links to the comment 



on iv above regarding opportunities to expand the tourism offering. Making the improvement of 
this network a priority would contribute towards the achievement of other key WC objectives, 
notably improving health and well-being and reducing car usage. 
LAST SENTENCE CUT OFF SEE ATTACHMETN IN EMAIL FROM ANDREW PRINCE DATED 25/02/21 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Accepting that a robust methodology has been developed for site selection, we nonetheless have reservations on how it has 
been applied. We question: 
- Can greenfield development be avoided, as queried in the previous responses? 
- If not, is the scale of development appropriate for the proposed sites. The answers below will only address site 1 at Old Sarum 
(SHELAA S80) which is within our parish. 
- Has the methodology been consistently applied? 
Regarding our third question, The WC assessment of site S80 in its Housing Site Allocations Plan Sustainability Appraisal Report 
February 2020 was that it was less sustainable and should not be considered for development. This changed in the January 2021 
assessment to it being the most sustainable option for development in the Salisbury area. The table below shows the change in 
the assessment of the individual objectives making up the 12 point sustainability assessment (the 
Objectives numbering changed between the two assessments and one of the 2020 objectives has been dropped and the 
renewable energy one added). The direct comparison is: 
[see Salis_P40 for tables] 
Why over such a short period of time should the assessment have changed on so many criteria, in particular from moderate 
adverse to minor adverse on four of the 12 objectives (1,2,7 & 8) where physically nothing has changed on or around the site? 
It is particularly difficult to understand the rationale for assessing the potential impact of large scale development as “Minor 
Adverse“ in relation to Objective 8. The Landscape Sensitivity Assessment recently commissioned by our Parish Council 
assessed the area as High/Medium sensitivity, and unsuitable for large scale development, even if mitigation measures were put 
in place. 
It is understandable that as additional development land is required progressively less sustainable sites will need to be chosen, 
but altering the evaluation rating is not appropriate when nothing has changed regarding these factors. A minor adverse implies 
that less mitigation is required than for a moderate adverse – this is not the impression which should be conveyed, especially to 
the developer. 



We also have difficulty with the conclusions of the Place Shaping assessment as summarised in the table below. 
Again, the conclusions stated would give a developer entirely the wrong impression of the sensitivity with which this site would 
need to be developed. Our views of each PSP are given, together with our rating using the same colour coding as your 
document. 
[See Salis_P40 for tables] 
• 
Regarding the other site within the parish considered for development, site 3554b, we would agree with its exclusion from further 
consideration due to traffic and heritage issues. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
Site 1 lies at the very northern edge of our parish and the greater Salisbury area. It lies just over a slight ridge as you approach 
Old Sarum along the Portway from the north east. At the moment Old Sarum is hidden by the ridge so the approach along the 
Portway by car is in a rural setting until the ridge is crossed. 
The transition into the build environment is then currently softened by the country park with its recently planted trees, which lies in 
front of the existing housing to the right and there is Throgmorton Hall with its surrounding mature trees to the left. If Site 1 is built 
on it appears likely to be seen over the ridge on the 
approach along the Portway. The height and positioning of houses and any screening planting will need to be carefully planned 
and modelled to ensure that the approach views are not spoiled. Similarly, care will need to be taken with the first view of the built 
environment to maintain the current soft transition, by 
providing a green buffer between the road and the housing, as described above. A further concern is that the Monarch’s Way 
long distance national footpath runs on the ridge along the north east boundary of the site. This is also identified as a key green 
corridor in the Green Blue Infrastructure mapping on p23 of 
the Planning for Salisbury Local Plan paper. The adjoining Longhedge Village to the north west has a country park in the 
equivalent field to Site 1 separating the housing from the Monarch’s Way and forming part of this green corridor. Development of 
this site will bring housing much closer to the Monarch’s Way 
and cause a blockage to the green corridor. Great care will be needed to maintain the rural feel of the footpath and avoid 
significant biodiversity harm (even before providing the 10% net gain requirement). 



A WW2 pill box is situated on the site adjacent to the Portway. This would need to be preserved, together with its context, in any 
development. 
Finally, parts of this site are visible from Old Sarum scheduled monument and, due to the elevation of the field rising away from 
the monument the roofs of any houses will be higher than the current roof line. 
Again, scale of development, roof heights and mitigation will require careful thought and questioning of whether the site can 
support 275 houses without excessive impact. The concept plans do not appear to adequately address any of these issues. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
There have been major issues in the adjoining Old Sarum development regarding non-delivery of promised amenities, such as 
GP surgery, pharmacy (apparently driven by a wish to centralise provision of these facilities close to the centre of Salisbury 
itself?), and other facilities. Will this development address any of these issues and contribute towards their provision and will this 
be implemented before/during the construction, rather than left until after completion and then 
forgotten? The absence of these amenities contributes to the pressure on the road system into Salisbury and exacerbates 
problems of air pollution, and also results in the failure to establish new vibrant local communities – a WC aim which is clearly not 
met in the recent developments in the parish. A long term master plan to achieve this seems to have been lacking. We would 
encourage Wiltshire Council to engage with the relevant NHS authorities in relation to their refusal to allow the establishment of 
pharmacies at Longhedge and/or Old Sarum. 
A village centre has been constructed in Longhedge (the premises are not yet occupied), but this is at the diagonally opposite 
corner of the developed area, so hardly convenient. During construction of Longhedge an upgrade of the sewer along Green 
Lane was needed to cope with the additional load. Has the capacity for a further addition been checked? It is worth noting that 
there are significant odour issues from the manholes along Green Lane, which will presumably get progressively worse as 
Longhedge is built out and if this site is added. 
Over the past decade, continued expansion of housing in the north of the parish has put considerable strain on the existing traffic 
infrastructure as shown in the Transport Review supporting document. The with and without mitigation morning peak period 
volume/capacity maps for Salisbury (on p28) show Ford Road is at 100% capacity, as is Castle Road. 
Development of Site 1 (SHELAA S80) would further exacerbate the problems. The site allocation notes suggest that there would 
be secondary school capacity at Sarum Academy, but the reality is that students from this site would probably displace out of 
area students in the Laverstock schools or go to the city’s grammar schools. Some of the former would undoubtedly be taken by 
car along Ford Road and perhaps some of the latter along Castle Road, although public transport 



is available in the latter case. Travel to city centre amenities and attractions, as encouraged by this Plan, would further 
exacerbate the problems. There does not appear to be any proposed mitigation of these traffic issues other than the proposed 
cycle ways shown in Fig. 3.3 of the Transport Review. Regarding foot and cycle travel, we believe that there is insufficient street 
lighting along the Old Sarum stretch of the Portway, and, if development of S80 were to take place this lighting would need to be 
extended along any connecting foot/cycle paths. 
Our final and most important comment is that there is currently sufficient green field development planned or in progress around 
Salisbury, including in our parish at Longhedge, to be able to defer any further firm allocation of green field sites until a full 
evaluation of brownfield availability or ability to re-designate allocated employment land to housing has been completed. An 
acknowledgement that there is the potential for limited green field expansion as a last resort is all 
that should be necessary at this stage. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Land Supply Issues 
We agree with the Wiltshire Area Localism and Planning Alliance that the aim of this Plan - to create a framework for coherent 
future development based on Housing Market Areas through to 2036 - is undermined by the continuing absence of a 5 year land 
supply for housing. 
We believe you can do so much more to facilitate a shared action plan to tackle the issues preventing Wiltshire having a 5year 
land supply for housing. The statement by the Leader of Wiltshire Council in August 2020 that “I think we’ve got a problem with 
developers not building out the planning permissions they’ve got.” must be followed up. In particular we would like the opportunity 
to propose a number of practical steps that will enable us together to more quickly achieve the aim that ‘The views of the local 
community, particularly those of Town and Parish councils will be important in considering potential benefits and impacts of 
proposals when planning applications are determined.’ 
Brownfield sites 
The document’s greater emphasis on using brownfield sites to help meet the future housing requirements for Salisbury is very 
welcome. However, brownfield site utilisation needs to be at the heart of WC housing delivery strategy, rather than just playing a 
subsidiary role. Accordingly, high priority should be given to a fundamental review of the scope for additional housing 
development inside the Salisbury Settlement Boundary, notably in and around the city centre. 
Infrastructure Continuation of the policy of locating housing development within or immediately adjacent to the Salisbury 
Settlement Boundary has the clear benefit of making use of extensive existing infrastructure, facilities and amenities. However, 



continued housing development has put considerable strain on the existing infrastructure, including, but not restricted to, the 
existing road system. This has led to increased air pollution, “rat running“ through residential areas and traffic delays on major 
routes such as Castle Road. In addition, new developments have not seen the provision of facilities originally promised by 
developers for various reasons, including the consequences of various government agencies pursuing their own planning 
strategies e.g.: 
• the promised primary school at Longhedge has yet to be built due to the decision of WC Education department to defer its 
provision until capacity elsewhere is fully utilised 
• there is still no surgery or pharmacy at Old Sarum or Longhedge Village due to the NHS strategy of centralising provision of 
facilities close to the centre of Salisbury itself. 
This has impaired the development of local community identity and appears to be contrary to Wiltshire Council’s stated aim. 
Continuation of the current approach to infrastructure/facilities provision will exacerbate the problems highlighted above. 
Accordingly, if further development is to take place on greenfield sites located at the edge of the Salisbury Settlement Boundary, 
it is vital that WC Spatial Planning work with other WC departments, government agencies and developers in order to ensure that 
the required investment in infrastructure and local facilities/amenities takes place in a timely fashion. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P41 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Too high, the huge ongoing scale of building at Old Sarum/Longhedge/Archer's Gate/Tidworth are putting huge strain on just two 
roads in and out of Salisbury.   
A brownfield target should surely be made compulsory. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
This past year has heightened and worsened the decline of our city centre.  An over-reliance on chain stores has left our centre 
looking sad, desolate and grim.  We desperately need an identity based on the people and businesses of this area.  Making the 



city centre a cultural destination is admirable and surely a vibrant mix of interesting independent shops is critical to this.  Having a 
large library and community space is essential and is a shame if this is something which is tacked on to the side. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1 shoves more and more cars onto the Portway Road.  This road already is burdened by extra Old Sarum and Longhedge 
traffic plus extra homes at Tidworth as well.  Old Sarum is becoming a dump of a development, centred around a Co-Op with little 
to no other facilities.  Adding more housing to the area only worsens it's state.   
There are admirable claims about protecting the views to Old Sarum but putting more houses around doesn't seem in keeping 
with this ambition.  "Distinct" communities like Ford and Laverstock are discussed but Old Sarum and Longhedge are now 
coming to eclipse these but could only be seen as distinct in the most negative sense - small roads, packed with cars and only a 
Co-Op to show for it... 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Parking for all of the cars.  A doctor's. Healthy food retailers.  Biodiverse green spaces.  Semi-mature trees. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
I think community and identity are sorely missing from Salisbury - or only brought together in opposition.  Other towns like 
Winchester, Frome - heck even Tisbury and Shaftesbury, have distinct and attractive identities. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



Bolting on more houses to an already desolate area like Old Sarum feels like an easy but disappointing option, making a soulless 
and congested development even worse. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P42 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Salisbury needs a transport hub, if the needs of increasing tourism or ingrated public transport are to be realised. A pretty 
obvious fact is that the tourists who have the most to spend are likely to drive, come by train or on an organised tour.  Many will 
be middle aged or elderly so not necessarily enjoy endless walking from the drop off points in order to spend some money, no 
matter how good the city is 
There's a massive amount of empty multi floored retail outlets which would benefit in transition to living accommodation on the 
top floors, with smaller retail outlets on the ground floor. Reasonably easy for a developer to alter, overnight parking could be 
provided in the multi storey car parks which are empty at night.  This seems missing from the plan, nothing to do with the fact that 
developer's like to maximise profits on green field sites? 
Salisbury is attracting a large contingent elderly folks into retirement homes,  is there any provision for the care workers to be 
accommodated? 
The city would certainly be improved with the provision of a northern bypass, since the government is happy to pay for an 
unnecessary tunnel under Stonehenge rather than correct the problems caused by the inner ring road, can you ask them to build 
a bypass? 
In essence my concern is that the developers are only too happy to build on greenfield sites that surround the City but seem 
unwilling to regenerate the city centre, which would be more expensive and difficult for to them to complete 
Additionally I think that this is an ideal opportunity to consider moving Churchfields out of the city, as any plan will always be 
blighted by dozens of HGV movements through city, no matter how many roads are closed or pedestrianastion zones are 



created.  This should be cost neutral as the released land could be used for affordable housing and social amenities. Probably 
the best site for the new Churchfields is the Netherhampton Road golf club,  I'm sure that the golfers wouldn't object. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P43 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am writing with concern over future building work on site 6 North of Downton Road, Salisbury. I know I am very lucky to live in 
the village of Britford which lies downstream from future development i.e. from water run off.  
After 60 years experience the water level rises considerably quicker (a lot) now after a heavy storm of rain.  
With more development this close upstream from Britford I feel it will be even more problematic! 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P44 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Sadly, Salisbury does not have the infrastructure to support such an amount of houses.  The roads were very congested, prior to 
Covid 19 lockdown and restrictions, and of course, when things go back to some sort of normality, the roads will build up again.  
I think brownfield sites should be sought primarily, and green field used only if absolutely necessary. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



I like these priorities. however, I would like the affordable housing provision to be prioritised for other key workers, but just 
education and health care.  I work in criminal justice, and my husband in the military estate.  we are not given priority. Or if we 
have, its never been noticeable. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I would very much dislike site 6 to be built on. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
parking. environmental factors. affordability for LOCAL WORKING PEOPLE. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
A Salisbury by pass. 
 

 
Further comments 
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury.  
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. I had the great pleasure to hike along parts of it as well as other 
beautiful paths in your wonderful country as a tourist many times.  
I formerly object to this proposal.  
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P46 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too large.  Wiltshire Council should aim for lower of Government requirements, not the higher. 
Unlikely Salisbury will provide employment for all these extra residents. Impact of 600 new houses at nearby Netherhampton 
should be assessed first.   
Brownfield target should be raised to save impact on greenfield sites -  more brownfield sites will likely become available with 
effect of covid and modern shopping habits. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Basically correct, but there should be emphasis on mitigating flood risk and carbon reduction. 
Maintaining a proper separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and nearby settlements should be given very high priority;  
Britford for example is a conservation area in its own right. 
The view from the A338 looking over site 6 towards Salisbury Cathedral and the downland countryside is one of the finest and 
should be preserved in its entirety. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, site 6 is definitely not an appropriate development site. 
It was always the local council's policy that there should be a "Strategic Gap" maintained between Salisbury and neighbouring 
settlements.  Otherwise the inevitable consequence is loss of identity and coalescence. 
The proposed 20 metre  strip of woodland along Lower Road to provide such a gap is a mere token. 
Britford  is an important medieval village, is a separate conservation area, and its identity should be preserved. 
The field should remain as the gap. 
Flooding is a huge issue in Britford. Only 6 years ago, the centre of the village was under water. The impact of run off from 
hundreds of extra houses on the site 6 field cannot be over-estimated.  This field is saturated at present. 
Whenever there is heavy rain, the A338 outside the park and ride floods and all this water flows into this field. 
Traffic is another issue; the A338 is already extremely busy, and long queues to the Harnham gyratory are common during peak 
hours. This will be much worse when all the new houses in Netherhampton are occupied. 
Building on site 6 will only exacerbate the problem. 
A 50 metre avenue  through the site to enable a fleeting second's glance at the view of the Cathedral from the main road is a very 
poor substitute to the present vista. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Risk of flooding, extra traffic, loss of Cathedral views (see above SB3 answers) 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
No, but as already mentioned, flooding risk and increased traffic problems should be given high priority. 
Also, is there enough local employment for all the extra proposed residents ? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
None 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P47 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I object to the proposed development at Downton Road/Britford.  
1. It will destroy the only beautiful approach to the city of Salisbury  
2. The once attractive welcoming city has been disfigured by the numerous developments over many years.  
3. Villages have been swallowed or annexed all for housing in an area which has no identity attracting peeople all of whom will 
travel distances to work. 
4. This adds tremendously to overcrowded roads and pollution. 
If this proposal goes ahead it will effectively seal all views of the cathedral from the south which can never be recaptured. It will 
make a nice market town into a totally extended housing development with the exception of Southampton Road which can only 
be described as chaotic. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P48 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
SB2. 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 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Non -sports land 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P49 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
There should be a brownfield target and development should be phased to prioritise brownfield land with no greenfield sites 
developed until a certain proportion of brownfield development is built/ converted and occupied. 
The overall scale of growth should be lower for Salisbury itself and more dispersed throughout the housing area so it relates 
better to the pattern of employment. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



I could cry at the damage done to the landscape setting ( 3) by the housing allocations at St Peter’s place ( under construction) 
and Netherhampton Road ( permission granted). I would order the priorities 3, 9, 5 , 7. above the others. 
Salisbury is a historic planned town at the confluence of rivers .It sits in a ‘bowl’ which is important to its setting. This higher 
ground needs to be kept clear of development to preserve the open views out from the city centre and to conserve views of the 
Spire when travelling in. This configuration also leads to congestion as the city centre streets have corners too tight for larger 
vehicles,  service vehicles, coaches, buses etc . a capacity problem of Southampton Road which causes queues on the ring road 
( and rat running through the city streets to avoid it) and effectively only one north south river crossing at New Bridge Road. As 
most of the city lies to the north of the river but the hospital lies to the south this leads to congestion and poor air quality and 
delays for emergency vehicles. The  first priority for built  development should therefore be mprovements to infrastructure 
including a new vehicle route to Churchfields avoiding the city centre , an alternative route to the hospital , enhancement  of 
walking and cycling routes through the city  and a public transport interchange  .The route of of a Brunel Link and Harnham relief 
road could be  be resurrected to achieve  the first two of these aims .  This would free the city centre of many commercial 
vehicles and enable a height  and weight limit to be applied throughout the historic core , giving  prioritiy given to non motorised 
traffic in the historic core and also provide a less congested  route to the hospital from the north and west of Salisbury and 
improve air quality in Harnham along a walking route to schools.   
The existing transport plan is not fit for purpose , being based on out of date statistics and ‘old fashioned’ solutions which fail to 
prioritise walking and cycling and public transport . 
Priorities for land uses within the city should be left to the neighbourhood plan to determine. COVID has accelerated the decline 
of city centre retail and so the Maltings proposals and the CAF  are now out of date and need revisiting. Salisbury has also lost 
city centre employers and this trend  is also likely to accelerate meaning there is a lot of potential for repurposing of buildings . 
This should take priority over greenfield development through phasing.   
Proposals for the railway station should be left in the hands of the railway operator as travel patterns may well change with 
increase in home working  for part of the week and demand for leisure travel greater at weekends.  
Ideally there should be an interchange with buses at the station . This requires negotiation with parties who may have different 
priorities from each other. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 



Not as currently proposed.  Aesthetically a number of smaller sites would be preferable and more in keeping with the pattern of 
development of Salisbury over the years. There are places where damage to the skyline has already occurred such as Devizes 
Road ( inter war ribbon development) and the Harvard Hospital Site ( granted on a appeal)  
where a further row of houses below the existing ( central  section of site8) would do little harm , particularly if softened by 
planting of a tree belt.  
Sites 6&7 are well located for the hospital and transport links. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The impact on the landscape setting of Salisbury, the provision of self build land to improve variety in house types and styles. 
The setting of plot ratios and space standards for all new housing. If COVID has taught us anything it is that people need space, 
and fresh air .  Densities should be lower on the outskirts of the city with no three story houses . Development should be 
Integrated  with green infrastructure and rights of way.  
 Site 1 is in Old Sarum, not Salisbury . it is in Laverstock and Ford parish It needs to be integrated with the Old Sarum 
development by access being provided through the existing Old Sarum estate.Ideally a land swap with the football club would 
make for a more coherent settlement.  
Site 6 is very open in character. It is well located in terms of infrastructure but the heights of buildings need to be restricted to 
preserve views across the site. ( there isn’t just one viewpoint)  it would lend itself well to self build with strict height and plot ratio 
parameters to reflect the varied nature of the adjoining development along Downton Road/ Milton Road The eastern boundary 
should not be planted with trees , as trees grow and will obscure the views.  There would need to be a buffer of open space on 
the eastern side of the side to reduce coalescence with Britford. Any nursery would be best located on the eastern side of the site 
away from the A338.  
Site 7 should facilitate a link through to the hospital from the park and ride ( shown on the hospital’s project plan) ideally for buses 
only alongside a walking route.  . The use of the chalk pit for residential use is inappropriate . it is ideal for storage (as at present) 
or starter business units. Flats on the outskirts of the town are inappropriate when there are a number of brownfield sites closer to 
the city centre more suitable for such accommodation and the suggested layout is appalling in terms of townscape - slums of 
tomorrow.  
The southern part of site 7 should be left as a buffer between the hospital and traveller sites , it is too visible in the landscape to 
be developed..  The northern part of site 7 lends itself to development similar to that adjoining. The park and ride site should be 
retained.  



None of these sites should be developed until vacant/ long unused  sites within the existing built up area of the city have been 
developed/repurposed  
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 
Yes. The current road , cycle and foot way infrastructure is inadequate. An alternative access to Churchfields avoiding the city 
centre is needed and considering the possibility of more development at the hospital, an alternative access avoiding New Bridge 
Road/ Harnham Gyratory from the north and west of the city is needed.  
With no Salisbury bypass likely, and the A36 trunk road being a responsibility of the Highways agency and outside the scope of 
this local plan, the highway constraints and resulting poor air quality should act as a brake on further greenfield housing 
development on the outskirts of the city until walking and cycling links are improved and air quality is improved.  
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The alternative site selection document considers a more dispersed allocation for the Salisbury area and identifies the 
infrastructure problems but does not then go down that road or conclude that there should be no more greenfield peripheral 
development until this is addressed.. Why? 
The Quidhampton Quarry site would be ideal for the relocation of the household recycling site and refuse depot and  are both 
currently at Churchfields and both of which generate large vehicles. It is potentially rail linked for the transportation of waste.  
Salisbury has an older population and this looks likely to increase. It is an attractive place to retire to and many older people  are 
comparatively well off. The population is not well balanced in terms of income distribution   and so the house prices/ income ratio 
given  is misleading . What needs to be considered is the income of those of working age which will give a different perspective. . 
Salisbury has a high proportion of low wage jobs, though post COVID even  many of these  could be lost. Post 16 educational 
opportunities are limited.   
Affordable housing should be a priority in the plan.  



Salisbury’s. major employer, the hospital, does not lie within the city boundary  and neither do its other centres of professional 
employment such as Porton.  
In order to plan for Salisbury, it is necessary to look widely beyond the boundaries to understand the linkages,  
It is an attractive place to live as it is historically interesting, has water meadows extending into its centre , and is comparatively 
small making it walkable. However, it is looking tired and shabby owing to lack of maintenance of the public realm .  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P50 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Brownfield should be the primary focus.  The character of Salisbury and its neighbouring areas with its location in the countryside 
is slowly being eroded by over-development.  Perhaps there are opportunities for redevelopment of existing areas which could 
both benefit housing requirements and improve the character of those areas. 
Where are all these people going to work?  There are limited opportunities within Salisbury so many commute.  Redevelopment 
of Churchfields and the creation of a tech hub may add considerable opportunity and growth to the area. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



1. City centre improvements have been long overdue and keep being dropped for numerous reasons.  Shopping behaviours have 
changed over the years and Covid has rapidly accelerated this.  Careful consideration of commercial / shopping / city centre 
facilities and provisions needs to be done to truly understand what the opportunities are to support the city.  Proposals have 
always been extremely conservative and slow resulting in next to no action.  The city centre is extremely vulnerable as a result 
and is decaying rapidly with numerous empty shops and limited reasons to head into town (especially with the disproportional 
parking fees).  Many choose to drive elsewhere (despite costing more than parking!) which is a great shame. 
2. The city is becoming more and more dependent on how to increase the visitor economy due to the erosion of the baseline 
economy in the area.  Unfortunately potential spend and benefit to the local economy from visitors is also heavily impacted by (1).  
More investment here is also needed.   
3. This is extremely important and is at risk due to the ever increasing need to build more housing on greenfield sites.  Tightly 
coupled to (2) as if we lose the character and charm of the city + surrounding area, it could have a significant detrimental affect. 
4. Separation and distinctiveness of these neighbouring settlements is important but unclear why it's at rank 4. 
5. Is there a problem with housing provision for education and healthcare personnel?  Perhaps if there was more information 
around this there would be more understanding of the every increasing housing 'need'.  Affordable housing is definitely a problem 
but maybe the approach needs more of a review. 
6.  Agreed but perhaps should be higher up the list. 
7. Agreed and should definitely be higher up the list.  Churchfields should have been redeveloped and perhaps relocated years 
ago.  There should be a review of modern business requirements across the numerous verticals and an assessment on where 
they should be best located around the city and what opportunities they bring.  Tech, services industry, shopping and leisure, 
distribution, industrial etc. 
8.  Sounds like a good opportunity for the area 
9.  Air quality in the city centre is poor in many places but all proposed schemes whether they are bypasses or pedestrianisation 
get thrown out which is ridiculous.  There needs to be action or drop it from the list and stop pretending something is being done.  
Similarly with flood resilience...  does it really make sense to build housing or supermarkets on flood planes (even with supposed 
mitigations).  Connectivity... this needs detailed review... bypass around the city?  Locations of industrial areas?  Heavy goods 
and commercial vehicles travelling through and into the city to inappropriate areas. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



No, none of these areas should be the preferred proposals.  It also seems that reasons for development not proceeding in these 
local areas have been conveniently disregarded or overlooked. 
1. Detrimental to the area for numerous reasons, many of which were also listed for previous planning applications when they 
were thrown out. e.g. Airfield development proposals, Persimmon's proposal to build on the public space at the front of the 
development (biodiversity reasons, archaeological, no development in front of Frogmorton Hall, increase in traffic, detrimental to 
the views from Old Sarum). 
This goes against conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury and surrounding areas. 
The area including Monarchs way is regularly used by walkers and joggers because of the 'open space' and fresh air.  Adding 
more housing and more traffic will be detrimental to this. 
It is unbelievable that traffic was given a green RAG status when the area and Castle Road already has serious issues. 
6. Is this safe from the flood plane?  I expect expensive mitigations may be required and rarely work.  If it's not at risk, what about 
the additional run-off, won't have have a significant effect and add to the risk? 
Also detrimental to the landscape character of the area.  I thought Britford was a 'small village' and has a lot of history... this will 
be eroded with over development. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Their affect on the local area, the character of Salisbury, the historical assets of Salisbury and their views (Old Sarum), 
biodiversity, traffic impact, effect on health (mental health and wellbeing) of residents in nearby areas. 
When these factors and others are taken into account, does it really make sense to continue with those proposals.  There are 
other opportunities in the area albeit they may require additional up-front costs but would be more beneficial to the city in the 
longer term. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
More work on understanding the needs of the city in the future, changing employment requirements, opportunities for the city for 
sustainable growth are all tightly coupled to this.  There's too much focus on the now and historical needs which may not match 
the needs for Salisbury 2030 and beyond yet alone 2025.   



If you were to review where residents actually work and shop I think it would be quite revealing.  Poor infrastructure, facilities and 
opportunities have been a problem for many years.  Wages in the area are generally on the low side which is correlated to the 
required skills for many (not all) local jobs. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Where does the council really see Salisbury in the future?  What businesses does it want to attract?  What are the key inputs to 
the local economy?  If there's been much more analysis and a deeper understanding of all this then please make it more visible 
as the average person living in the area finds it hard to understand what's behind some of what's proposed... indecision or slow 
progress / action is normal for the area and that needs to change.  Get the community more engaged and lets all be proud of 
Salisbury, the city in the countryside with fabulous history, culture and surroundings.  A great place to live (and hopefully work). 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P51 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Brownfield site should always take priority.    
Is this scale of growth still necessary, in a post-Covid world 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Always endeavour to use brownfield sites 
Flood resilience, capacity of sewerage/mains drainage facilities 



Current road congestion problems, particularly current Harnham Gyratory congeston (even before current 600 house 
development in Netherhampton 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 6 is the most inapproriate :- 
the field is already at flood-risk, and if developed would seriously aggravate the already considerable flood risk to Britford 
Inadequate adjacent sewage treatment works 
Heavy road congestion on A338 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
This is already in a flood risk area - building in such areas hugely increases the risk of flooding 
The inadequate access onto A338, opposite the already existing access to the Park & Ride 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
None of the above highly desirable aspirations will be possible, if the dangers of/plans to prevent flooding are not first addressed 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P52 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): householder 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Post COVID I think there should be another review of Brownfield sites since there may be many more available for change of 
use. The brownfield quota is therefore much too low 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are fine as far as they go 



as far as infrastructure is concerned why is the BHS building in the Old George mall empty?  i and others would like it repurposed 
as the new Medical centre. It is a large space with disabled access and cafe and otherwise relatively easy to adapt. good parking 
bus links for staff and visitors and might manage a small walk in minor injuries unit 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
There should be no building on the untouched land 6 the Britford connection. 
for many reasons and not just aesthetic.  
That land is currently waterlogged since it is part of the water meadows and as such protects Britford and Charlton and villages 
further downstream from flooding. Huge resources have been put into flood defences in past years it is likely that more expense 
will be required to prevent homes from flooding. Of course the council will wait until after homes have flooded to realise there is a 
problem. Some of the homes already have pumps in use every winter. This development will raise the water levels to extremely 
high levels. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The effect on the water table first.  
Second the increased traffic levels approaching the city form Downton.There are lengthy queues in normal times already it is 
unacceptable to cause further disruption to traffic flow.  
The unspoiled cathedral views from Britford are the only untouched ones left. we attract 1000s of visitors because the city looks 
so spectacular on arrival. Dont mess with the views 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Health don't mess with a new health centre built on land which is currently green, water meadows or currently enjoyed 
recreationally. 



Put the new health centre in the Od George Mall where it is easily accessible 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please let the people of salisbury have a say and then consider our views properly. 
I have been deeply dismayed by the number of houses now built south of Downton road between the town and the hospital.  
This has caused a massive local traffic increase over the years.  
It has also increased vandalism and noise at night from those walking out of the city centre after closing. There is a trail of debris 
including cans, chip packets and vomit along the pavements. This is clearly unacceptable.  
There used to be a lovely field to walk up where there were skylarks and deer and a fabulous view of the city. 
As a resident i meet people who complain about the natural state of the barrow (rowbarrow) mowed twice a year. fine by me, but 
apparently it looks untidy. It looked much lovelier as part of the huge field which was once there. 
Please do not increase the number of houses.  
If we had more money put into family support systems then we would reduce the number of split up families and the demand for 
single adult households. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P53 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
A higher brownfield target is desirable 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Item 3 - Prejudicing views of the Cathedral from the city's approach roads would be unforgivable for residents and visitors alike. 
Item 4 - Britford is outside the City limits and it's "separation and distinctiveness " should be maintained at all costs. 



Item 5 - The A338 is busy now, which begs the question why housing would be built next to it subjecting the future residents, and 
the current residents of nearby roads, which would quickly become rat-runs, to more traffic-noise, nuisance and higher levels of 
air-pollution. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, see above 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As above 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P54 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
lower 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
No I do not 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The effect on wildlife, traffic congestion, pollution and flooding 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The build North of Downton Road is very concerning.  The impact on wildlife in the water meadows is being ignored.  The field 
proposing the build North of Downton Road floods regularly, the deer move into this field when this happens.  Downton Road is 
already very busy, adding more housing will increase the volume of traffic, living on such a busy road is detrimental to health and 
increases the risk of respiratory conditions to the residents who already live on the road if you increase the number of houses in 
the vicinity.  I also have concerns that finding this survey on an appealing website is going to deter people from making 
comments on the consultation.   Because local people cannot visit an exhibition on the proposal the council are only enabling 
comments by those on a computer, I think this should have been a postal survey as would a planning applications notify local 
residents that it affects.  Some of the local people are unaware if this consultation, especially the elderly. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please consult with the residents in a way that is not internet dependent.  I only found out about this because a local resident 
placed a poster on a lampost, with only 7 days to respond I think this is alarming.  Then I found navigating the council's website 
to work out how to respond difficult, I don't even know if I've used the correct form as there were 2 types. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P55 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Ref: The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal 
by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt 
land. This is not acceptable especially when more 
suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards 
Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the 
Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P56 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
The monarchs way is an incredible public walkway with huge historical and cultural importance. Please leave it alone.  
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P57 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I object to the planning for house to be built on the above green belt land.  
I understand there are brown belt alternatives that would be more suitable. This area is a beautiful site and provides a green 
corridor for animals to use. To develop this area would inevitably damage this vital corridor and could not be undone. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P58 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1  
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. Building on Green Belt 
Land is not acceptable, especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. This proposal will also 
spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way.  
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P59 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Dear Sir, The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about the above planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not 
acceptable when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. This proposal seems to regard developer's profit 
above local amenity and use of more suitable land. We have little enough arable land as it is and need to retain what we have for 
producing food for livestock and the population to reduce imports and therefore food miles and protect our environment and 
planet. 
I formally object to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P60 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am very concerned at the proposals to allocate this site (The Portway, Old Sarum site1) for the development of some 275 
homes in the emerging Wiltshire Local Plan. 
Apart from protecting Green Gaps between settlements and avoiding urban sprawl the important Monarchs Way Long distance 
footpath runs along the N.E. boundary of the site. 
[TEXT REDACTED], it should be protected, along with adjoining green spaces, throughout its length. 
In times of COVID we have all realised the benefits of  green open spaces. 
I note that in earlier assessments this site had been deemed to be inappropriate for development, what has changed, the 
topography certainly hasn't? 
Any development at this site would have significant irredeemable adverse visual effects on both the green landscape and local 
heritage sites . 
This sensitive site is therefore not appropriate for development when there are Brownfield sites available where development 
should be prioritised. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P61 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Paragraph 146 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out certain forms of development that are not 
inappropriate in the Green Belt, provided that they preserve its openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including land 
within it. Para 146 includes at e) material changes in the use of the land.  
The proposed development for the change of use of land for 275 houses would have a significant impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt. In addition, the proposed development would fail to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and 
would therefore conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt set out in paragraph 134 of the NPPF. As such the proposal would 
represent inappropriate development in the Green Belt which would fail to preserve the openness of the Green Belt and would 
conflict with the purposes of including land within it.  In addition, the proposed development would mar views to and from the 
much-used Monarch’s Way. 
The applicant has failed to demonstrate very special circumstances which would outweigh the harm to the Green Belt by reason 
of inappropriateness and harm to openness. The proposal would therefore conflict with the Green Belt policy of the Wiltshire 
Development Plan and section 13 of the NPPF.  
Accordingly please refuse this application and notify me as to the outcome. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P62 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Re: The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. The suitability rating of this site in January 2020 
was -9 and should be so today to protect the Old Sarum approach and the WW1 pill box in the area.  
Also, This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P63 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch's Way on Green Belt land. 
This is not acceptable especially when more suitable Brown Belt land is available towards Salisbury. 
The proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch's Way. 
I formally object to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P64 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am extremely concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. I am very unhappy 
especially when lots of more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury.  
This proposal will very much spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way.  
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P65 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I was dismayed to hear about this planning proposal for about 275 houses. Such a development on Green Belt is brutal, and will 
be visually intrusive being on a ridge. Surely there is less sensitive land without further destroying the natural heritage. I should 
mention that I have periodically walked this area, enjoying the peace and ambience. 
I formally object to the proposal. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P66 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
My work has taken me through the countryside surrounding the Monarch’s Way on several occasions and I understand that there 
is now a proposal for 275 houses to the north-east of Salisbury, right against the historic route of the Monarch’s Way. Firstly, I 
question the wisdom of building on this green-field site when there are brown-field sites available, so would like to object to the 
planning on these grounds. But I also question the need for more housing. The growth of housing far exceeds the country’s 
population growth and this wanton destruction of the countryside and associated obliteration of habitats severely damages the 
environment on which we all depend – further grounds for objection. It feels like building for the sake of building. 
I do hope you can take these opinions into account. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P67 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Re: The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way.  I therefore formerly object to this proposal. 
I am a Rambler and walk the Monarch Way often. It is my favourite route and would hate to see this route spoilt in so many ways. 
Wildlife, history and a popular walk for walkers. Please do not build near the Monarch Way and spoil its beauty. Particularly when 
there is Brown Belt land that could be used.  
I would be grateful if you could seriously object to this going ahead. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P68 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1  
We are very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. We need to preserve as much of our natural 
countryside as possible, and this development will be needlessly destructive; it will also spoil the open views from the Monarch’s 
Way. We formerly object to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P69 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s Way on Green Belt Land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. As someone who enjoys walking in Somerset, Dorset and 
Wiltshire, and in the light of the increased value that we have all found in green and open spaces during the pandemic, I formally 
object to this proposal 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P70 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P71 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway, Old Sarum Site 1. 
Objection re the proposed development due to lack of considerations in the following areas of concern as follows - 
The development is an unacceptable intrusion of wildlife habitats and their secure corridors, any development that casts areas of 
shadow on the landscape preventing natural light filtering  alters the biodiversity of those areas no matter the size , the effects on 
the environment also include Ecological consequences from artificial night lighting in this case street and property lighting, also 
unacceptable effects caused by increased electromagnetic output, the cycle of light and dark is an influential regulator of 
behaviour. It mediates courtship, reproduction, migration and more., as does Electromagnetic energy a result of the now ever 
encroaching electronic and technological age.  
Any development will cause excess pressure on infrastructure also increased air pollution, from vehicle usage. 
There are excess pockets of Brown sites that with thoughtful planning, would provide the need for housing, with replenishment of 
natural habitat within the said, this is more acceptable as many of these areas are at present barren ground and an ‘eyesore on 
the landscape. 
The area of Old Sarum is of great Roman historical and archaeological importance with the Roman road bordering the proposed 
site of development also the existing WW1 and WW2 placements.  
The unique most historical footpath in England The Monarch’s Way will be unacceptably affected by the proposed development, 
used by walkers its ethos being, that walkers, of all abilities immerse without interruption in the natural environments that the 



footpath has to offer for the benefits to the individual’s psychological and physiological health and wellbeing which includes the 
historical interest of the area and that of the historical Monarch’s Way itself.   
Please give thought and consideration to the objections and alternatives stated. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P72 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I wish to formerly object to the planning proposal on land at the Portway, Old Sarum. 
This is an historic landscape and the proposal is nothing short of vandalism. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P73 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I wish to object to this planning proposal on Green Belt land. We are facing climate change and a drastic decline in biodiversity 
and therefore any development should be appraised in the light of the impact on the environment. Building on Green Belt land 
should be a last resort. Therefore this proposal is not acceptable as there are more suitable Brown Belt Land locations available 
towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will also spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. In times of Covid we have all become more aware of the 
importance of nature for our (mental) health. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P74 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. This has all the hallmarks of the usual Council/Developer/Planners stitch up. A little vision and 
understanding is required here if you can lift your eyes and consider the wider communities for a moment and consider the 
implications for the long term. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P75 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Na 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think this all needs to be revisited post brexit and COVID 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Point 4 is of most relevance to me and I think of high importance. The city of Salisbury is well known for its beautiful surrounding 
villages and loosing the line by blurring boundaries with more new build sites is a huge loss. 
Point 9 is directly under threat by the proposed development on downton road. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 7 on the north side of downton road will blur the line between Salisbury and Britford, interrupt the skyline and view of the 
cathedral on the entry to Salisbury from the Bournemouth direction. The traffic on downton at rush our is already terrible [TEXT 
REDACTED] adding more traffic and building site traffic to this will be catastrophic and will add extra pressure to the already jam 
packed Southampton road and ring road. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Please see above. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P76 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Householder 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No commnt 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I have reservations about the development of site 6.    The sifting notes do not mention the potential coalesence of Salisbury and 
Britford and the resulting adverse impact on the village character of Britford village (a conservation area).    There are also good 
views towards the cathedral from the A338 which hundreds of thousands of people have enjoyed over the years and which would 
be obscured by development anywhere but towards the top (near the main road) side of the site.    I am also concerned about the 
traffic implications.  Burford Avenue is a single lane road and is already busy (the bus passes along as well as the odd tractor 
etc).    Certain people also like to drive their cars very fast through here - late in the evening, using it seemingly as part of a racing 
circuit.    I would like to see speed bumps introduced to this road regardless. 
Regarding site 7, I note that the sifting notes say 'alot of the land forms part of Little Woodbury Ancient Villages scheduled 
monument.   This area would remain undeveloped....'   Why?      Why is it that a featureless bit of field is protected whereas 
iconic views to the cathedral, in respect of site 6, which many more people actively enjoy and actually care about, does not enjoy 
such protection and seemingly ranks lower in a 'values scale'?    Surely the development of this site (relieving that across the 
road) would be preferable/less impactful and allow for a thorough archaeological assessment of the site as a precursor to any 
developement?   Afterall, schemes that have damaged archaeological assets have been allowed to proceed in the recent past 
with archaeological recording (witness the Fugglestone Red extension on the other side of Salisbury).    Just because it is 
scheduled, is it really of equal value to other scheduled sites or of more value than the setting of the City of Salisbury CA etc? 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Dealing with the traffic implications, particularly for Milton Road and Burford Avenue which are used as a rat run. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
No comment 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
None 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P77 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P78 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Do we really want this amount of growth, surely we should not be building on greenfield at all. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between Salisbury and adjacent settlements, 
notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton. 
Building on Site 6 doe not achieve separation between Britford and Salisbury. 
point 9 air qulaity and green living should be priority including carbon neutral. 



Building at site 6 and site brings more traffic and congestion to an already busy Harnham roundabout.  
Not to mention the pollution monitored Exeter street. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No site 6 and 7 to an extent, takes what little is left in the countryside away. these two areas currently have a nice balance of 
country and space. 
Of particular note site 6 will increase potential flooding to Britford lane area and decimate rural natural walks around the area. 
More importantly although Britford lane is a right of way it is unadopted.  Therefore as this will become the main cycling/ walking 
route into the city, it should not be up to the residents to pay for the extra upkeep and clenaing(litter) of the increased footfall. 
Further more as this area is 'unlit' and the residents drive down this 'narrow' lane it will become a SAFETY issue with the risk of 
unseen pedestrians; of particular note at peak commuting times when children will be cycling and walking into school. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not have access to Britford lane as a matter of safety and it is an unadopted road. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Yes, consideration for activities for the younger generation, maybe a complex with a cinema/ice rink, bowling etc 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Just to reiterate site 6 cause potential risk to flooding as well as ruining the rural feel of Britford area. 



More importantly access from site 6 to Britford lane has SAFETY complications and considerations on the upkeep of unadobted 
Britford lane. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P79 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Monarchs Way 
Association 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



The Portway Old Sarum Site 1  
The above mentioned planning proposal has been brought to our attention and as a consequence we wish to comment upon it. 
We object to this Housing Planning Proposal in the strongest terms 
The Monarch’s Way Association is very disappointed to discover a planning application in this locality. The Monarch’s 
Association has in recent years spent considerable time and resources to make the footpath and its historical connection far 
better known and way marked. This has resulted in far greater number of walkers following the route and also record breaking 
guide book sales too this year even under Covid impacts. The Monarch’s Way Association regularly contacts Tourist Information 
Centre along its 625 miles to publicise the history. We have had over 260,000 visits to our web site since March 2010. We have 
over 1200 members and it would be a shame if the memory of walking through Wiltshire is marred and blighted by the 
development protected green belt corridors in this area.  
Wiltshire has a reputation for encouraging walking and I am sure that this brings valuable positive financial benefits to the county. 
Tourism should be very important to Wilshire, particularly during this period of continued uncertainty. I am sure that many local 
businesses rely on their source of income from visitors whether they are walkers or simply people enjoying the countryside.  
Protection of the Green Belt corridor is vital and  Paragraph 146 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out 
certain forms of development that are not inappropriate in the Green Belt, provided that they preserve its openness and do not 
conflict with the purposes of including land within it. Para 146 includes at e) material changes in the use of the land.  
The proposed development for the change of use of land for the siting of up to 275 houses, alongside the associated 
paraphernalia that is associated with their use would have a significant impact on the openness of the Green Belt. In addition, the 
proposed development would fail to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment and would therefore conflict with 
the purposes of the Green Belt set out in paragraph 134 of the NPPF. As such the proposal would represent inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt which would fail to preserve the openness of the Green Belt and would conflict with the purposes 
of including land within it.  
The proposal fails to demonstrate very special circumstances which would outweigh the harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness and harm to openness by virtue of suitable available brown belt land in the vicinity. In addition the proposal 
relies on a suitable economic climate providing growth opportunities. The Covid Global Pandemic shock wave has placed that 
premise in severe jeopardy. I suspect the proposal therefore conflicts with relevant policy of the Wiltshire Development Plan and 
section 13 of the NPPF 
Currently the current Monarch’s Way footpath follows an open vista area through a green corridor (The site’s landscape character 
is prominent and exposed, with few hedgerows) and is the natural evolution of this area over many years. This proposal would 
require significant hedging to block the view of the significant housing development in this area.  Additionally (there are potentially 
several complexities to consider) Even then this would take time and spoil the view permanently. 
This process has not followed your own criteria in Stage 2 Site Sifting (Wider impacts28. Landscape)  



(A site that creates a harmful landscape or visual impact that is unlikely to be successfully mitigated may be rejected). I contend 
that the harmful landscape or visual impact cannot be mitigated by virtue of the only way that this can be attempted is by 
destroying the look and feel of this proposed area completely and changing the view from the Monarch’s Way as its walked along 
the ridge.  
(continued in the further comments section) 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am very concerned that your robust methodology that has been developed for site selection is very flawed. The January rating 
is -9 which using your criteria would make the site totally unsuitable and several sites with a better rating than that has been 
discounted. The New February 2021 rating miraculously changes to a -1 rating which is now the most suitable.  
In addition it appears that this Green Field site is more suitable due to its ease of development and lower costs. The Inference is 
that greater profits will then be available for the builder and developer. This is just wrong profits should not decide when a site is 
suitable or not especially when the site in question is a Green field site with so much history covering so many periods in close 
proximity.  
For example in the top right hand corner of the proposed development site is a Type 22 World War 2 Pill Box which deserves 
protection as they are becoming very rare now. Slightly further away is a WW1 airfield with Grade 2 Protected Status building.  
  
I am very concerned that if this passed then further smaller in fill applications will follow to utilise more green belt land potentially 
on the south side of The Portway.  



The area being considered for this proposal runs alongside an area with beautiful wild flowers and species which is significant 
and unique too. While walking the Monarch’s Way and passing though field after field of over developed farm land it is obvious to 
me that habitat of this type are becoming very rare. Many fields although looking green contain no wildlife species at all as the 
main aim is the production of feed and fodder. Mono culture genetic grass over fertilized and mass grown is becoming the norm. 
Recent Butterfly Conservation results for 2020 show a huge 34 % reduction in numbers with some species being hit very hard.  
The environmental survey does not mention butterflies although I can confirm I have personally seen several species when 
passing through this area.  
Providing more hedges does not immediately result in fresh used habitat, it take many years for wildlife populations to recover 
from this type of shock. 
The new proposal extension encroaches again on the route of The Monarch’s Way. In addition it is on slightly higher ground 
which will make it more difficult to shield. Parts of this site are visible from the Old Sarum scheduled monument and, due to the 
height of the field rising away the roofs of any houses will be higher than the current roof line. 
I realize that the proposal will claim that it can be made less visible to passing walkers; however it will still look stark and so 
different in the naturally evolved landscape that many visitors come to enjoy from all parts of the UK and Europe too.  
The Monarch’s Way Association is against the housing development and request that the application is refused on the basis that 
landscape and local distinctiveness (character) key issues of concern would be lost if the application is approved. In addition to 
the environmental concerns raised.  
Finally the Association was very disappointed to find that it was not consulted on the original application as it is the sponsoring 
body of The Monarchs Way. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P80 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I consider the amount of growth disproportionate to the size of Salisbury, previous development and recently approved 
developments.    There is a continuing reduction in commerce in the city which will means any additional residents will need to 
travel out of the area for employment.  The scale needs to be reassessed in view of the current Covid-19 pandemic. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I do not consider that the proposed commercial developments will ever be realised when the effects of the Covi-19 pandemic are 
assessed. 



Current housing development in Harnham, approved future development in Harnham, proposed development in Laverstock will 
provide housing but there will be no local employment and increased traffic will exacerbate the already congested city caused by 
through trafffic.   The regeneration of Salisbury District Hospital will only be sufficient to cope with the recent infllux of military 
personnel and families on Salisbury Plain. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.   Salisbury has reached saturation point with new housing. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Affordability, employment, schooling, medical help - hospital, GP surgeries, dentists, transport 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Employment 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
none 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P81 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I moved into my home in 1977 and have watched the building of houses around us which I know is needed. 
if the bypass had been put in years ago (like Warminster has) so all the traffic did not have to come into Salisbury to get out again 
when most do not want to. 
You could have put in all the houses you needed and not has as many objections. 
As for putting Downton Road under more pressure with that much traffic on it. 
Will you take the bus lane away to cope with that and I know Milton Road is a rat run now and that will only get worse. 
I know this may not make any difference, I have lived in Salisbury for 67 years and feel like things like this is killing what was a 
good place to live and bring up a family (not so sure now). 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P82 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Proposed Housing Development (Site 6) 
NB: Site 6 is locally known as "90 Acre Field" and is bounded by foothpath/byway 19/21 to the north and "the navigation", (old 
canal) across the water meadows downstream of the cathedral. 
I firmly oppose the proposed development above the reference. 
Salisbury City Council (meeting 22.2.21), reported by Salisbury Journal (25.02.21) is also opposed. 
My reasons for opposing the housing development:- 
1. The field has for many years been designated as part of the Salisbury "Southern Lung" green field area, not to be developed. 
2. However, in 1999 a proposal to cross the site as part of the Salisbury (Southern) By-pass was planned, but rejected. 
3. The current development proposal would result in surface water being prevented from soaking naturally through the underlying 
chalk, hence flash flooding the meadows down river of the cathedral and city. 
4. Two to three years ago, heavy winter rain raised the underground water level to 2"-4" below the cathedral floor, nearly causing 
internal flooding. 
5. Site 6 field is seasonally visited by Muntjac deer from Longford Park, attracted by particular growth in the field. The adjacent 
meadows attract migrating Canada geese and nesting swans. Woodpeckers visit the tree belt. Animal tracks across the footpath 
19/21 indicate nocturnal animals crossing from Odstock Downs to the Navigation Canal and River Avon regularly for water. 
6. This peaceful countryside should be allowed to retain its pleasant character without further development, in keeping with the 
quiet charms of nearby Britford village and church. 



 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P83 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Given changes in the patterns of people homeworking more and using on line  home delivery systems, it makes one wonder 
whether all the city centre retail/business sites will remain viable. If not, there  will be usable brownfield sites which could be 
modified for housing instead. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Improving Churchfields is an absolute priority.  The Central Area Framework looked to have merit in terms of attracting visitors. 
Much better use of the existing market square should be encouraged,as it appears often more like a wasteland in the heart of the 



city. Maintaining the separateness/distinctiveness of villages on the edge of Salisbury is vital beause each has its own community 
and identity . During COVID many of the strengths of these communities have been evident. Development which threatens to 
merge one community into another and eventually cause us to be one conurbation will greatly damage Salisbury. Similarly 
skyline views ,if obstructed,will mean we are no longer going to be able to attract visitors. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
North of Downton Road development would spoil the landscape approach to Salisbury ,despite the 40m wide corridor/vista which 
is being proposed. Also it would interfere with the separateness/distinctiveness of Britford village.We are so fortunate to have this 
little oasis of countryside so close to the city centre,but it would be spoilt if built upon. Also the idea of having a nursery/GP 
surgery sited on the main A338 would be a safety hazard. Already the road is very congested at peak times. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Transport and interconnectivity are ,as always in Salisbury, the main aspects to consider. Have we learnt nothing from the 
Longhedge development?  
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Developing / Fostering community networks so that the people of Salisbury can live in a sustainable,resilient way 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P84 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Cannot comment on the scale without data. 
Brownfield development is much preferred; in particular replacing a number of apparently derelict buildings.  
The intention to use brownfield as priority over greenfield is supported. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



It is notable that aviation does not feature. The airfield at Old Sarum is a significant part of aviation history and has amenity value 
for the local area. Looking to the future operational locations for delivery drones initially expanding to autonomous 'flying taxis' are 
within the medium horizon. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not sure site 6, close to flood area is sensible. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
For site 1 safeguarding of the airfield traffic zones (Old Sarum and Boscombe Down) is essential. 
For site 6 the low lying part of the site is perilously close to land which regularly floods. Reduction in ground soak on the site 
could exacerbate this risk. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The future use of the air environment for parcel delivery and in due course people transport, the need for infrastructure to support 
it is missing. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Thanks you for the opportunity to comment. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P85 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Salis_P85 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Planning Proposals for Sites 6 and 7, north and south of Downton Road 
I have lived in Britford Lane as a child and in the village of Britford all my life of 75 years. This area has always been prone to 
flooding and when I was a child the water bailiffs controlled the water levels. The field between Britford Lane and Britford, Site 6, 
has often been suggested for development but it never happened because of the water levels. If anything the flooding has got 
worse in recent years. 
When the Britford Park and Ride was built the flooding from run off water from the uphill side of the Downton Road was appalling, 
and because it had nowhere else to go it would pour down the road into Britford and settle in the village. Children on their way to 
school would be soaked as cars rushed through the flooding. Recently some work has been carried out to relieve the situation. 
The river valley should not be subjected to the consequences of new housing with the resulting run off water and drainage 
systems. 
I attach photos of our house and garden in the winter of 2014. 
I also feel that planners should be more cautious about how things will be post Covid. There are many large empty shops and 
offices which would make very good housing. City centres may never return to being shopping centres. By all means create new 
parks but cramming houses on to what has always been regarded as a natural break between Salisbury and the countryside 
would be an environmental disaster. 



It has been lovely to see so many people walking out to Britford over the past year. We have a beautiful Anglo-Saxon church, one 
of the 10 oldest in the country and many have discovered it for the first time. In the past 20 years it has been cut off by the floods 
on several occasions and although some work was carried out in the water meadows to alleviate the situation, more houses on 
the flood plain will inevitably make matters worse again. 
I sincerely hope serious consideration will be taken to stop this project. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P86 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am a keen walker and have been made aware of the above planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s Way on Green Belt 
land . 
This land forms part of our heritage in a similar way that Stonehenge and Woodhenge  do a few miles further North. It would be 
very sad if this land was developed when there are plenty of other brownfield sites available within the vicinity of Salisbury. 
We should fight to protect the open country views of the Monarch’s Way and in the circumstances, I place in writing my strong 
objection to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P87 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I've no evidence to comment on the scale. 
I believe there should be a brownfield target based on a physical assessment of likely sites and these should be prioritised ahead 
of greenfield sites or there will be a tendency for their progress to lag due to potential complexity. In particular, existing premises 
suitable for conversion should be brought forward (the Churchfields Road site is one example - although it may be re-
developed?).  Chipper Lane contains similar properties - the old Post Office, a Social Services building and the old fire station. 
Each offers scope for low cost housing using existing structures offering rental flats for lower paid people in close to city 
amenities. The increasing number of empty shops also offers scope for city centre accommodation given Council 
encouragement. (See item 5 of next section) 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
These are good priorities 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
North East of Old Sarum is expanding into an isolated enclave with merely a thread of connection to Salisbury. Why not focus 
development here to move towards a stand alone community, as Wilton is now, and preserve other communities like Britford, as 
they are, with small scale infill, and a more organic growth as has traditionally been the custom. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Sustainable buildings which provide space for family growth and recreation, rather than tightly packed houses of ever shrinking 
square footage and greater density. The Nation falls far short of former Parker Morris standards, and they weren't generous. 
Provision for working from home - a new factor - if required. 
Parallel expansion of community facilities and public services - doctors surgeries, schools, policing, water and energy resources. 
Active management of traffic growth, to maintain vehicle flow into adjoining communities, rather than allowing traffic to bulk up 
resulting in delays;  eg A36 through Salisbury which frquently blocks due to the traffic generated by 5000 new homes with 
residents visiting out of town shops as well as the growth in through traffic. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
A place of religious worship - church, mosque, temple - key to many communities. 
Traffic as mentioned in previous answer. Transport is buses, trains, cycle and footpaths. New homes generate multiple car 
movements and on-line shopping deliveries. 



Internet facilities, future proofed as far as possible. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Accommodation is needed for People from all walks of life whatever their means. Housing is expensive, with no such thing as 
'low cost housing' (unless the land is donated) though the house may be 'shared ownership' or 'low rent'. Housing must be 
provided and managed long term for people on any wage level to be able to afford. This calls for a radically different approach to 
development, rather than identifying parcels of land for private companies to build on. 'Social Housing' was an expression which 
became mis-interpreted but needs to be revived in a more suitable form which recognises current society. Step forward the 
Planning Officers and Councillors who will promote and facilitate this please. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P88 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



We object to the proposed development sites 6 and 7 because they are on the line of the proposed Salisbury by-pass (1992) and 
A338 diversion (1993) 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
A by-pass to Salisbury is badly needed particularly from the A36 Southampton Road round the south of the city. 
A shorter section as a link road from the A36 to the Odstock road and on south of Harnham would greatly help solve the 
congestion at the College roundabout and on the Southampton road. 
It would not be possible to build the by-pass or a link road further south east because of Britford village.  
A by-pass to Salisbury has been planned but construction was put off. It would be disastrous to build houses on the only possible 
route to build it.  
The development would be too much for Salisbury anyway. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P89 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Too much too fast. 
Impact of pandemnic needs to be considered and impact of home working, peoples shopping habits and impact on city centre. 
The Neverhampton Road building of 600 houses has yet to be felt and impact this will have on increased traffic. 
Brownfield sties should be given priority for investigation. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Consideration needs to be given to the wider implications of increasingly wet weather, flood risks, carbon reduction.   



Effects of surface water flooding.  Woodland creation for infiltration and carbon reduction purposes and in maintaining the 
seperation and distinctiveness of Britford. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury will not be conserved by these proposals.  Preserving the use for Walkers/joggers 
enjoying the unspoilt landscape setting and especially Britford being a Conversation Area with distinct character and history and 
pastoral serenity all of which need to be preserved. 
The plans negate any views from the road out of Salisbury down into Britford which services to make the village a separate and 
distinctive community. 
Plans not taking into account the importance of Britford as a piece of Wiltshire heritage, its representation of architecture, water 
meadows, historic church with Anglo Saxon origins and village green, school and farm shop.  All of which need protecting from 
urban development by more than a strip of plantation. 
The development would lead to the village of Britiford being subsumed within Salisbury itself and loose its identity, a 20m buffer 
would mean effective visual separation between village and the city would no longer exist. 
Impact of increased surface water run off down the hill, site 6 already being a saturated field, heavy rain causing flash flooding 
along Lower Road, Britford despite work done to mitigate this. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Impact on maintaining Britford as a distinctive community and its important of its heritage. 
Impact on increased traffic along A338 where there is no traffic calming along High Road.  Pulling out onto the A338 is already 
dangerous with speed and volume of vehicles.  Pathways are narrow in place and dangerous to walk along with large vehicles 
thrundering close by.  Impact of increase of traffic on drop off/pick up times at local school and parking access. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 



 
Impact of volume of traffic and speed of traffic along A338. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The need to preserve the historic landscape 
Reducing rish of flooding. 
Creating gap between village of Britford and Salisbury that would be properly defensible in the long term and  preserve the 
amenity of the village and the exsiting homes on the edge of the city. 
Reducing risk of flooding and affects on water meadows. 
Maintaining and providing open spaces easily accessible to inhabitants of Salisbury as well as of new homes. 
Redevelopment of centre of Salisbury must be priority over Sites 6 and 7. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P90 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Benchmark Development 
Planning Ltd 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Salis_P90a to d 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
We object to the DRAFT “Planning for Salisbury” and “Site selection report for Salisbury” reports, both dated January 2021, 
because they are incomplete and fail to address or include FORD FARM. They are unsound. The proposed scale of growth is too 
low for the Salisbury HMA to meet the clear quantitative and qualitative need for sustainable new homes and jobs and 
goods/services, if the Authority is to tackle the climate emergency. Ford Farm is an opportunity to meet this need – see attached 
at Appendix 1 to this objection our report titled: Ford Farm Opportunity Framework – for this new development in the NE sector of 
Salisbury, including brownfield land, close to Salisbury, and Porton and Boscombe Downs. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
We support the i) to ix) priorities listed – but suggest adding:  
x) enabling a new sustainable urban quarter at Ford Farm as an exemplar of sustainable mixed-use development, to assist in 
tackling housing need and the climate emergency. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Wiltshire Council have been aware of Ford Farm since March 2020 and in the SHELAA for several years. The Authority needs to 
now complete its SEA and SA and include an assessment of Ford Farm before a judgment can be made that the draft January 
2021 sites are the only ‘most  appropriate’ site. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See answers above. Ford Farm needs to be included as soon as possible, to complete the need for a systematic and  
 comprehensive assessment of all reasonable alternatives. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Ford Farm needs to be included as soon as possible, to complete the need for a systematic and comprehensive assessment of 
all reasonable alternatives. 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
Ford Farm needs to be included as soon as possible, to complete the need for a systematic and comprehensive assessment of 
all reasonable alternatives. We object to the DRAFT “Planning for Salisbury” and “Site selection report for Salisbury” reports, both 
dated January 2021, because they are incomplete and fail to address or include FORD FARM. They are unsound.  
1) Introduction: FORD FARM was submitted to Wiltshire Council in March 2020 as a separate self-contained strategic major 
proposal for South Wiltshire without encroaching upon or extending the villages of Ford and Laverstock. It is a proposal to deliver, 
with a developer, a mixed use sustainable and green development (see our FORD FARM Opportunity Framework at our 
Appendix 1 – attached to this objection). Our template will be net zero carbon. It will assist in tackling climate change and also 
bring forward com munity participation on local energy generation and sharing. 
2) People will be able to live and work in one place to reduce the need for the private car. This excellent and innovative 
scheme has been designed by leading master planners. 
3) Our proposals are being submitted to Wiltshire Council to be included in their Local Plan Review to 2036. It is a ground-
breaking paradigm proposal that seeks to address Wiltshire Council’s objectives, that include: 
• tackling the climate emergency; 
• delivering sustainable mixed-use development; and, 
• building homes of a design, tenure and size that are not only much needed but would lead the way forward in terms of 
energy efficiency. 
4) We expect Ford Farm to deliver up to 600 homes over several phases, with employment land and buildings (up to 5 ha), 
self and custom build and community facilities to include recreational facilities and a Heritage Park, over the next 10 to 15 years. 
5) There will be a community hub including a farm shop partly sourced with healthy home-grown crops from our proposed 
vertical farm buildings. Power and heat will come from an Anaerobic Digestion Plant together with other renewable energy 
sources, fuelled by crops grown on the surrounding fields, resulting in a fully integrated carbon zero infrastructure. 
6) The new Ford Farm will enable a much more sustainable way to live and work whilst building on the existing excellent 
connections to Salisbury, and also nearby Porton Down and Boscombe Down centres of international excellence. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P91 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
RE. Planning Proposal for 275 houses north east of Salisbury. South of the Monarch’s Way and West of the Portway on Green 
Belt Land 
Dear Sir,  
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1  
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury.  
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way.  
This site is favoured above other brown belt sites as its easily accessible and would be more profitable for builders.  
Green belt Land should NOT be sacrificed for profit when lots of Brown Belt land is available.   
It is very concerning that the robust methodology that has been developed for site selection is very flawed. The January 2020 
rating is -9 which using the Councils criteria would make this site totally unsuitable, and there are several sites with a better rating 
that have been discounted. 
The New February 2021 rating miraculously changes to a -1 rating which is now the most suitable,. 
In addition it appears that this Green Field site is more suitable due to its ease of development and lower costs. The Inference 
being that greater profits will be available for the builder and developer.  
This is just wrong, profits should not decide when a site is suitable or not especially when the site in question is a Green field site 
with so much history covering so many periods in close proximity. For example, in the top right hand corner of the proposed 



development site is a Type 22 World War 2 Pill Box which deserves protection as they are becoming very rare now. Slightly 
further away is a WW1 airfield with Grade 2 Protected Status building 
I formerly object to this proposal.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P92 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I am writing to say I am opposed to the recent proposals which I think the consequence will be serious for Britford and Salisbury 
as the land is water meadows, which will cause serious flooding not only in Britford, but all the other villages along the A338, like 
Charlton All Saints and Downton.  
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The congestion on the A338 is terrible now with long delays into Salisbury, we need a bypass for this road before anymore 
develop happens I dread to think what the residents of Britford and the Downton Road properties would cope. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Yes people need houses but there should be thought to access and I personally think the Wiltshire County Council will find the 
effect devastating for them allowing all these developments. Without thinking about a bypass which is long overdue, so we enjoy 
travel again, to make peoples lives happier. All this will cause mental health stress, which we don't need at this time.  
There is a need to look very seriously at how the impact on these applications (site 6 & 7) will impact on everyone.  There is 
many more sites around that be looked at even brownfield sites be considered, we need to the balance right and help Salisbury 
become a choice of visit to get the economy going again, and keep developments on the outskirts of Salisbury (i.e northside)  
I realise how difficult it is for the Planners, but now is not the time for these development to get approved they are too large. 
Please consider any letter and its contents before delivering a death blow to Britford and Salisbury. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P93 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Lower 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
My concern is the increase in air pollution which already is high at non covid times and the minimal infrastructure supporting the 
development plans. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not believe that Site 6 is a suitable site to build. Air pollution will increase ten fold with the increase in traffic on an already 
very busy road and the infrastructures i.e sewage works, schools and GP surgeries will be over run. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Traffic, pollution and green space for residents. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Supporting the local community, using empty buildings which there are plenty of instead og carving into land which is a habitat for 
wild life and protects the surrounding area from being over loaded. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please reconsider site 6 for development. We are very lucky to live in a beautiful part of Salisbury but these parts are all 
becoming threatened and will eventually be ruined if alternatives are not considered. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P94 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The existing infrastructure of roads, sewage, health services, dentists, schools, shops, employment etc will not support the 
growth so many new houses in Salisbury.  Yes brownfield sites should be used first and we shoud not be building on greenfield 
land. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes these are all important priorities, but there is no mention of improved roads around the city, improving blockages such as the 
Southampton Road and queuing into the city from all major access routes, improving cycle lanes. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I am strongly against any further development which will link Britford to Harnham. The traffic in Harnham is already often at 
gridlock under normal circumstances and the three developments already passed on the Netherhampton Road and Odstock 
Road will add to this. Any further development will put more pressure on the Newbridge Road. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Loss of another beautiful view to the Cathedral when driving into the city. 
Flooding. 
Traffic chaos, with increase in pollution. 
Loss of wildlife habitat. 
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Salisbury has reached saturation point with new housing causing traffic on local roads (which have not been improved since I 
moved here in 1977) to be often gridlocked. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P95 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I believe the Scale of Growth is not sustainable particularly for the Britford area. The proposed development area in the field 
adjacent to Britford Village should remain agricultural land. 
Please refer to Question 9 where I have described in detail why you should not allow development in the field next to Britford 
village to go ahead. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Proposing to build on top of Britford are detrimental to points 4.) and 9.) above. If you decide to build in that field you will destroy 
Britford's unique identity.  
Please refer to Question 9 where I have described in detail why you should not allow development in the field next to Britford 
village to go ahead. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I do not! 
If this proposed development were to proceed it would destroy the identity of Britford village! I have outlined why below... 
1.) It would pull Britford village within the confines of the Salisbury urban sprawl making Britford just another suburb within 
Salisbury. 
One of the main attraction points which drew me to live in Britford is because the village has a distinct and ancient identity as a 
small rural hamlet. Building in that field would destroy this!  
2.) Increased housing would significantly degrade the air quality and increase traffic congestion. I do not see any changes to the 
existing road network, already under strain and congested, to accommodate additional car traffic. Over 200 houses means +/- 
400 additional vehicles right on the doorstep of Britford! Congestion on the A338 would become a major issue for the residents of 
Britford and surrounding areas. 
3.) Britford is situated in a flood plain. The water table is very close to the surface. The additional run-off created by concreting 
over that field would flow directly into Britford's water system and cause flooding. Lower road already floods regularly. This would 
worse and become intolerable.  
4.) Increased housing on top of Britford would inevitably lead to increased footfall and traffic in the village itself. Currently Britford 
is a quiet, rural village. More than 200 additional families would forever destroy this! Additional car traffic would damage the 
roads. Human traffic would turn Lower Road and the whole of Britford into a walkway! 
5.) Property prices would be negatively impacted. There are valid and strong reasons why people choose to live in Britford. 
Foremost is the quality of life in a rural setting. More space, less cars, less people. Turning the village into just another suburb of 
Salisbury would forever change this for the worse and, in my view, lead to lower property prices. You would be removing the very 
reason why people want to come and live here in the first place! 
Whereas I understand Salisbury needs to grow to accommodate a growing population I implore you, PLEASE, PLEASE choose 
somewhere else more suitable for your growth plans.  
Thank you. 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
You need to protect the village identity of Britford! I cannot see how you can achieve this by building on the site! This question is 
therefore mutually exclusive to the answers I have already provided. You should not build on that field! 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Yes, there needs to be more effort made to protect rural village identities by not building up to their doorsteps effectively 
swallowing them into a vast suburban sprawl! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Too much of rural England is disappearing under concrete. Britford has been a quiet, rural village which you can trace back a 
thousand years! Please don't destroy this!   
I believe the entire village will not want this development to go ahead. If you do you will forever degrade the identity of this 
beautiful throwback to a yesteryear time. 
I implore you, please leave that field agricultural and protect Britford's identity for the future. 
Surely there has to be somewhere else more deserving where you can provide for the future urban growth of Salisbury? 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P96 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private citizen 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too much considering the on going (pre covid) traffic problems in Salisbury. It seems the plan is greedy for 
more residents but has little concern for how they will move in and around the city with the considerable "through traffic" STILL 
coming right through the town... 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
All the above are honorable goals and guidelines but they are frequently ignored. How can number 4 be true when the council is 
considering a significant number of Salisbury houses on Britford villages doorstep.  



Churchfields has been a poorly accessible eyesore since it was built.... Nothing significant has ever been done to improve it, why 
should we believe number 7 will ever be carried out.  
Bless you for putting in number 9.... After the latest ill thought out improvements to accessibility are being taken out.(cycle lanes) 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I believe developing these sited is a poor idea without significant improvements to the easing of traffic in Salisbury as a whole.  
Salisbury needs to get through traffic out of the city before there is further development of any kind. If there is a budget for a 
Stone Henge bypass then there is money for a Salisbury bypass.... Don't forget, no one lives at the Stone Henge monument any 
more where improvements to Salisbury traffic will benefit so many. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
TRAFFIC....... TRAFFIC....... TRAFFIC...... 
WITHOUT HUGE IMPROVEMENTS IN TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT AND GETTING TRAFFIC OUT OF THE CITY AS A WHOLE 
THE THERE SHOULD BE NO MORE DEVELOPMENT OF ANY KIND.... 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
ONCE AGAIN....... EVERYTHING IS FUTILE WITHOUT TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENT!!!!!!!!!!!!! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P97 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s 
way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable especially when more suitable 
Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P98 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think the scale of growth is excessive, particularly in view of the other large developments affecting the Harnham area. I have 
lived in Salisbury for 35 years, and housebuilding has continued rapidly without any significant expansion of the road network. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
There is a preponderance of facilities to the North of Salisbury - Schools, Leisure Centre and Community Hub, Sports etc. It 
should be a priority to provide much better local facilities (ie within walking distance) of each development to minimise the need 
for transport. Harnham is very badly served in this respect. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I disagree particularly with Site 6. I walk the footpath to the North of Site 6 regularly, and this site is vital to maintaining the 
separation and distinct characters of Salisbury and Britford. I have seen wild deer in this field and development will reduce 
biodiversity. The traffic consequences of 220 homes in addition to those already planned for Harnham are likely to be severe. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Maintaining the separation of Salisbury and Britford, and providing local facilities to minimise traffic flows are the most important 
planning aspects 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P99 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I have been made aware of this planning proposal via the Monarch’s Way Association, though I do have some acquaintance with 
the area from childhood days. I wish to formally record my objection to the development as I understand it to be. I do not object to 
housing development per se, but am concerned on 2 main counts in relation to this proposal. 
Firstly, I understand that there are brown field sites nearby that remain undeveloped. It is always a concern when the easy green 
field option is taken to the detriment of the wider social and environmental benefit. 
My second objection is personal. I am one of an increasing number of people enjoying our rural environment and part of that for 
me - and others -  is to the the challenge of walking the Monarch’s Way in the footsteps or hoof marks of King Charles II. I am 
about halfway along its 615 miles and hope to see Old Sarum come into view later this year. Walking it has made me very aware 
of the precious nature of our environment and the need for careful consideration of development, because there is no going back 
after mistakes are made. This development appears to have a significant negative impact visually in an area with deep historical 
connections. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P100 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I’m writing to express my opposition to the development of the field close to Britford and denoted as Site 6. 
I’m of the very clear opinion that the proposal would have serious consequences for Britford and the surrounding areas. These 
grounds are relevant: 
• Britford risks being subsumed within the boundaries of Salisbury. 
• Scale of Growth: it feels too big, and has been developed much too quickly to be properly considered. Traffic will be 
significant, and the Downton Road is often very busy at the moment. It seems that there ought to be greater consideration given 
to regenerating the city centre before encroaching on sites like this. 
• Place Shaping Priorities: Site 6 floods both at the top and bottom. I can’t see how the proposed swales will mitigate this. 
• Concept Plans: the view of Salisbury Cathedral will be sorely impacted, and the “vista” is a fig leaf that is nowhere near 
enough to mitigate the damage that will be caused. Britford is a conservation area and it will be adversely affected. 
The plans are hasty and ill-considered and should be reconsidered. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P101 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Not 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Absolutely essential to find more brownfield sites before anymore greenfield sites are taken. No greenfield land should be taken 
that destroys the integrity of the villages surrounding the city such as the proposed development near Britford 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree with the priorities, particularly keeping the integrity of the villages that surround Salisbury 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not, and in particular, the proposed development on the field next to the village of Britford. 
This makes a complete mockery and contravenes everything stated in the strategic gap, and it will destroy Britford as a separate 
entity as there will be no greenfield gap between the city and the village. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
There has to be a gap between Britford and the city to ensure its integrity as a village, and preserve it as a conservation area. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
In relation to Britford in particular, there is a lot of concern about how the proposed development would affect future concerns 
over flooding. The Moat house where we live is located near the Saxon Church and our moat takes water from the carrier, as well 
as run off from surrounding land and exits behind our house. and we understand is an essential component of water flow through 
the village. 
We fear new housing will create additional pressure on this infrastructure, with additional fears of flooding near us and upon us. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This proposed development I am sure will impact the views to the cathedral from the road entering the village of Salisbury, 
another nail in the coffin of maintaining the integrity of this beautiful village. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P102 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Scale of growth should be the minimum required of Wiltshire. Specific to Salisbury, the brownfield sites, and central city vacant 
sites should be first choices for development of affordable homes including flats. These being located near public transport would 
support the driving down of private car ownership and carbon consumption levels.  In the post-Covid world, with fewer retail 
outlets in the city centre the possibilities of increasing vibrancy 
through redevelopment as residences, business hubs and community facilities should be explored. 
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
Support given for the above, but please write in agricultural and manufacturing related starter and follow on jobs for those with 
educational challenges. I dont have a comprehensive list but the marginalised need help to be brought on with regular 
employment that gives them a place in our well rounded society. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Probably not the most appropriate in view of my previous comments, but at least they are fairly close to the city. Bus schedule will 
need increasing for these sites particularly 1, 6 and 7 areas 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The Plan needs to include a calculation of the County’s carbon footprint and contain year-on-year targets for 
how this will be reduced. All proposed developments must have their emissions impacts – including 
transport - quantified and the cumulative impact compared to these targets. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Planning should maximise the potential for local living, ensuring services are readily accessible by walking, cycling and public 
transport access 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
All new development must be designed to achieve net zero carbon standards through energy efficiency, plot 



orientation and the incorporation of renewable energy generation. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P103 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
No development on a greenfield site should ever be considered until the availability of brownfield sites is fully explored.  This is 
particularly relevant considering the impact of current pandemic situation where green spaces and open countryside views rather 
than urban development have been shown to be of the utmost importance for peoples’ physical and mental health. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priority should be to explore the possibilities for development of brownfield sites closer to areas of employment opportunities 
and/or city centre opportunities for redevelopment of empty industrial/office/retail space rather than on peripheral greenfield sites. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Regarding Site 1 at Old Sarum, NO.  Old Sarum/Longhedge has already seen an explosion of housing development, however 
the pace of development has not been matched by proportionate infrastructure being put in place.  Additionally has WC moved 
the sustainability assessment ‘goalposts?  Why has the assessment changed on so many criteria since WC’s Sustainability 
Appraisal Report of February 2020 when it was declared that this area was less sustainable and should not be considered for 
development, whereas it is now considered to be the most sustainable option for Salisbury, despite nothing having physically 
changed at this site since February 2020. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Regarding Site 1 at Old Sarum, is this an appropriate site for development given its location as the last green space buffering the 
parish boundary at Old Sarum and abutting the historic Monarch’s Way national footpath identified as a key green corridor?  Also, 
given the topography of the Site, what would be the impact on the current vista from the Old Sarum scheduled monument and 
approach views into Salisbury which markets itself as being the ‘city in the country’? 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
In no particular order of importance: 
Significant development which has already taken place and is still continuing at Old Sarum/Longhedge has not been matched by 
a proportionate increase in local infrastructure.   
Promised healthcare facilities (doctors’ surgery/pharmacy) have not been delivered at Old Sarum and promised retail units 
remain empty.  There is no guarantee that units in the Longhedge village centre will be taken up and in any case this is not 
conveniently located to service Old Sarum.  



Existing development has put increasing pressure on the already-overburdened Castle Road access into Salisbury and onward 
transit routes of Churchill Way and A36 Southampton Road, and as there are minimal employment prospects in Old Sarum and 
not all areas of major employment in the city are served by direct public transport routes, further development in Old Sarum 
would add to this traffic problem.   The problem of rat-running through Ford, Laverstock (already an area of concern because of 
schools access) and Milford is also likely to be exacerbated by commuters wishing to access the A36 from Old Sarum in order to 
avoid peak delays on Castle Road. 
It was necessary recently to upgrade of the sewer along Green Lane to accommodate the additional load of the Longhedge 
development.  Does this upgrade have the capacity to support additional flows from further development at Old Sarum? 
How would safe access/egress from the Site be accomplished bearing in mind the topography and road width of The Portway 
and the Site’s location opposite the entrance to Throgmorton Hall? 
Will there be sufficient provision for primary education to accommodate further large-scale development bearing in mind WC’s 
decision not to build the promised primary school at Longhedge? 
Similarly, will there be sufficient provision of nursery places, particularly as WC has only recently withdrawn funding to provide 
further nursery facilities? 
Development on this site would mean the loss of agricultural land at a time when environmental concerns would support 
increased national food production. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P104 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Do not build on any more green fields we have enough new houses going up in Salisbury on green field and local areas - 
Netherhampton Road 600/700 - hundreds and hundreds on Wilton Avenue and top of Devizes Road - All on greenfield land stop 
now  use more brownfield areas of which there are many. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Number 3 states conserving the City skyline to The Cathedral - building on site6 the field on the edge of Britford will do the exact 
opposite putting 200 houses on that field will completely ruin that wonderful view which has been there since The Cathedral was 



built over 800 years ago - just leave it alone as it is meant to be a field not a housing estate! Note 4 keeping Salisbury separate 
from Britford - this is a definite decision. Keep Britford as a Village not just joined onto Salisbury by a housing estate on a field 
that floods and also all the surrounding meadows. 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 6 is a field in Britford it is surrounded by meadow land which frequently floods, we have already received 4 Flood Warnings 
this year 2021 by recorded telephone messages. The actual field site 6 also frequently floods these meadows are there for the 
very reason to flood putting 200 houses on a field that frequently floods is going to be complete disaster for Britford. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
1 Flooding flooding flooding. Why on earth would anyone with the slightest amount of common sense even consider building on a 
flood plane - All house insurances in Britford are high owing to the imminent flood risk. 
2 Britford is a most beautiful Village enjoyed and loved by so many no just the residents but by many people who walk round as it 
is easily accessible to walk to from Salisbury, and many enjoy visiting our beautiful Saxon Church. 
3Taking away one of the most Beautiful views of Salisbury Cathedral which has been there for over 800years 
4 Traffic on the A338 will come to a complete stand still - disaster 
I sincerely hope whoever makes these enormous decisions as to whether or not to destroy a community and most beautiful 
Village takes time to come and see for themselves what they would be sacrificing not just for now but for all future generations. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 



Yes take great care of our beautiful City and surrounding Villages by  taking each individual planning proposal as a ‘one off’ and 
not as groups in a particular area. Let’s not forget 600/700 houses being built just along the road from site 6 Britford - at 
Netherhampton each house having at least two cars - traffic traffic - more than enough for this side of Salisbury. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please please think of our Beautiful Village and what it means to so many people not just residents but so many more who come 
to enjoy it daily, we do not want 200 houses built on the field in Britford that would cause horrendous flooding and destroy our 
community that we all treasure so very much we are very proud of Britford please do not destroy it. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P105 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Insufficient account has been taken of the number of former commercial premises in Salisbury which now lie vacant and which 
are unlikely to revert to their previous use. Where possible they should be used for housing. Only when this has been done 
should any existing countryside be developed. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes - but it may not be possible to achieve city centre resilience in the way once thought desirable. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 6 should not be developed -  for the good reasons already advanced i.e. Britford boundary blurring, Cathedral view blocking, 
infrastructure pressurising and flooding risk. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
How the decision can be reversed in the case of site 6. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Please see previous answers. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
None. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P106 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



No. Increased traffic along an already very busy Downton Road. Risk of more flooding. Loss of Britford Village as separate from 
Salisbury (old Historical village). Loss of view of Cathedral on approach to Salisbury, although a proposed view gap is indicated 
on the plan, this would not be an adequate area. Also increased traffic in Milton Road and Burford Avenue/ Burford Road. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See above. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Have had to put up with already built houses opposite on Rowbarrow. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P107 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth is horrendous and the existing developments on the Old Sarum and Devizes Road are huge, when 
comb8ned with the recent controversially approved Harnham development the increase on infrastructure and traffic will mean the 
inner ring road will become even more congested without the long overdue bypass getting back on the agenda LTZ will never be 
successful Brownfield target should be higher 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The priory for Britford to remain seperate from Salisbury has been ignored and the view of the Cathedral from the inbound A36 
should be preserved  
The bypass needs to be back on the agenda as more housing means more congestion on the inner ring road and surrounding 
streets 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The Downton Road sites are inappropriate and should be stopped. The growth of Salisbury towards Britford should be avoided 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not be considered at all the current sites at Old Sarum and Devizes Road coupled with the new Harnham site should 
be adequate 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
A bypass should be a high priority as the increase in housing will bring more traffic to a heavily congested inner ring road.  The 
recent debacle over the LTZ shows any scheme for the City Centre has to be linked to the bypass solution 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Salisbury has been let down badly in recent years by a failure to properly assess all traffic issues and come up with viable 
solutions that reconsider a bypass 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P108 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Nne 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
There should be the highest target for Brownfield sites. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Right priorities along with, in my view, pressure to be brought for a by pass. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. No 1 - The land North of the Downton Road is prone to flooding. Building on it would blur the boundary between Salisbury 
and Britford. It would also damage the view of the Cathedral from the A.338. Most of all it would cause extra congestion, traffic 
and pollution. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Traffic, flooding and despoiling the environment for existing communities. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Consult and listen to the people who live here. There is a perception that Wiltshire does not really understand the particular 
needs and environment of this fabulous city. The Plain separates the County into two completely different landscapes. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P109 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Brownfield sites, convert existing unoccupied properties, improve numbers of social housing and infrastructure 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I have lived in the city for forty years, most of these proposals have been on the councils agenda for decades. Millions wasted on 
quangos and consultations and consultants 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Categorically not. All of these sites are rich with wildlife. Sites 6 and 7 would adversely effect the flood plain and the roads that 
service all three would be impossible to improve 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not be built on at all 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Retail is shrinking and small businesses can not afford exorbitant rents and prohibitive rate. The road system is complicated, 
crowded. We need a bypass VERY badly 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Think about the people you should be serving and stop focusing on easy money that you’ll have to give to central government 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P110 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes, 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
No. I don’t believe site 7 should be allowed to go ahead. Coming into Salisbury on the Downton road the is such a beautiful view 
of the cathedral, what better way to welcome visitors to our lovely city. But more importantly just over from the site is a home for 
many horses. Can you imagine the stress of all the building work for the poor horses. It will make riding out much more 
dangerous with all the noisy building vehicles. There is very little riding space around and this building work will cut of what little 
space there is. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Impact on the stables, horses and riders and the danger it puts them in. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please consider the impact site 7 will have on the immediate environment. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P111 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I cannot imagine what you think all these people are going to do, so I think the planned scale of growth is too high. 
Brownfield land should always be preferred to greenfield land, and there should be a higher target for the brownfield proportion. 
Developers will object because it costs more (in remedial work) so the Counil should conside at least sharing the cost of 
remediation. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



As I see it, the biggest problems are in the Railway station/Churchfields area of the city. Access to and within Churchfields is 
ridiculously inefficient for an industrial site - I would move it and use the area for housing. Housing has more reason to be near 
the city centre than an industrial estate does. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Building between the edge of Salisbury and Britford village is a bad idea, and goes against one of the avowed principles set 
out in the Plan (separation). The meadow land is unsuitable because of potential flooding in the lower part, and there seems to 
be little chance of the necessary infrastructure improvements being made within a sensible time scale (if ever, knowing the 
history of road improvements in and around Salisbury). Unlike cycle lanes in Exeter Street, house building is not something that 
can be tried out and then stopped if it doesn't work - it has to be right first time.  This plan is not right. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Traffic flow. Flooding. Housing density. Public transport provision. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
We - you - never ask "What is Salisbury for?"  Is it to provide ever-increasing numbers of coffee shops and charity shops for 
residents? To provide ever-increasing facilities for a static population that gets 5 years older every 5 years? Is it to be a tourist 
destination - and if so, what will attract tourists?  Is it to be a shopping magnet for all the villages in the area? Is it to be a hub of 
new small industries? If the answer is a bit of all of these, how do they work together? 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
No further comments, thank you. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P112 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
It is clear that Salisbury and the surrounds have a finite amount of land left to develop for residential or employment purposes. 
Brownfield sites should be prioritised for future development, including disused units in the city centre as well as brownfield sites 
on the outskirts. This target should form the vast majority (i.e. over 60%) of housing/employment land allocation in Salisbury in 
the period the Local Plan covers. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Priority 4 is already being breached due to the proposed housing development in the former Quidhampton Quarry, which will in 
essence link the far western suburbs of Salisbury with Wilton. A similar breach will occur if Sites 6 and 7 of the Local Plan are put 
into effect and housing is developed in the space which currently separates Britford village from Salisbury.  
Other planned developments locally have not taken into account flood resilience as referenced in Priority 9. For instance, the 
proposed development on Church Road in Laverstock would be situated in a field where water is drained from the houses 
currently to the right of the road driving into the village. This field is also purportedly of architectural value. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1 is appropriate. Sites 6 and 7 are not appropriate, due to the linkage they make with Britford (thus breaching Priority 4) and 
the additional traffic pressures these sites will already place on the A36 Ring Road. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Traffic - Sites 6 and 7 are situated on the already congested A338, which links with the A36 Ring Road at Exeter Street 
Roundabout. If these sites are developed, there needs to be thorough investigation into the impact of traffic on these roads. 
Community - will these sites form contiguous communities with adjacent neighbourhoods (e.g. Rowbarrow, Britford)? Are there 
ample amenities for these sites to coexist with existing housing?  
Flooding - Britford lies relatively near floodplains in the form of the water meadows. Has a flooding risk assessment been carried 
out? 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Transport' must include impact on arterial roads in and around Salisbury including the A36, the A345 and the A338. 
 

 



Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P113 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I believe that the "additional housing" targets for Salisbury in particular are in excess of requirements. I also feel that, if Wiltshire 
Council insists on enlarging the housing stock in Salisbury it should be carried out on brownfield sites allied with the plans to re-
generate the city following the Novichok poisoning episode and the current Pandemic situation. A particular emphasis should be 
placed on "affordable housing" and on placing the new units where pedestrian access to transport and the town centre is a 
priority thus allowing the new residents to control their carbon emissions and making it more affordable for them. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Salisbury has been a place of interest to the rest of the country and to the outside world for hundreds of years and any planning 
decisions which are made should make it more attractive and more sustainable. Its population has seen the decline of 
agricultural, manufacturing and employment over the last century and the current pandemic should force the councils to put the 
citizens of Salisbury at the centre of the development not that of the developers. Green field sites reduce residents amenities, 
destroy the City's appeal and make the overall attraction less for visitors and residents alike. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
This form refers to sites 3641 and 5159 both of which fall on the Downton Road in proximity to Britford Village. I personally see 
numerous disadvantages to both these sites particularly to 5159 to the North of the A338 which essentially falls into the same 
category as site 3435 off Britford Lane which has been withdrawn from the plan after considerable objection by the local 
population, the Town Council and numerous other bodies. Flooding, lack of infrastructure, increased pressure on transport links 
and loss of the distinctive ancient character of the area were the reasons for rejecting the Britford lane development and the 
same objections apply to site 5159 in addition to the failure to comply with the need to keep Salisbury & Britford as separate 
entities. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As far as site 3641 is concerned, I still believe that it is probably not a suitable use of a green field site but if development has to 
be considered, the provision of genuinely affordable housing and supportive infrastructure (which is already lamentable poor 
south of the river) would be essential. The availability of housing for workers at Salisbury hospital (many of them not in high pay 
brackets) would be a benefit and its proximity to a satisfactory park and ride site make it more suitable than the site North of the 
A338. The inclusion of suitable open spaces for residents and for other local people would make the site less damaaina to the 
East Hamham area. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 



 
Rowbarrow estate is a larger conurbation than many people realise and the single convenience store is the only retail outlet on 
the site. Introduction of new small retail premises within the development would benefit everyone. A post office is really badly 
needed especially as the main town Post Office has been closed for so long. The Downton Post office has now also closed. 
Providing one on the new development would reduce pressure on Hamham Stores and reduce traffic. There is also a distinct lack 
of Post Boxes. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Additional pedestrian crossings on the main roads associated with the development would be necessary and, if Salisbury is to be 
serious about reducing traffic air pollution cycle lanes should be included in the planning making sure that the roads are wide 
enough to accommodate them at the design stage. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P114 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Old Sarum Airfield 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am writing on behalf of Old Sarum Airfield Ltd and wish to comment on the documents produced to support the Local Plan 
Review Consultation Process. 
I have examined the documents and it appears that the Core Policy for Old Sarum Airfield is not included in any of the 
documents. Core Policy 25 is a key element of the current Local Development Framework and as an existing policy should be 
shown as such in all documentation. 
The Core Policy was carefully drafted to address the principle issues relating to Old Sarum Airfield and considered all issue such 
as Heritage, Community Benefit, Transport, Leisure and Employment and Environmental impacts with a particular emphasis on 
aviation noise. These are the same issues that the current process seeks to address and the Core Policy retains the same 
importance for the future as it has since its inception in 2012. 
This was highlighted by the Appeal Planning Inspector [NAME REDACTED] in her decision letter dated 29th July 2019 where she 
states “I hope that both parties will work together to find an acceptable way forward for this site in the context of the spirit of the 
terms of the Development Plan policy, delivering the identified benefits for residents and preserving and enhancing this nationally 
important heritage asset, whilst fulfilling its potential of revitalising the flying field, paying respectful homage to its past and 
embracing its future firmly based in a continuation of flying from the Airfield.” 
In addition [NAME REDACTED] in his judgement dated 31st July 2020 stated “Subject always to the, centrally important, 
statutory protections and requirements where national and local heritage is concerned, CS Core Policy 25 provides a framework 
of reference. The current position with the Airfield has some negative consequences for all. With care, rigour, respect for the - 



quite remarkable - heritage involved, a commitment to quality and a constructive approach I cannot see that an outcome involving 
appropriate development need elude the parties.” 
It is clear from the above that it is in the public interest to find a way in which to deliver the Core Policy. Would you please confirm 
that Core Policy 25 relating to Old Sarum Airfield will be carried forward into the new local plan. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P115 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
1. Site 6 and 5. This is far too large a development and too fast. There are still plenty of empty building in Salisbury and around 
(Take the one in Churchfields). There needs to be an re-evaluation as many more people are now working from home and the 
city centre has lost its heart. There is no centre and so many empty shops it looks very down at heel. The target needs to be 
reduced and instead look at vacant properties and buildings in the centre.  
The increase of traffic on the Downton road would be intolerable - it's difficult enough getting out of Britford at the moment.  
2. We have yet to see what the 600 houses in Netherhampton will do to traffic and the already bad bottle neck coming into 
Salisbury. It would be a mistake not to see how this impacts first before adding to it as if the traffic becomes so bad (which 
undoubtably it will) this will be the final straw fro Salisbury. It is a city with so much potential and beauty and this is wrecking it - 
no one want to shop here and many people would rather go to Frome, Bath and other places where there is vibrant shopping and 
easy parking.  
3. Brown filed sites must be used. This doesn't feature in the plans. 



4. This is a tremendous opportunity to regenerate Salisbury - something that has been needed for years. Just designating sites 
without having a larger overall view will not add to this. I grew up in Salisbury and in the 1970s it was a vibrant place with many 
independent shops and for a young teenager, it was a place to meet friends and do things together - this has gone. Brownfield 
sites around the railway station and Churchfields should be looked at. Behind Churchfields there is a lovely area and it makes 
sense to develop this as a larger extension of Salisbury. Churchfields industrial estate could be moved to outskirts of Wilton or 
London Road. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are on the right track but are not considering the much needed wider requirements. Most importantly the impact of 
increasing wet weather during certain months, flood risks and achieving carbon reduction.  
The effects of surface water must be a priority. Last year my entire garden was under water. Britford get very, very wet. Site 6 
floods at the bottom by the foot path - it is always wet there. Once this is build upon it will increase the water table in Britford 
which is already high. Building here would have unavoidable negative impacts on both the water table and the bio-diversity of the 
village. The policy needs to maximise biodiversity, create woodland and look at carbon reduction. It is vital to maintain the 
separation and conserve the distinctiveness of Britford. It is a haven for birds and other wildlife and this will go. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
It appears that the 3 key Place Shaping priorities will be totally undermined.  
The landscape will not be conserved. As one drops down into the village there is a gives a spectacular view of the cathedral and 
this can also be seen from the Downton road. This will disappear and for the many walkers, joggers, and families that come 
through the village this will disappear. It is an easy walk from Salisbury and allows people o feel serenity and be with nature. I 
have spoken to walkers who regularly walk this route because of this and because of the pastoral nature of the village.  
The 40m proposed arc will not replace this - it is man made. The current view has been long established and nature has grown 
around it. It will not outweigh the myriad disadvantages (and environmental impact) of building houses on the rest of the site. 



Britford is a village - this development will swallow it into Salisbury and the distinctiveness of Salisbury with its villages will be lost 
forever. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Britford is an important and ancient part of Wiltshire/Salisbury heritage. Keeping our heritage is a vital aspect in regenerating the 
City. The village has vernacular architecture and ancient, medieval water meadows, a church with Anglo Saxon original and a 
village green. It is and should remain a quintessential English village. It has a school and a farm shop - both of which enjoy the 
distinction of a village setting. A strip of plantation will not protect this. It will swallow it up and it will no longer be a village. 
To spread Salisbury out by absorbing and in filling green fields will have a detrimental effect on the City - for it too will lose its 
history. Britford was an outlying village that people went to from Salisbury. It has slowly become closer and now is only separated 
by a field. Once this is build on it will be lost forever.  
To say that building 220 houses would not be a flood risk is a stunning statement. We already have seen 2 years ago when the 
run off became bad and houses were flooded. This will increase whatever any report stipulates - foundations, concrete, drains etc 
will move a delicate and ancient system of water management and Britford will be affected.  
The Site 6 field is already saturated. Often the water in the meadow opposite comes up to my front door in the winter and the run 
off from Bridge farm makes its way to the green as there is a slight slope. This will increase greatly. There will be flooding.  
The digging out of ditches in the village helped a little but did not stop great pools developing in the road and in peoples gardens 
and drives.  
Keeping Site 6 free of building with help with the drainage in site 7 
Building on a flood plain and so near a river will increase pollution on both the land and in the lovely chalk river - the Nadder. 
Flooding is a risk to not only the wild life here but to people's homes and indeed lives. The proposed swales and basins to absorb 
the water would be almost useless. I wish I could have shown you my house in the winter - the meadow opposite was totally 
under water by 6 inches or more and swans were swimming on it. I measure the part of my garden nearest the navigation stream 
and it was 14 inches under water. In fact 2 large trees fell down and they had no purchase in their root system. Where would this 
water then go except to come into my house and the surrounding houses. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 



 
I understand that the Council needs to build new homes. However, I urge them to reconsider not building on site 6. Perhaps there 
could be more land near the hospital or on the field opposite the hospital where it makes sense to link the houses off the 
Blandford road going back towards the hospital as this is raised land and does not pose a flood risk problem while still enjoying 
wonderful views over the city without compromising unhindered views of the cathedral.  
A new redevelopment of Salisbury must be a priority as building all these houses without a town centre makes no sense. People 
will gravitate towards Wilton or further afield.  
Providing open space and the opportunity to be in nature is more important than ever as we see the impact on people's mental 
health during this pandemic. There is a marked increase in families, walkers and joggers coming through Britford and this is 
wonderful as it is evidence of a change in priorities. Nature is back on people's list as to what is important. We must keep the 
village as a place where everyone can enjoy and feel spacious. 220 houses will take this away.  
New homes are important and needed but there are other areas where the impact is less and the environmental risk negligible. I 
urge the Council to look at sites like Churchfields that offer many of the attributes needed - plus a reduction on the use of public 
transport and cars as it is so easy to walks into the centre. It is a brownfield site but offers nature and wonderful views of 
Salisbury. It would not be taking a site and destroying a view but rather enhancing it. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The main comments I wish to reiterate are the risk to flooding which I see as inevitable if Site 6 goes ahead and the fact that a 
very ancient village will be destroyed in its place in the environment and it is my view that this is short termism. Salisbury could 
capitalise so much on its history and its views, sites, and location. Building on site 6 starts will diminish its unique offerings both to 
visitors and to the people of Salisbury. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P116 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Brownfield sites should always be given priority over greenfield sites. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Adequate infrastructure, especially in respect of traffic movement, should be near the top of the list 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
adequate infrastructure essential 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Given the pressure on the housing need across all areas, is there any way your proposed dwellings can be used as 'main homes' 
and not purchased by second-home owners? 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P117 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1  
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury.  
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way.  
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P118 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Since moving to Salisbury in 1971 and later to Britford we have seen Salisbury expand residential development in all directions. 
Whilst some development can be accepted especially on brownfield sites, the limitation on further housing must be addressed 
especially in areas and locations of historic and cultural importance. We have yet to see how the building of 600 houses on the 
Netherhampton Road will impact upon the area and city, from traffic, drainage, schools etc. Thus any consideration of additional 
development, at this time, is premature. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



This requirement, the need to carefully consider a wide range of aspects, seemingly unconnected with the building of houses, 
such as flooding, maximizing biodiversity and the separation and conservation of existing long established communities, together 
with other matters, appears immediately to be relevant to the village of Britford. We have grave doubts whether much thought, if 
any, has been given to these issues. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The plans relate to proposed development to two specific areas. Site 6 an arable field formerly known as Fair Field where we 
understand sheep fairs used to be held, lying north of the Downton Road on which 220 new houses are to be built, and Site 7 
lying south of the Downton Road where 115 houses are planned. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
1. We note the conclusions of the Parish Council but seek the complete retention of the Fair Field to be maintained as open 
and working agricultural land. 
2. Maintaining an open field on site 6 preserves the historic landscape 
3. and preserves the amenity of the village 
4. Reduce the risk of flooding 



5. Suggested use of the dry land at Little Woodbury with mixed development 
6. Priority should be given to re development of the centre of Salisbury over any development of sites 6 & 7. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P119 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): retired 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Very definitely lower 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These priorities look ok on paper but fail to take in the reality of the situation. I am aware there are limited sites around the city for 
building but the priority should be the city and surrounding area itself and not the scramble to build regardless of the very obvious 
concerns such over building will incur 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NO! areas 6 and & will be detrimentally affected by such building. Extra traffic on an already overburdened road will be further 
impacted by this plan, including noise and atmosphere pollution and flooding ( which has already been badly affected by 
Rowbarrow.) 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The volume of traffic ,noise pollution, air pollution, greater risk of flooding, not enough amenities, school overcrowding. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Not enough amenities for the amount of people and no way to improve the roads for the increased amount of traffic brought to 
the area. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Don't do it ! 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P120 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Comments on housing development at Downton Road Britford 
It appears the choice of sites 1 6 & 7 has been made contrary to all the aims set out in the Local Plan 
Core strategy:  homes, jobs, infrastructure.  Always homes, only 5ha planned for business development, no roads despite all the 
extra traffic that will be generated by more homes.  4th March report by CPRE concludes too many homes have been built in 
Wiltshire so why on earth do we need more? 
How can the “Spatial Planning Council” actually think that their beautifullly presented options with red yellow and green columns 
take into account all the factors in the choice of sites.  Weakness, strength and neutral  values are arbitrarily assigned to each 
potential development without any real investigation into the value of the sites as ithey currently stand. 
The report is already well and truly out of date.  Covid has decimated the centre of Salisbury and working practices and retail are 
set to change forever. 
21. The centre of Salisbury has an excellent range of retail and commercial leisure uses, and an ability to draw trade to the city 
centre from a wide catchment. The Wiltshire Retail and Town Centres Study identifies a quantitative capacity for additional retail, 
food and beverage floorspace in the city .  Really?  they have all been decimated by Covid and other factors such as over-
indebted food chains and internet shopping and will take years to recover.  The city centre is dying. We don’t need more empty 
shops 
SB1 Estimates of growth are not currently correct and brownfield and city centre residential possibilities should increase in the 
near future with less need for physical retail sites 
23  Infrastructure - there have been various plans for a bypass and other road improvements for 50 years but nothing has ever 
happened - so little hope of improvements to basic infrastructure 
25    iii  Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury, views of the cathedral.  Building 
             between the city and its closest village and leaving a green “vista”, (which will no doubt  
             shrink once developers get involved) does not comply with this stated aim 



        iv.  Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and    
             between Salisbury and adjacent settlements, notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford,  
             Netherhampton and Quidhampton.  How does building on the only field between the  
             city and Britford comply with this stated aim? 
        v.  Affordable housing - how often does the percentage of affordable housing shrink once a.    
             developer gets involved?   
        vi. Churchfields - how can the businesses established on the industrial estate be  
             persuaded to move aside for something more “attractive and diverse”? 
        ix  Flood resilience - how many buildings in Salisbury have been given planning permission on water  
             meadows which are the very basis of flood resilience in Salisbury. Part of this site floods  
 and more building and tarmac will make this worse 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
SB2. The priorities in some cases (landscape, separation) may be correct but the choice of site does not take these into account.  
Quality of development and first class planning should be a no.1 prioriity - but experience tells us that developers only go for the 
cheapest and most profitable options and chip away at any amenities in the original concept.  The priority that is not properly 
addressed is the need for housing when so many more than needed have actually already been built (CPRE report) 
29   Serious constraints to the further outward expansion of the City.  What are these constraints?  Flooding, rivers, but also big 
estates and landowners who have managed to prevent development on their land unless it suits them (Wilton, Longford, 
Clarendon etc). 
SB3 The site at Britford is not at all suitable for development.   
1. Britford is a historic village, a conservation area with a church older than the cathedral.  The proposed site would 
incorporate the village in the conurbation of Salisbury.  The site is bounded on two sides by conservation areas and the 
consequent building would totally destroy Britford’s particular rural character.   
2. Traffic - to specify traffic as a neutral grading is preposterous.  Anyone who has sat for hours in a traffic jam on the A338 
trying to travel to or through Salisbury at Britford would not agree.  How many cars would these several hundred houses 
generate?  There would also have to be traffic lights for them to drive onto the 338 which would cause further traffic chaos. 
3. Views of the cathedral - these would be blocked by the construction of a large housing estate - the “vista” is pointless. 



4. Country park (site 7) - why is a “country park” needed?  it would have to be maintained and there are plenty of walks 
available in this area without a planning inducement.  
5. Flooding - houses above the water meadows will mean more run-off to the lower part of the field and floodwater would 
present a real problem to an already frequently saturated site 
SB4. These sites should NEVER be built on - there is no need apart from landowners’ and developers’ profits 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P121 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. This is not acceptable 
especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. Such as the old airfield by the business park. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the ROW & Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P122 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Woolley & Wallis 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): J.S Whittle & Son 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Salis_P122a/b/c/d/e/f/g 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
We agree that the focus of growth should be aimed at the Principal Settlement of Salisbury.  However, it is  important to ensure 
that a contingency is allowed for in addition to the scale of growth, due to the historic  under provision of housing delivery in south 
Wiltshire. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



At paragraph 32, the Site Selection report starts that the site selection process stopped as other options  were not considered to 
be suitable.  However, the sites submitted into the SHLAA by [NAME REDACTED] were not assessed as part of this process. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Two sites were submitted into SHLAA for assessment, but the Council has failed to do so.  The Council has a duty to consider all 
reasonable alternative sites and as such we request that these two sites are urgently assessed as part of the Local Plan Review.  
These sites would offer a reasonable alternative, and/or provide a contingency allocation.  The Sites are:  
Land South of Netherhampton Road and Land off Old Blandford Road.  Details of these sites have  been re-submitted as part of 
these representations. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P123 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Woolley and Wallis Planning 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): J.S. Whittle & Sons 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
We agree that the focus of growth should be aimed at the Principal Settlement of Salisbury.  However, it is  important to ensure 
that a contingency is allowed for in addition to the scale of growth, due to the historic  under provision of housing delivery in south 
Wiltshire. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Paragraph 32, the Site Selection report starts that the site selection process stopped as other options  were not considered to be 
suitable.  However, the sites submitted into the SHLAA by J.S Whittle and Sons  were not assessed as part of this process. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P124 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Pegasus 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Bloor Homes South West 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Salis_P124a/b/c 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The Planning for Salisbury consultation document identifies that there is a residual need for an additional 940 homes in Salisbury 
in the plan period, up until 2036. For the reasons set out on the Emerging Spatial Strategy Consultation Response Form, on 
behalf of our Client, Bloor Homes, there are a number of reasons why this figure should be increased, such as the need to 
increase the plan period from 2036 to 2040. It is noted that continuing the current distribution of growth i.e. focussing growth on 
Salisbury, addresses carbon production.   
The emerging Strategy acknowledges that some greenfield sites will be allocated at Salisbury and Amesbury in the Local Plan 
period (para 3.59), this is supported and land at Old Sarum is a sustainable site well placed to meet the needs of Salisbury and 
the wider HMA. However, it is noted that paragraph 13 of the Planning for Salisbury document states that “Needs for 
development land should be met as far as possible on brownfield sites, in order in order to help minimise the loss of greenfield 
land.” A brownfield target of 410 homes is suggested for the next 10 years. However, this would reduce the residual housing 



figure to approximately 530 homes based on the figures at April 2019.  This residual will be further reduced by the update to the 
Housing Land Supply Statement for April 2020 when it is produced.  
Pegasus object to the reliance upon brownfield sites, as explained in our response to the emerging Strategy, these sites take 
longer to deliver and are fraught with uncertainty, consequently a reliance on these sites at the expense of greenfield sites will 
undermine the delivery of the housing requirement and not necessarily provide the range and choice of sites needed. The 
Salisbury area has a track record of housing delivery, recognising that there has been a demand for housing in this locality. 
Salisbury also has a large role to play in the spatial area of Wiltshire, serving a large hinterland of rural communities. Therefore, it 
is important to bolster and enhance the role of Salisbury, particularly through new housing. A residual need of 940 homes in the 
Principal Settlement of Salisbury appears to be low; given that Salisbury benefits from the highest position in the Settlement 
Hierarchy, recognising that it is one of the most sustainable locations in Wiltshire for Growth. Increasing the plan period would 
see this residual figure increased.  
In addition to this, the Planning for Salisbury consultation document confirms that to accommodate some of the housing needs in 
the plan period, two sites have been identified as Preferred Allocations to accommodate two thirds of this need (the remainder 
being provided through Neighbourhood Plan allocations and windfall). However, Paragraph 31 recognises that there may be a 
need to increase greenfield allocations to provide a contingency. It is recommended that Wiltshire Council increase the number of 
allocations, in order to bridge the gap and provide a larger contingency. This approach would be consistent with the NPPF 
paragraph 59 and the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the housing supply.  All figures should be pre-fixed by “at 
least” so that the housing figure is not seen as cap. For the reasons set out in this response, it is apparent that Site 1 can 
accommodate up to 350 residential dwellings. As such, this would increase the total number of dwellings accommodated on the 
site, making a more efficient use of land (in accordance with the NPPF), whilst also ensuring that no additional  greenfield land is 
required. This would help to bridge the gap between the allocations and the residual needs, particularly if the plan period is 
extended, thus increasing the residual housing requirements in the plan period. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The Planning for Salisbury consultation document sets out a total of nine key priorities for Salisbury, relating to: delivering 
opportunity sites; realising the Salisbury Central Area Framework; conserving the landscape setting; maintaining separation and 
distinctiveness of Salisbury, with Wilton and other settlements; expanding affordable housing provision; land for business growth; 
improving Churchfields; facilitating regeneration of the District; and providing infrastructure.   



All of the above priorities are supported. It is recommended that the provision of high quality, and well-designed new homes in 
Salisbury should be added as a further key priority, to secure sustainable development in Salisbury. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Three sites are set out in the Planning for Salisbury document as Preferred Options for Development. These sites include: Sites 
1, 6 and 7.   
On behalf of our Client, Bloor Homes, we are in full agreement that Site 1 (Land North-East of Old Sarum (SHELAA ref S80) 
presents the most appropriate site in Salisbury for allocation. Therefore, we are fully supportive of the identification of Site 1 as a 
Preferred Option in the Wiltshire Local Plan Review.   
As Wiltshire Council will be aware, the site was originally promoted through a Call for Sites consultation in 2017, with further 
representations submitted in support of the site since. Through the representations submitted, it has been demonstrated that Site 
1 is fully deliverable, in accordance with the NPPF’s definition. Notably, the site is available now, offers a suitable location for 
development now, and is deliverable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years.   
Site 1 presents a highly suitable and sustainable location for residential development. Site 1 has been through the various stages 
of detailed assessment work, as detailed in the ‘Site Selection Report for Salisbury’. This Report further demonstrates the 
suitability of the site as an allocation for residential development, confirming that it is the most sustainable site in Salisbury for 
allocation. Table I in the Site Selection Report for Salisbury confirms that Site 1 achieved the highest overall score, out of all eight 
sites in Salisbury assessed in the Sustainability Appraisal. Site 1 achieved an overall score of ‘-1’ which confirms that mitigation is 
easily achievable for the site, with only two categories receiving ‘moderate adverse effects’ (water and air pollution). A further 5 
categories were assessed as ‘minor adverse effects’ (biodiversity, land and soil, climate, heritage, landscape and transport. 
Energy, inclusive communities and economic categories were all assessed as ‘moderate positive’, alongside housing which was 
assessed as a ‘major positive effect’.   
The Stage 4 ‘Assessment of Prospective Development Sites Against Place-Shaping Priorities for Salisbury’ provided a further 
assessment of Site 1. Out of the three sites assessed, Site 1 was the only site to achieve ‘strengths’ in all categories when 
assessed against all place shaping priorities for Salisbury. The Stage 4 assessment confirms: • PSP2 Landscape Setting – the 
site would provide an improved urban edge and countryside transition. Further effects depend on mitigation. Urban-rural 
transition could be improved. 
• PSP3 Separation and Distinctiveness – strength of the site would be the designation of a countryside gap between the 
urban area and the Winterbournes. 



• PSP4 Employment – Increased quantum of residentials would be able to support growth and resilience in Salisbury. 
• PSP5 Affordable Housing and Infrastructure – site will provide benefits in form of a range of affordable housing. Therefore, 
it is evident through the assessment work conducted in the Site Selection Report for Salisbury that the site represents a highly 
sustainable and suitable location for development and comprises the most sustainable site assessed and identified as a 
Preferred Option for allocation in Salisbury. In addition to the above, we have also submitted a range of supporting information 
through the previous consultations, including a context plan; Ecological Appraisal; Drainage Appraisal; Heritage Appraisal; 
Landscape and Visual Assessment; Transport Statement; and a Illustrative Masterplan. All of these documents have 
demonstrated and reinforced the suitability of the site, alongside outlining how development could come forward on the site. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Based on the aforementioned, it is evident that Site 1 is entirely deliverable, in accordance with the NPPF’s definition. Further to 
this, a range of supporting technical assessments have been provided through the previous Call for Sites consultation, which 
have demonstrated the suitability of the site for allocation. This has been further reinforced through Wiltshire Council’s own 
assessment work, which has confirmed that the site is the most sustainable option for allocation in Salisbury.   
On this basis, Site 1 (Land North-East of Old Sarum) should be carried forward as a residential allocation in the Wiltshire Local 
Plan Review.  
It is important that the identified Preferred Option allocations achieve sustainable development. During the previous 
consultations, a range of supporting technical assessment work was submitted, and was used to inform and prepare the 
Illustrative Masterplan which was also submitted. This information has demonstrated that the site achieves the three objectives of 
sustainable development (social, economic and environment).  
As outlined in response to Question SB3, Site 1 has also been subject to a range of assessment work by Wiltshire Council in the 
Site Selection Report for Salisbury. This work has also confirmed that the site will secure the three objections of sustainable 
development.   
Overall, Site 1 will not give rise to any adverse impacts, and will enhance the site’s edge of settlement location (through 
improving the transition from the urban to rural landscape). The site will result in the logical rounding off of Old Sarum, and will 
create a cohesive settlement through integration with neighbouring developments.   
It is also important to ensure that the sites identified as Preferred Options are deliverable. As confirmed in response to Question 
SB3, Site 1 is fully deliverable, in accordance with the NPPF’s definition. Notably, the site is available now, offers a suitable 



location for development now, and is deliverable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five 
years. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
N/A 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
N/A 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P125 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The Council's suggestions are reasonable. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Most of these priorities are right. Preserving priority 4 to my mind makes other priorities more difficult to attain. Churchfields 
(Priority 7) is impossible to integrate better with the city. Businesses should be relocated to the south side of Netherhampton 
Road so that Churchfields can be reclaimed as a waterside park. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Roads and traffic. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Arts and entertainment 
Architectural and aesthetic improvements 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P126 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Much lower!!! 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Absolutely not! You’ll be ruining the most beautiful area of Salisbury where wildlife thrives! Utterly disgraceful if it goes ahead. 
Salisbury is unique for this reason where countryside meets city. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Don’t build on them full stop!! 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Stop ruining our city 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P127 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think that the brownfield target should be higher. For example the quarry at Quidhampton is not included in the current 
allocations. Why not, as this could accommodate approx 300 new homes. Lessening the burden on greenfield sites. 
Consideration of greenfield sites when brownfields are still available seems a nonsense and I believe is contrary to Wiltshire 
Council policy. 
A recent report by the CPRE states that Wiltshire Council has exceeded its housing target by 40%. Why is this building policy 
being pursued particularly by destroying greenfield sites in fragile areas. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
Whilst I agree with these priorities, why is the council proposing to develop a site which is contrary to their own principles, 
highlighted by point 3 and 9 aforementioned. The inclusion of site 6 in the Local plan directly contradicts these 2 points. 
The proposal would subsume Britford into Salisbury City and would remove the vista to the Cathedral and water meadows on 
entering the city. Equally it would remove the vista across Britford to Alderbury and beyond when leaving the city. The impact of 
any development on the already fragile eco system of the water meadows would be catastrophic. This site is adjacent to the flood 
plain which is already marked as a medium/high risk area. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not.  Site 6 is not suitable for development for numerous reasons. Development of this site would merge Britford with 
Salisbury which according to the Britford Village Conservation Plan 2014 16.1 'The high landscape quality within Britford 
conservation area forms a wider setting to the city and the consuming backdrop to built form within the conservation area. Its 
character is separate from the city and it should not be considered part of the Salisbury City Conservation Area. but should have 
its own identity and set of management tools.' 
The proximity of site 6 to the water meadows, an SSSI, the flood plain and the village should rule it out. 
The mitigating actions included in the plan to maintain this gap between the city and the village and the vista to the cathedral are 
totally inadequate and insensitive to the landscape. 
The additional water runoff from any development would further impact what is already a site that regularly floods.  
The impact of additional vehicles entering and leaving the city via the Harnham gyratory would potentially cause  rat runs to 
develop through narrow residential streets. This is before we know the impact of the 600 homes being built on Netherhampton Rd 
which will also access the city via the Harnham gyratory. 
Loss of existing views from the properties adjacent to site 6 on Milton Road would adversely affect the residential amenity of 
those owners. 
Access to the local primary school is already along a busy major route A338. Further exits onto this road will only cause further 
congestion and potential accidents.     
 
 



 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Whilst I have no objection to sites 1 and 7 being developed my original comments regarding the brownfield sites stand. Why has 
site 8 not been included in this current round together with the Quidhampton Quarry. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Maintaining the character of a medieval city and its surrounding landscape whilst being sympathetic to the type of developments 
throughout. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I question the need for the size of these developments which will further compound the problems which the existing residents 
already have to contend with on a daily basis. Air quality and noise pollution will also be affected particularly in the low lying 
areas. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P128 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident of Salisbury 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Too many new houses being built 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 6 must not be built upon, it would be a travesty of epic proportions 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flood/water management 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P129 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Lower 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Saving our city centre, we have way to many shops shut, why change our beautiful landscape by building shoddy housing 
estates, when our city is dying 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not! Britford is a beautiful village, building yet another housing estate will just ruin the beauty! We do not have a large 
enough city or shops to accommodate more people, people are losing their jobs due to so many businesses closing, it's hard 
enough for the residents that already live in salisbury to find a job, housing 100s more is going to make it even harder!! Wiltshire 
Council need to understand that yes we are technically a "city" but really we are a small town!! 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Losing our beautiful countryside! Salisbury is known for its beauty, and we are fast losing that due to all these housing estates 
being built 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The fact we are a rural city! And not a big one!! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Do not build more housing estates, you have already ruined a lot of our landscapes with the rushed, shoddy housing estates you 
have erected!! 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P130 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
There should be a brownfield target, beginning with rejuvenating the city centre by turning empty offices and shops into housing. 
Of which there is much and Covid has accelerated an existing trend. We all understand that this doesn't happen because its 
unattractive to developers, but we have a responsibility to Build Back Better, and this begins at a local level. We have to move 
away from an outdated belief that throwing up more houses on the edge of the city i.e merely increasing the population will 
translate to more economic activity in the city, specially the city centre. It does not. What makes Salisbury attractive in a 
pandemic and increasingly automated world is green spaces and it's 360 views of landscape. Declaring any greenfield site as 
'improving the landscape' on your plan undermines the credibility of this process. It should only be the least bad option. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
I think these are about right but if you want to improve economic activity of the city you need to attract higher earners as well as 
those requiring affordable housing. A plan needs to support diversity and I would like to see greater thought about attracting 
Tech. I don't feel your plan future proofs an AI/Automated world. It feels very backward looking. Covid has accelerated a working 
revolution and Salisbury is in danger of being left behind. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The problem with Site 1 is that it's distance from the city centre means people predominantly revert to cars to access the city 
centre (despite the good bus service). In doing so this pushes traffic through rat runs such as Ford. I don't live in Ford but feel 
very sorry for the residents. It doesn't access an arterial route, and access would be onto the Roman Road. Care would need to 
be taken to make this safe. The site buffers up to Monarch's Way and again care will need to be taken to preserve this historic 
way. Site 1 is the most green of all the sites and as the Roman Road denotes is the via to and vista from Old Sarum. I can not 
see how developing this site can be categorised as a positive for the landscape. The other sites are more urban, and I appreciate 
the challenge there will be that it encroaches on important green space and this must be built into the plans. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Local infrastructure, already under pressure, particularly the roads. Number of cars that will be introduced to the road network for 
accessing local amenities. Access to doctors (despite increased population Old Sarum still hasn't attracted a medical practice). 
Access to supermarket (Aldi, Lidl, Tesco etc). Access to nightlife - is it a walk? If it is a taxi ride you will not get people into your 
pubs/restaurants. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 



 
Yes safety of travel by foot or bike to access amenities such as shops, schools, medical practices, opticians. In particular safety 
of children. If we are committed to a more sustainable way of living children need to be walking and cycling to school. The 
Council currently pays for Taxis to get some children to school from the Longhenge and Old Sarum estates. Even buses are not 
really a green option. Designated cycle routes - separate from footpaths are required. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I think we need to pause these plans and start again with a different set of assumptions about a sustainable future. A future that 
lives with pandemics, that is increasingly automated, where tech is the dominant service and a high percentage of our workforce 
work from home, potentially living a long way from their employment. Online shopping will continue and other services such as 
banking and potentially medical appointments will be conducted online. This isn't futuristic this is now and I don't see any of this 
in this plan. I think more thought needs to be taken as to what population sizes might look like, the plan doesn't accommodate the 
impact of Brexit, ie in London there has been a material migration of low skilled workers back to the continent accelerated by 
Covid. Equally Salisbury may be under pressure from urban dwellers seeking a more rural life as a result of the new ways of 
working. So instead of more affordable housing you may find population modelling sees the requirement is an increase in larger 
housing with larger gardens. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P131 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Citizen of Salisbury 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I don’t think it’s necessary to build all these houses on these two sites now. We need to be much clearer about the impact of the 
pandemic, the move to online work etc etc. There is land as well as vacant properties in and around Salisbury which could be 
considered before building more houses and increasing the overall size of the city. So yes, there should be a brownfield target 
once the impact of recent events has been evaluated. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



I’m sure these priorities are excellent, and have been cited as the result of great effort and research. I believe the most important 
priority is to reduce carbon emissions. Building more houses will require roads, heating etc etc which unless there is an inherent 
priority to make vehicles and heating green, will continue to take us in a very detrimental direction. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Building on either side of Downton Road will extend the boundaries of the city, and blur the distinction between Salisbury and 
Britford. Currently both areas are important open spaces for people who live on this side of the city. The increase in traffic 
pollution from such sites would be enormous.  
I think the area NE of the city is more appropriate if greenfield building has to take place as this site has no particular merit in 
terms of beauty, views from the road etc. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Reducing the carbon footprint, providing local green transportation, open spaces within the sites, trees, benches, and play area 
etc 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Not that I can see 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



I sincerely believe the Downton Road sites should not be developed, in particular the field between Milton Road and Britford. A 
development of this site would mar the view as visitors come into Salisbury, would increase traffic and pollution on this side of the 
city and be a great loss of an important amenity - open space for all résidents nearby 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P132 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Too rapid, Salisbury is full - judging by the current strain on available resources. Any increase in housing, and the growth of 
residency as a result, will damage infrastructure and morale. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Improving places already present is a priority. Adding areas to be developed is a huge insult to those communities that have 
been trying to improve and generate more footfall for years. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. It’s just lazy planning. Downton Road is a very busy thoroughfare giving vital access to Downton, the New Forest and 
Bournemouth and beyond. The back log of traffic between 8am and 6pm is immense. Any development will cause catastrophic 
delays and bad blood. This has not been considered correctly. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Quality of life for Council Tax payers and local residents. 
Fairness to all concerned. 
Resources. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
There will be no improvement for residents already established along Downton Road and in Britford. Their needs and aspirations 
have been discarded in favour of scoring points with the housing companies and associated millionaires. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P133 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too high. It seems that, other than brownfield sites, we have reached the development saturation point.  
The Site Selection report for Salisbury shows that we cannot meet current housing targets without seriously compromising our 
planning priorities, causing significant traffic issues (notably through the Harnham Gyratory) and increasing flooding risk. The 
national, Wiltshire and Salisbury targets should be reviewed to take into account the effects of Covid-19 and Brexit. We will have 
a ‘new normal’, and presumably lower immigration, and tragically, excess deaths in England & Wales were nearly 80000 in 2020 
with more to come. Also, retail needs and opportunities in the city centre will have to be reviewed, which may open up more 
brownfield sites for housing. 
I’m not sure that a separate brownfield target is required, but all brownfield housing opportunities should be actively sought and 
pursued, with all resulting development used to help achieve the overall target. 
 



 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree with these priorities, and have a new one to suggest. Tourism is vital to Salisbury, and priorities i, ii, iii & iv are necessary 
to ensure that Salisbury remains an attractive place to visit, as well to live in. The views of the Cathedral from the main 
approaches, and the strategic gaps between the city and the surrounding villages are very important to maintaining the rural 
character of the area. The other priorities seem to fit Salisbury’s practical needs appropriately.  The specific target of 5ha in vI 
should be removed as targets will change over time – “responds to needs” is the key wording here. I would rephrase Priority v to 
say “Providing sufficient” instead of “Expanding” which may apply now, but may not be the case in the future. 
Proposed priority x : “Protect the area’s water management and balancing systems and flood resilience, by preserving the water 
meadows and flood plains and by understanding and managing the effects of climate change and local development, thus 
protecting local properties and the Cathedral.”  
I would focus on reviewing specific needs post-Brexit & Covid to deliver i, ii, vii and viii, looking to incorporate any brownfield 
opportunities to deliver v, vi and ix, and using iii, iv and my suggested x as guiding principles at all times. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Site 6 should have been excluded as it fails on priorities iii and iv - the mitigation proposals of leaving two small strips of land 
on the site undeveloped are woefully inadequate - a passing glimpse of the Cathedral if you happen to be looking at the right time 
is not a view, and visible open rural space is needed as the Strategic Gap between Salisbury and Britford (3657 Land at Ford 
was rightly rejected for just such a reason). The danger of flooding to properties in Britford from the increased run-off, which has 
caused development to be rejected in the past and is increased by the effects of climate change, should also rule out Site 6, 
especially if Site 7 is developed. This major issue has not been appropriately addressed in the site selection considerations. 
Paragraph 43 of Local Plan January 2021 Salisbury and page 36 of the Site Selection Report list the issues with site 7, notably 
the increased traffic at the Harnham Gyratory, where the real effects of the planned Netherhampton Road development are yet to 
be understood. To these should be added possible increased flooding risk to site 6 and Britford. 



I believe Quidhampton Quarry is a better alternative. There are access, landscaping and traffic issues with developing the site, 
but expense appears to be the main issue. If the housing is really needed spending money should be preferable to going against 
our own planning principles and causing flood risk to existing homes. 
I don’t know Site 1 sufficiently to comment on. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I don’t know Site 1 sufficiently to comment on. 
Site 6 should not be built on.  
For Site 7, the impact of drainage onto the A338 and site 6, and the wider effect on Britford should be properly understood and 
mitigated. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Salisbury, with its five rivers, has relied on its water meadows and flood plains as water management and balancing systems to 
prevent flooding for centuries. We must understand the effects of climate change and local development on the water table and 
flood resilience, thus protecting local properties. It is also vital that the sluice system protecting the Cathedral, which relies on a 
stable water table beneath it, does not become overloaded. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P134 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I don't understand why so many more houses are needed in Salisbury, since there has already been considerable growth. Are all 
these houses required? Where will these people find employment in Salisbury? I think the brownfield target should be increased 
rather than taking greenfield sites. Why is Churchfields not being considered as a site for housing? Churchfields is a very poor 
site for an Industrial site. Why can't Churchfields be moved to a more appropriate site e.g. Old Sarum or Amesbury. The 
Churchfields brownfield site could then be released for housing. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Churchfields Industrial site should be rebuilt - at both Old Sarum, to provide services to Salisbury people, and at north Amesbury, 
for businesses that do not provide services immediately to Salisbury people, where there is easy access to the A303 for the 
movement of goods. This would release the Churchfields Industrial site for all the housing requirements of Salisbury. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I agree with Site 1 and Site 7 but strongly oppose Site 6, North of the Downton Road. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Sufficient space for parking without blocking access roads, trees and other areas of greenery. Do not create another ghetto like 
the one at Old Sarum. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Sufficient employment 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Salisbury has considerable constraints due to its natural environment - five rivers valleys and private estates on both the west 
and east sides of the city. Perhaps further housing provision is not possible within these constraints. Do not take greenfield sites 
under pressure to find land. Use brownfield sites as far as possible. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P135 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P136 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Lower 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Agree with 1and 7 but not 6 because that would spoil and beautiful iconic view. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Not spoiling the countryside that so many residents enjoy. 200 plus houses seems far too many for that field in zone 6. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Salisbury needs a traffic free zone in the city centre so it is a pleasant place to come to for the day. We need tourists in the town 
spending money and it needs to be traffic free. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P137 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Not 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think the scale of growth proposed is too high, it should be far lower. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I think you are missing a key healthcare priority. There needs to be a stronger focus on improving the delivery of healthcare 
services and not simply regeneration of the District Hospital. We are faced with an ageing demographic and the burden of 
healthcare is rising. I would like to see more investment in social and primary care services, namely more out-of-hospital 
community diagnostic and treatment facilities. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Definitely not site 6 and site 7. They would be an ecological and social disaster for the small village of Britford. They would 
increase flooding, destroy views of the beautiful cathedral, annihilate the countryside and denigrate the rural idyl that gives 
Britford its character and charm. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flooding, damage to the countryside, views to the cathedral and the various consequences that come with increasing population 
density. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
no 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I have already made my comments: 
Flooding, damage to the countryside, views to the cathedral and the various consequences that come with increasing population 
density. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P138 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
We have numerous brown field sites in Salisbury which are ripe for developing. The general move away from city centres over 
the last few years and a trend of WAH means that a rethink is required about where we need to develop. We must preserve our 
historic countryside for future generations and look to current brown sites to fulfill current and future housing needs.  
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The draft outline above is not being met as the S6 development loses the separation as indicated at 4 above. Britford would 
become Salisbury. Number 3 above cannot be met either as the historic and distinctive outline of our Cathedral would be lost 
either in its entirety or heavily masked by the blur of housing. How has healthcare /education expanding our development of 3 
major sites with a 3 mile radius really in step with the reality. Salisbury College/ University is in flux. Upon what facts are the 
realities of over 5,320 new homes based. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Disagree as you have failed to mention the large development in Harnham which will cause  
enormous pressure on the roads and traffic movements in South Salisbury. This will be heightened  
at holiday time when traffic in the summer and weekends can already become gridlocked. All the  
facts on development need consideration and not looked at in silos without “joined up thinking”. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Traffic chaos, schools, medical facilities both GP and hospital resources. Flooding issues are  
a particular a problem. Edge of the flood plain/water meadows. If the water cannot be absorbed higher up from S7 it will drain 
down to S6 and flood the local area and thus the water meadows. By default the water meadows if prevented from doing their job 
as holding water then it will move elsewhere  
and threaten the Cathedral which only sits 18 inches above the water level as a norm. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Insufficient secondary education for proposed development. Recent events have changed our economy, and intensified the 
changes already begun in our city which is turning into multiple outlets for charity and coffee. A major re5hink is needed before 
we jump ahead and destroy our own environment and history.  



. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Any new development needs to be eco designed and delivered. The roads are not strong enough to accept yet more cars which 
bottleneck into the trajectory. Traffic checks must be made to monitor current traffic levels .... not just at half term as in the past. 
Traffic ebbs and flows dramatically depending on time of day, time of scholastic year, season and weather. Where is the traffic 
going? Where do folk work. It’s very busy at 7am - why? Where is it going? 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P139 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think that more could be doe to find brownfield sites in the city there are a number of semi derelict sites and likelihood  of more 
empty shops as a result of changes hastened by the present pandemic.Creating more urban sprawl around the city which has 
been going on for some years will not enhance the place and make Salisbury far less a place to live in 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1,  The Station has bad access and it is made worse by the poor road connection into the Churchfields site.Massive changes 
need to be made those areas work properly. 



2 Why are people in Education and Health professions singled out as having special need for affordable housing. Is this part of a 
political mantra? 
3. Redevelopment of The Maltings  could supply some answers to housing needs as it is close to the centre helping to stop the 
sprawl, 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  Site one may seem to be sensible as it joins onto the Old Sarum site but it is taking good arable land. The plan makes it look 
like  A 'good life area' stuck on the end of an estate. what is green sustainable in this? 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
SIte 1 will add to pressure onto Portway which is an increasingly busy through way as well as entrance to the Industrial area on 
the Airfield site.  The expected business premises that were built on the Old Sarum site have resulted in just one shop. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
I know that Salisbury has particular problems with the A36 on the South Eastern side having allowed massive commercial 
development with no improvement to the through road. The site is constrained by the Rivers! Often it adds a great deal of time to 
crossing the city. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



I know that it is no easy thing to produce plans for anything and know that there are no silver bullets for getting it right my views 
are made having feelings for the life of the City to which I have come to live in old age thank you. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P140 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
It is becoming to much for a tourist attractive city and is becoming unattractive to people thinking of living in the area. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No the proposals to extend the city are excessive. There are enough traffic problems without making them worse by extending 
these along Downton Road, Salisbury and spoiling the magnificent view of one of the finest buildings in England. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No the proposal to extend under  Site 6: Land at North of Downton Road is not at all practical. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The  Site 6: Land at North of Downton Road will be a disaster. It will increase the traffic extensively along a road which at peak 
hour is a major problem. The traffic will extend right to Bodenham Dual Carriage way as has been the case at peak hours. The 
introduction of the Bus Only route causes problems and I wrote to the Council about this over 10 years ago. People  going to 
work and taking children to school from about 8am onwards are the victims as I have personally experienced. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Salisbury is a tourist centre and the businesses rely on people coming to the city. With continue traffic problems the businesses 
will suffer and many have already closed. Consideration of the traffic problems in Salisbury from all sides and especially coming 
from Bournemouth have not been properly considered. Therefore to add another development on the North side of the Downton 
Road is going to aggravate the problem. The imposing of a Park and Ride and bus lane only takes out nearly half a mile of road 
up to the Coombe Road Traffic lights for just a few buses an hour. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Think again, it is not practical to develop along the Downton Road other than to the South between the park and ride and the 
existing development by the Shop. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P141 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



If new houses are built in these areas much more consideration must be give to access to city centre. Affordable  
 Public transport and pedestrian and cycle routes must be good. Both Downton and Castle Rd are congested already before any 
increase in traffic. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See above 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P142 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
We feel Wiltshire has reached it capacity of housing and brownfield sites should be considered first. 
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I am in agreement with most of the above especially maintaining separation between adjacent settlements and also flooding 
concerns. Also could not some of the empty buildings be considered for development? 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I agree with sites 1 and 7 as these are already developed nearby 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flooding, loss of residential amenities,traffic congestion,lost views,wildlife habitats 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Living near no 6 development I am very concerned the effect this would have. 
I fear about the flooding as  
we are on a flood plain and next to the water meadows. 
A lovely view would be lost from the Downton road of the cathedral and across to the water meadows. 
There would be a loss of local amenities and also the unique village of britford would be lost with the development and also an 
impact of the many of the wildlife that people come to see. 
It would also cause dreadful traffic congestion on an already very busy Harnham gyratoty. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P143 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Britford Parish Church 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Higher 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The distinctiveness of our villages must be maintained 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not. The Downton Road sites would cause huge disruption, chaos on the roads and overwhelm the village of Britford 
completely. The flood risk is dangerous and the mental health of Britford residents is seriously at risk 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Historic interest, well being of residents which will be severely damaged by building on the Downton Road 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As Vicar of the Parish of Britford, I find it inconceivable that it is thought sensible to build on the Downton Road.The traffic 
congestion. Is bad enough with the present number of houses and other roads will become rat runs. The mental well being of my 
parishioners is severely at risk. The iconic views for which Salisbury is famous will be completely obliterated. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P144 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Less new builds - there has been too much already.  
Brownfield targets are far more preferable. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Not 5.  
6: there is the old BHS store that could make an excellent health centre and community centre. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  
Downton Road sites are inappropriate for many reasons including lack of infrastructure capacity, especially the road system; 
Britford needs to be kept separate from Salisbury and this is put at risk; keeping the views to the Cathedral clear; risk of flooding 
due to greater run off from hard surfaces etc 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Salisbury has already expanded too far. Due to its geographical location, the rivers etc, and the poor road system, and the 
already in progress building, Salisbury is overstretched. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Spiritual needs - church, community spaces and the voluntary sector 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P145 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Nil 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I certainly believe that further growth within the Salisbury curtilage, if demonstrably a real requirement - and the consultative 
documents do not make that case with any clarity - should be embraced using only brownfield sites. Ste your targets there rather 
than the continual erosion of yet more greenfield sites around Salisbury. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes, but in the priorities where is the need to regenerate the City centre and with further emphasis around the station and 
Churchfields and other areas of brownfield neglect. It is no good pushing out into the green belt and destroying that with yet more 



housing without providing (a) city infrastructure that is necessary and attractive to residents and (b)utilising brown field sites for 
housing .  
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not accept the need for the further use of greenfield sites for more housing development. The case for yet further expansion 
on top of the several thousand houses already built or in the pipeline that has occurred in the last few years has not been 
convincingly made, particularly in the new environment post Brexit and pandemic and with a poor City infrastructure.  What 
evidence is there for such further demand? The case has not been made. 
 I am unfamiliar with Site 1 so cannot realistically comment. I am very familiar with Site 6 and 7. Neither site is appropriate given 
the amount of development that has already taken place in areas adjacent to these sites. If greenfield sites are to be invaded 
then of the two sites No 7 is more appropriate being on higher ground and adjacent to similar development in the last few years. 
Site 6 is totally inappropriate for the proposed development and for any housing. It has been offered by a landowner who must 
know of its unsuitably and is simply, I presume  looking for profit as an absentee landowner. Firstly it is on unstable land with a 
dangerous water table, liable to flooding that I have personally witnessed and very close to the water meadows. Secondly it 
encroaches onto the singular village of Britford driving it into Salisbury curtilage and destroying its unique character  as an 
important conservation and heritage area.. It helps to destroy the landscape setting of Salisbury and the sight lines to the 
Cathedral all principles that your planning papers have suggested are important to maintain. Further to state that the site would 
not be at risk of flooding is just plainly irresponsible. It is madness. There are well identified problems with run-off that already 
affect the Britford village. If this further erosion of the rural greenfield surrounding Salisbury, if this further desecration of rural 
wiltshire cannot be avoided then the required housing should be built on Site 7 and the Country Park, so called,  placed in Site 6.  
But I urge the planning authorities to think again about an unproven requirement for yet more housing and focus their attention t 
on brown field sites and proposals to improve the City centre. People won't want to move to the City and buy houses if all they 
see is a desolate centre. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 



 
Preservation of green space; flood resilience, preservation of historic landscape, compatability with recent development all drive 
any proposed housing to site 7 and green park to site 6. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Improving the City centre, attracting new and unique retail, a decent hotel and restaurants and stopping the decline. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I recognise [TEXT REDACTED] for many years my comments could be considered as  in the 'not in my backyard' variety but I 
genuinely believe that the selection of sites 6 and 7 for development runs against many of the principles that you yourselves  
have outlined in your supporting papers. Your case has not been made for a further invasion of greenfield sites and I urge you to 
return to the drawing board. In particular your plans for site 6 would destroy the unique qualities of my village that in heritage 
terms are very much worth preserving. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P146 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
There should be a higher brownfield target 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are the right priorities but the selection of Site 6 seems to disregard 3 and 4. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, not Site 6. This is  a site  which has previously been  considered to have importance as the gap between Salisbury and 
Britford. its  importance has not lessened and it is mentioned as one of the Place shaping priorities (iv) .  Britford is a unique 
village sited on the edge of the historic and ecologically valuable water  meadows and it will lose its identity if the gap between it 
and the city is removed by development. A small landscape buffer will not protect it.  The incomparable approach to Salisbury 
along the A338 with its views  of the Cathedral will be lost to future generations. A 40 metre wide vista is  derisory by way of 
suggested compensation  It is a concern that  Wiltshire Council  do not recognise the immense value of the Cathedral  to the city 
and the County of Wiltshire. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
For Site 6 is it flood risk heritage and landscape. Traffic issues  are  very important for both Sites 6 and 7 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The changes that the pandemic will make to the way people live their lives and the changes to the city centre that have been 
wrought by the demise of so many high street retailers . The plan process is being driven by government targets that have been 
set before the pandemic and the Council will be concerned because they have duty to fulfill those numbers but when is the plan  
process going to acknowledge what has happened in the last year? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Producing concept  plans for the sites at Salisbury suggest that the decision has been predetermined which is unacceptable. 



 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P147 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I prefer all housing development to be on brownfield sites.  I would like Salisbury to retain its rural character as far as possible.  
I'm not sure of the reasons behind the growth plans but would prefer them to be lower. 
However I am pleased that the Council recognises the need to build on brownfield sites as far as possible and is very 
circumspect about planning development. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The Railway Station and the Maltings can be redeveloped to be more picturesque and better serve the needs of the city although 
not in terms of compromising the biodiversity and country town feel of the city.  Salisbury is already a cultural destination but 
certainly this could be enhanced with better signage, facilities etc.  I agree wholeheartedly with conserving the distinctive and 
beautiful landscape setting of Salisbury, enhancing the views and rural and ancient character.  I agree wholeheartedly with the 
importance of maintaining the separation and distinctiveness of the small settlements just outside Salisbury as mentioned.  It 
would be good to have affordable housing provision for  public sector workers, although I'm not sure how this would be delivered.  
Churchfields needs to be improved.  It would certainly be advantageous to make it more accessible on foot, more attractive, 
perhaps with an enhancement of the surrounding rural nature and houses, whilst maintaining some business potential.  It would 
be important to modernise the facilities of the District Hospital.  However, given the rural nature of its location, I'm unsure how 
best it could be expanded or adapted.  I'm not sure what it means to provide infrastructure to improve the needs mentioned in 
question 9; however it would be great to find ways to improve air quality and connectivity, perhaps by reviewing the road layout 
system and more pedestrianisation. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  For me, I am not too happy about the developments at Site 6 and Site 7.  This is because the rural character at these two 
areas are being undermined.  I believe that Site 6 is too near the meadows and Britford.  I am concerned about the view from my 
window regarding Site 7.  Some lovely fir trees were cut down at the business park at the back of my garden.  This meant I had 
an unattractive view of the business park.  I now also have a view of the hospital, Harnham and the hills to the south of the city.  I 
was a bit disappointed about the further development at Rowbarrow, but the view in the distance is still nice.  I was devastated at 
the loss of trees at the back of the house and there isn't a huge amount of high green land in view.  But it comforts me a lot to see 
the row of very large trees at the back of Rowbarrow and I think there is a further line of trees as well.  I would be most unhappy 
to lose this rural aspect too.  
I understand that these areas are precious to Salisbury's conservation, particularly as there is a historic site at Woodbury with 
archaeological importance.  
As you can see, my priority is the rural unspoilt nature of Salisbury.  I am very happy to live where I do.  We looked at a lot of 
houses before we decided on the one where we live.  Ironically, one was a house in Britford and one in Rowbarrow, and they 
were acceptable except for the road noise at the latter.  Now I am glad we did not go for either of these.  I moved away from 
London where I spent many years.  However where we moved to Hampshire,  development towards a more commuter town 



started increasing there so I was glad to move again eventually.  I wonder if I will consider moving further and further west as the 
years go by! 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As you can see, the most attractive aspect of Salisbury is its rural nature; that it is effectively a rural market town and has a 
medieval nature to boot.  These are its essential qualities.  So if these sites are going to be built on, this needs to be taken into 
account.  Unobstructed views of the Cathedral, with consideration of how the development is going to be seen by everyone, 
continued respect for biodiversity, the natural environment and historic character.   
I am glad to see that there may be provision for a country park area, improved access to the countryside and other areas, more 
woodland planting as well as retaining existing woodland, plus keeping open space particularly at the top of the hill.   
Otherwise, I am unsure exactly what the plans are as the map is unclear, but I would not want quite so many houses to be built.  I 
would be concerned that this would leave open the possibility of further development.  I wonder if there could be any more 
development to the east of Site 7.  I understand that it could be seen as an attractive area because of the Park and Ride and the 
hospital, as long as the rural character is kept. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Climate change.  I don't want traffic building around Salisbury.  In particular I would want to protect the Grade 1 Listed Milford Mill 
Road Bridge, as this road gets flooded and is used as a 'rat run' to Southampton Road.  The Park and Ride could be used more.  
I would like more protection for trees, parks, waterways, open space, fields, wildlife, footpaths and green areas.  Salisbury has a 
wonderful character in this regard.  It does have plenty of housing.  However you know more than I do what is needed in terms of 
infrastructure. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



Thank you for requesting and considering my response.  I'm sorry it could not be more thorough at this stage but I hope you 
understand my concerns.  Thank you for your very extensive and thoughtful investigation into future planning for Salisbury.  It 
sounds very considered and takes many needs into account.  I hope that everything will looked at in detail. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P148 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Salisbury & District long 
term occupant. 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Lower target, as Salisbury is already swamped with New Builds & the Infrastructure cannot cope, as it is.  The Countryside & 
Farmland are disappearing at an alarming rate.  Global Warming targets will go out of the window ! 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
5 & 9 need to be reversed in Priority ! 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No ~ Too close to Salisbury, with no infrastructure to support them apart from the existing, which is already over capacity in 
normal times ! 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Road Infrastructure & Car Parking ! 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Flooding Prevention & the Topics need to be prioritised properly. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Salisbury is a small Country City & Market Town, with a very congested Road system, which does not work in the present day, let 
alone in the future !  This needs to be the main priority, before addressing all the others, as the static Traffic is causing a great 
deal of Pollution ! 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P149 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The placing of priority No 4 is unacceptable; it should be first:  The separation of the Britford Conservation Area, the City of 
Salisbury Conservation Area and the other communities around Salisbury should be the top priority 
The proposal to develop Site 6 is deeply flawed and completely ignores the Wiltshire Council's own recommendations stated in 
their own appraisal  of the Britford Conservation Area in 2014. 



 Wiltshire Council's appraisal of the Britford Conservation Area was published in December 2014.. It contains clear conclusions 
about the principles which should guide developments in the Britford Conservation Area. 
  
It states (Para 1.3) "Conservation areas are designated by the local authority ....(to recognise) ..an area's special qualities which 
the Council intends to safeguard as an important part of the district's heritage. It is the accumulation of an area's positive 
architectural or historic attributes.........whch make it worthy of conservation area status". 
The appraisal further states (Para 3.1) that its aim "is to seek the preservation and enhancement of the character and 
appearance of conservation areas". 
For Britford, in particular, it notes (Para 7.2.2) that "the landscape setting of Britford is of great significance historically" and it 
further states that the Britford Conservation Area's "character is separate from the city and it should not be considered part of the 
Salisbury City Conservation Area but should have its own identity and set of management tools" (Para 16.1). 
 Sadly, these aims are cospicuously absent from the proposed plans, in particular, the crucial importance of maintaining a clear 
separation between Britford and Salisbury City Conservation Areas. 
To consider removing the open space of Site 6,  which currently separates the two conservaton areas, and replacing it with a 
20m band of woodland and allotments is a cynical non-credible sop with no regard to the crucial importance of  the Council's own 
clearly stated objective  of preserving a clear separation of Britford and City of Salisbury Conservation Areas.      It would also 
destroy any hope of preserving and enhancing the character and appearance of this part of the Conservation Area. 
The Council should heed its own considered recommendations for safeguarding Britford's unique heritage described in the recent  
Britford Conservation Area Appraisal and abandon any plan to develop Site 6. 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. 
Sites 1 and 7 are unobjectionable. 
Site 6 is Completely unacceptable.   See SB2 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 



 
To maintain the separation and distinctiveness of the various existing communities /settlements and avoid the creation of a 
dreary urban sprawl oozing out and engulfing existing communities smothering their established characters and features. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P150 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
My only question is why we need these homes, and who will buy them? 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Rescuing the town centre. Continuing with the development of the Maltings for a start. Putting money into the appalling state of 
pavements would be appreciated by many 
 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not both of them 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The site south of the Downton rd at the edge of Britford is inappropriate as the road infrastructure is inadequate.The 338 road 
joins two other roads at the Harnham gyratory and as both of the other roads have new housing, under construction or under 
proposal there will be long road delays at certain times of the day and during the summer months. Drivers will then find suitable 
alternatives which will then affect the local roads. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Where will the children gobs to school. As far as I know the school at Britford has no physical space to expand and the 
Harnhammschools will have to find spaces for the development in Netherhamptonnroad and the planned development north of 
Downton road. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Possibly not a consideration to delvelopers but the site at Britford would destroy the wonderful view of the Cathedral. The only 
one of its kind from all entries into the city. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P151 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Re sites 6&7 
I believe the current proposals for Sites 6 and 7 together are inappropriate for housing  
The landscape setting of Salisbury and vies of the cathedral will not be conserved by these proposals – it will be damaged 
irreparably.   
Many walkers and joggers seek out and enjoying the unspoilt landscape setting. Britford is a Conservation Area with distinct 
character and sense of pastoral serenity, forming a wider setting to the city. This must be preserved.  
A single 40m wide arc proposed for Site 6 to make the Cathedral visible from the road does not outweigh the manifest 
disadvantages of building houses on the rest of the site. The plans also negate any views from the road out of Salisbury down 
into Britford which currently serves to make the village a separate and distinctive community. 
The proposals have not taken into account the wider importance of Britford as a piece of our Wiltshire heritage. It is a small 
village, but it has a particularly attractive and diverse representation of vernacular architecture in a medieval setting against the 
water meadows the village with an historic church with Anglo Saxon origins and village green. It also has a school, hall, and farm 
shop. Its character needs protecting from urban development by more than a strip of plantation.  
The development of Site 6 would lead to complete coalescence of the village of Britford with Salisbury itself and the village would 
be subsumed. There would be an irreversible detrimental effect on the historic landscape of the city and the Cathedral. Britford is 
presently separated from the city by a single large field. To reduce this to a 20m buffer would mean no effvisual separation 
between the village and the city could no longer be achieved. 
Whilst the Site Selection report for Salisbury concludes that 220 houses built on Site 6 would not be at risk of flooding (although 
120 houses south of the Downton Road would certainly cause increased surface water run-off down the hill which makes this at 
the very least questionable). It completely fails to consider the complexities regarding Site 6 itself and the land immediately below 
and adjacent to it. Site 6 is already a saturated field. The recent ploughing attests to this. Recent developments have already 
shown how fragile is the relationship between the ground water and the housing in the village, sitting as it does right on the edge 
of the water meadows. Heavy rain or storms already cause flash flooding along Lower Road and cause the Navigation to flood 
immediately and the levels of water in the water meadows to rise very rapidly. Work done to mitigate this wider risk when these 
developments took place has been insufficient despite assurances. Not only the immediate problems of run-off but the more 
invidious and less obvious problems of ground water levels in these low-lying meadowlands need to be remembered. If the Site 6 
were to remain free of built development, it could lessen the impact of the development of Site 7 and the houses on the south 
side of the Downton road. Sewage infrastructure is also affected by ground water and surface water. Sewage disposal is a big 
concern. It appears that the Southampton Road plant is under considerable pressure and that is before the addition of the 
development at Netherhampton. To build over Site 6 which is next to the watermeadows and flood plain where the water table is 
already very high, would be to invite regular, polluted flooding. Surface water flooding is a real and increasing threat to life, to 
property and to the economy. The proposed swales and basins to absorb water at the base of the Site 6 would be inadequate. 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As outlined above, the constraints of Site 6 outweigh the benefits of building on it. If a compromise must be reached and the 
concept plan reconsidered. The Country Park should be positioned onto Site 6. That will have the advantage of  
• Preserving the historic landscape 
• Reducing the risk of flooding  
• Creating a gap between the village of Britford and the city of Salisbury that would be properly defensible in the long term 
and would preserve the amenity of the village and the existing homes on the edge of the city.   
• Reducing the risk of flooding and adverse effects on the water meadows  
• Providing an open space easily accessible to the inhabitants of Salisbury as well as the residents of new homes and the 
re-development of the centre of Salisbury must be the priority over Sites 6 and 7. 
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P152 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of current planning growth is too much, too fast 
1. Wiltshire Council must pause and re-evaluate all plans considering the pandemic. Retail, home working and shopping habits 
have fundamentally changed, and the city centre has been decimated. They should be using the lower government target of 
41,000 homes for Wiltshire and not adding another 5000 homes to their target. 
2. The impact of 600 houses which have had planning permission approved on the Netherhampton road has yet to 
be felt. Until those houses are being lived in, and all the effects evaluated particularly the increased traffic no 
additional development should not be contemplated. 
3. The Local Plan must increase targets for and prioritise building on brownfield sites. It is insufficient to say, ‘as far 
as possible’ on brownfield land. This must become a feature of growth plans. 
4. The City Council must be empowered to do more than ‘call for sites’ in their work connected to the Salisbury 
Central Area Framework. This is an opportunity to give Salisbury the tools for the regeneration it needs to 



strengthen an impoverished city centre. Brownfield housing should be focused on the centre and with renewed 
vigour around the Railway station, and Churchfields as an alternative to a valuable green field site. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. The priorities identified are almost right; but insufficiently aligned to essential wider requirements: each must be 
viewed explicitly in the light of increasingly wet weather, flood risks and achieving carbon reduction. 
2. Additionally needed: The effects of surface water flooding must be made a place shaping priority, together 
with a policy which maximises biodiversity and targets woodland creation for infiltration and carbon reduction 
purposes; and in iv) maintaining separation and conserving the distinctiveness of Britford. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I believe the current proposals for Sites 6 and 7 together are inappropriate for housing and undermine and are 
contrary to three key Place Shaping priorities: 
1. ‘Conserving the Landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline and views to/from the cathedral…’:  
3 
i. The landscape setting of Salisbury will not be ‘conserved’ by these proposals. 
ii. Many walkers and joggers seek out and enjoying the unspoilt landscape setting. Britford is a Conservation 
Area with distinct character and sense of pastoral serenity, forming a wider setting to the city. This must be 
preserved. 
iii. A single 40m wide arc proposed for Site 6 to make the Cathedral visible from the road does not outweigh the 
manifest disadvantages of building houses on the rest of the site. The plans also negate any views from the 
road out of Salisbury down into Britford which currently serves to make the village a separate and distinctive 
community. 
2. ‘(iv): Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between Salisbury and adjacent 
settlements, notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton’Maintaining separation and 



distinctiveness’: 
i. The proposals have not taken into account the wider importance of Britford as a piece of our Wiltshire 
heritage. It is a small village, but it has a particularly attractive and diverse representation of vernacular 
architecture in a medieval setting against the water meadows the village with an historic church with Anglo 
Saxon origins and village green. It also has a school, hall, and farm shop. Its character needs protecting from 
urban development by more than a strip of plantation. 
ii. The development of Site 6 would lead to complete coalescence of the village of Britford with Salisbury itself 
and the village would be subsumed. There would be an irreversible detrimental effect on the historic 
landscape of the city and the Cathedral. Britford is presently separated from the city by a single large field. 
To reduce this to a 20m buffer would mean no eff visual separation between the village and the city could no 
longer be achieved. 
3. ‘ix Providing infrastructure for flood resilience’. 
i. The Site Selection report for Salisbury concludes that 220 houses built on Site 6 would not be at risk of 
flooding (although 120 houses south of the Downton Road would certainly cause increased surface water 
run-off down the hill which makes this at the very least questionable). It completely fails to consider the 
complexities regarding Site 6 itself and the land immediately below and adjacent to it: 
ii. Site 6 is already a saturated field. The recent ploughing attests to this. 
iii. Recent developments have already shown how fragile is the relationship between the ground water and the 
housing in the village, sitting as it does right on the edge of the water meadows. 
iv. Heavy rain or storms already cause flash flooding along Lower Road and cause the Navigation to flood 
immediately and the levels of water in the water meadows to rise very rapidly. Work done to mitigate this 
wider risk when these developments took place has been insufficient despite assurances. 
v. Not only the immediate problems of run-off but the more invidious and less obvious problems of ground 
water levels in these low-lying meadowlands need to be remembered. If the Site 6 were to remain free of 
built development, it could lessen the impact of the development of Site 7 and the houses on the south side 
of the Downton road. 
vi. Sewage infrastructure is also affected by ground water and surface water. Sewage disposal is a big concern. It 
appears that the Southampton Road plant is under considerable pressure and that is before the addition of 
the development at Netherhampton. 
vii. To build over Site 6 which is next to the watermeadows and flood plain where the water table is already very 
high 
 



 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The Country Park should be positioned onto Site 6. That will have the advantage of- 

 Preserving the historic landscape 
 Reducing the risk of flooding 
 Creating a gap between the village of Britford and the city of Salisbury that would be properly defensible in the 

long term and would preserve the amenity of the village and the existing homes on the edge of the city. 
 Reducing the risk of flooding and adverse effects on the water meadows 
 Providing an open space easily accessible to the inhabitants of Salisbury as well as the residents of new homes. 
 and the re-development of the centre of Salisbury must be the priority over Sites 6 and 7. 

 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P153 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think the scale of growth for Salisbury is too high.  There are fewer and fewer centres of employment in the area and no obvious 
opportunities in the pipeline.  Salisbury is an ancient city that cannot continue to accomodate piece-meal expansion.  I firmly 
beleive a new town should be built elsehwere in Wiltshire that can have bespoke transport infrastructure designed for modern 
living rather than trying to crowbar more houses into an area that clearly cannot cope with them. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



They are the right priorites, but the current proposals by Wiltshire Council do not respect these priorities.  For example, 
development of Site 6 would go completely against priorities 3, 4 and 9.  It would destroy the landcapse setting fo Salisbury (the 
half-hearted "mitiagtion" of a "sightline" will not reduce the impact of 220 houses blocking the view of the Cathredral as one 
approaches from the South); totally erode the separation and distinctivess of Britford Village; and not provide any additional 
transport infrastructure whilst compounding air pollution and causing serious flooding risk. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Defnitely not.  Site 6 and Site 7 would add to existing serious traffic problems on Downton Road and at Harnham Gyratory - 
which is yet to feel the effect of 600 houses being built on Netherhampton Rd.  Development fo Site 6 will destory the views of 
Salisbury Cathedral as one approaches from the South, would remove wildlife habitat, and would  effectively swallow up Britford 
into Salisbury.  All these problems are clearly articulated in the Site Selection Report but then only deemed to be Moderate 
Adverse effects.  Other sites have less server problems that have been deemed Major Adverse effects , thereby resulting in 
those sites being removed from the selection process. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Heritage / Landscape / Traffic all things which the Site Selction Report identies as problems.  Also Site 6 and Site 7 have been 
assessed in isolation without taking the combined effect on traffcic, pollution and fllooding into account.  Building on Site 7 will 
increase water run off into Site 6 which if that is develped will cause the river valley to flood far more often than it currently does. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
There is a lack of primary school places in Harnham and building on sites 6 and 7 will add to tehe traffic problems further 
beacuse the suggestion is that those children can be eductaed at other schools in the city, which means those children will be 
driven to school. 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P154 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think it's good the way the plans are set out in which developing new houses for 1st time buyers who can finally start to get on 
property ladder after years of saving. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Wildlife and traffic measures will need to be considered as traffic around Salisbury can be a nightmare the best of times. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P155 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think that the scale of growth is too high.  The number of new homes being crammed into a City already struggling to cope in 
terms of traffic, schooling, GPs and general facillities is too high.  The Local Plan does not take into account the changes that 
have occurred post Brexit and post Covid19 whereby more retail is moving online and more employment is leaving large sites in 
the City. I believe that the number of new homes is not now required for Salsbury and should be absorbed elsewhere within 
Wiltshire.  I also feel that there should be a target that all of the required housing should be found from brownfield sites so as to 
keep the greenspace around Salisbury that makes it so unique and so appealing to so many tourists and residents.  The Council 
needs to consider looking outside of Salisbury to meet its targets rather than continue to put pressure on the City, it's 
infrastructure, surroundings and environment. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
I think these priorities are the right priorities but I don't think they are reflected in the Local Plan.  For example, building on Site 6 
directly contradicts 3 of these priorities (3, 4, and 9).  It should be a priority that any new development sites for Salisbury should 
be absorbed into browfield sites and not continue in a piecemeal way to erode the greenspace around the City, or add to the 
pressure on its already creaking infrastructure. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I do not agree that these are the most appropriate sites upon which ot build.  Site 6 should not even be considered for building 
on. The selection of this site goes contrary to 3 of Wiltshire Council’s specific targets set out in the Local Plan, Planning for 
Salisbury document, namely i) maintaining boundaries with outlying settlements (in this instance, Britford); ii) maintaining the 
character of the City and preserving views of its skyline (the field in question provides an impressive view across open fields to 
the Cathedral from the A338, one of the major routes into the City); and iii) local infrastructure – although a main road, the A338 
leads to the Harnham Gyratory and Newbridge Road which is already a significantly congested junction.  
The site selection report for Site 6 states: 
“• Environmental pollution: development of this large site will inevitably increase levels of environmental pollution, including noise, 
light and vibration – both during construction and operational phases. This site connects with the Harnham Gyratory which is 
congested, and further development has the potential to worsen this situation.” 
“• Heritage: development of the site would impact on the Salisbury Conservation Area, Britford Conservation Area, as well as 
impact upon the setting of the Grade II Listed Bridge Farmhouse and farm buildings in Britford. The site would impact on the rural 
setting of both conservation areas and approaches to medieval city. Development would contribute to erosion of the separate 
identity of Britford.” 
“• Landscapes: the site contributes to a sense of separation between the suburban edge of Salisbury and the rural, low-density, 
village of Britford. It forms part of the river valley setting and the rural approach to Salisbury from the southeast, across which 
there are clear views of Salisbury Cathedral. There is higher sensitivity to the north and east of the site due its contribution to the 
rural approach to Salisbury and historic water meadow landscape.” 
These were all deemed to be only moderately adverse effects yet they will have a major impact on both Salisbury and on Britford 
village.  Add to this the fact that part of Site 6 is regularly underwater already due to flooding, if Site 7 is built on there will be extra 



surface water run off from above Site 6 with nowhere to go.  I have less objection to Site 7 being developed as it will not have 
such adverse effects on the landscape setting of Salisbury, although it will still impact traffic levels on the A338 and  the Harnham 
Gyratory, therefore affecting air quality and noise pollution.  
In my opinion, the adverse effects of building on Site 6 have been hugely downplayed in order to provide the cheapest, easiest 
development without considering the true cost to the local landscape, environment and residents of Britford and Salisbury. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Building on Site 6 will not only merge Salisbury and Britford but it will also impact the view of the Cathedral as you approach the 
City on one of the major routes, the A338.  This will surely impact the unique appeal of the Salisbury skyline to tourists and 
visitors to the City.  It will also change the complete feel of that part of Salisbury where the City meets the countryside and 
residents or visitors to the City can easily feel that they are in the countryside whilst also being within walking distance of the City 
centre.  With the recent lockdowns, more people have turned to walking for recreation and we should be embracing this, not 
eroding it by building on such areas.  Furthermore, Sites 6 and 7 have been considered separately, even though they will impact 
the same area of the A338 - both have adverse effects individually that will jointly impact the same geographical area. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
This is a medieval City whose transport infrastucture is already unable to cope with demands put upon it - not just at peak times.  
There are limited schools places available and a lack of health provision.  Salisbury will not be able to cope with the scale of 
growth and the plans outlined and it risks ruining everything that makes it what it is, and everything that makes it so appealing as 
to have been voted one of the best places to live.  We should be preserving that, not burying under more and more piecemeal 
development. 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
Please consider finding sites eleswhere in Wiltshire to meet the targets that are having to be met.  Salisbury does not need and 
cannot cope with more and more development. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P156 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale appears too high. Salisbury has lost most large employment in the centre. The biggest employer in the area is now the 
NHS and housing under construction at present on allocated areas is far too expensive for most of these employees. Far from 
growing Salisbury is shrinking and the population is ageing due to lack of employment and previous policy of encouraging a much 
older demographic by massive Over 55 developments.  The city is like a ghost town with empty buildings from shops, offices etc 
many long gone. These sites should be considered as housing. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



No. Too much emphasis on visitors and not enough consideration of local people's needs. Salisbury needs to seek high quality 
employment opportunities for its younger residents, together with entertainment and leisure facilities to be enjoyed by all. This is 
an expensive area currently seen as boring by the young. There are drink and drug use problems which seem to have been 
ignored and a blind eye turned to until the people are so far down they are almost beyond help. Reliance on pubs and night time 
economy will make it worse and someone should be employed to liaise with the younger people (not just the wealthy or middle 
class young, though) to see what they actually need and more importantly can afford. 
Salisbury is small and the cultural offering is not in any way going to be its main source of income. The so called cultural quarter 
consists of two relatively low capacity theatres and when it moves a library. People visiting Salisbury come for the Cathedral and 
its immediate environs. Most overnight stays are short stays. Reality is Salisbury cannot offer the same types of experience as 
say Bath, Winchester or Bristol purely because it is so small. It should be accepted that this is the case and think of other ways to 
develop Salisbury as a unique place. Nice though it is the Arts Festival and other cultural events appeal to specialised audiences 
and the city needs to be more diverse in its events. City Hall once played host to some of the biggest music acts in the world, live 
music is still a big draw for audiences yet Salisbury shies away from hosting events for modern acts. There are many big name 
musical acts who play smaller venues yet none come Salisbury's way.  
Things like the cinema offering are old and dated. A modern complex could have been considered in The Maltings development 
and the current listed cinema transformed for community use. However the council chose to rule out the cinema suggestion 
settling on yet more retail space at a time when everything points to closure of these types of areas. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flooding, access, traffic. 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Salisbury has serious access problems. The A36 is not fit for use. Efforts should be made by the council and  MP to draw central 
government attention to this to build a route to take the heavy traffic passing through the area away. There is a constant 
discussion about private motorist journeys but Salisbury's real problem is HGV traffic having to be crammed on to roads not fit for 
vehicles of the size and number using  them. Salisbury does not need a by pass as is constantly stated. The south west needs a 
road link from Southampton to the west away from Salisbury yet no one seems to accept this. Salisbury could find itself 
accidentally walking into a ring road which will destroy the very thing it seeks to protect. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P157 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
A brownfield target is critical to making us all go the extra mile in identifying sites and putting them forward. As an observant local 
citizen, and this is insufficient. It will be difficult, but we need a challenge to meet. I was until recently quite unaware of such a 'call 
for sites'. Some better PR and messaging could make the population far more proactive in putting forward previously developed 
sites.  Renaming "brownfield" would be a good start in terms of communication with the public: they are "Previously Developed" 
sites. 
I am writing as the founder/director of a cultural travel company which took thousands of people all over the world every year, 
over a period of thirty years, having started my professional life as an academic archaeologist.  
My first observation is the need urgently to recognise that Stonehenge and Salisbury are 'the Jewels in the Crown' of Wiltshire's 
tourism. Salisbury's setting, just like Stonehenge's setting - on which vast amounts of money are about to be spent - is an 
absolutely critical part of its touristic value. This City is not attractive to visitors because of the Cathedral alone - but also because 
of its whole 'package': an unspoilt Close, a planned Medieval town, and a beguilingly pretty setting among the water-meadows, 



made famous by Constable and countless others. Further building on its immediate environs, particularly in proximity to the water 
meadows, is increasingly destroying that status. A failure to understand the importance of their settings is a real threat to the 
continued value and attraction of heritage sites. Tour operators will consider it less worthy of time or even inclusion as they drive 
in through modern urban sprawl, and the historic environment of future generations will be impoverished because of decisions 
which allowed it. 
Wiltshire Council needs to give greater recognition to the overall importance of the historic environment of this singular city, and 
make some bold decisions to protect it. This city's needs in these terms are so very different from that of any other.  
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
This is a very big question and the answer is not long considered: these things appear to be the right priorities, although their 
order is not necessarily correctly prioritised. Several of these criteria are inter-dependent.  
1   The city centre  
was reeling before covid. I think we need to pause and see what happens to our volatile economy post-pandemic, and then take 
some big, bold, and new decisions about future strategies. We may find that modern technology has reduced our dependence on 
commercial centres, and that city centres could now fill other, touristic and communal leisure/cultural requirements to a greater 
extent.  
2/3/4  Visitor Economy 
This is an extremely important point because at present we are doing irreversible harm to Salisbury's attraction through glib 
disregard of careful conservation management: replacing careful curation with box-ticking exercises. The relationship between 
the conservation of the landscape setting of Salisbury in terms of securing visitor economy as a cultural destination is very 
misunderstood. (I am writing as an ex- Cultural Tour Operator of 30+ years). Salisbury's status is unique and needs unique forms 
of protection. People do not visit and then persuade others to visit 'monuments'; they quietly imbibe the entire atmosphere of 
place. I cannot overstate the importance of historic landscape settings to visitor appreciation. Or indeed, to local appreciation. It is 
a privilege to live in a lovely historic place: our surroundings offer daily pleasure to the people of Salisbury. That too is valuable. 
The importance of Salisbury's famously picturesque setting on the water-meadows is under repeated attack from development. 
Certain small pieces of land in critical positions, such as the single field which preserves the 'open, rural setting' considered so 
critical for the little rural village of Britford's conservation status, in this instance, should be protected by the Council in perpetuity. 



It is simply a waste of everyone's time to have to keep rehearsing the same argument every few years. Heritage does not 
change, it simply needs protecting appropriately. We know how to do that. Let the Council bravely take some bold decisions to 
protect certain of their conservation areas with more than lip service.  
5/6/8 Hospital 
In Salisbury, I imagine that housing development around the hospital's ambitious new development is important, and although 
any building on greenfield sites is regrettable, and especially on a ridge, a pragmatic solution here would be to extend Sites 7 and 
8 to provide housing for health-care workers. The Council document bizarrely gives inappropriate strategic significance to Little 
Woodbury, which existed a couple of thousand years before Salisbury, so there is no relation with the city, and it exists now only 
as soil discolourations below ground.No account of visual impact need be taken. Whilst it is absolutely critical that the soil on the 
Scheduled Area is not disturbed, and cannot be planted or built upon, building around it will not in anyway impact on it (as long as 
a watching brief is in place).  A 'country park' covering the scheduled area will be very limited in scope for these reasons. Rather 
happily this means that a whole swathe of countryside up to the ridge will remain as green open land, breaking up new 
surrounding development.  
9 Air Quality/Flood Resilience/Connectivity 
Local authorities need to load well-designed, ecologically sustainable, modern buildings into previously developed sites where 
possible, or onto smaller settlements where increased housing and infrastructure may bring a boost to the local economy without 
risking irreversible harm to the special places of our past. Above all, encouraging 
the use of local building materials and 'passive' technology in terms of energy. Raise the profile of buildings which are innovative 
and exciting in this way, by publicising them and offering them as examples to all.  
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, these are not the Sites which are most appropriate for building.  
  
A  Site 12: Does not the Quarry north of Quidhampton count as 'Brownfield': in which case it should be prioritised.  
B  Site 1, extending the modern development at Old Sarum (although distant from the monument) also seems a reasonable 
proposition, assuming that an archaeological watching brief will oversee a site built along the Roman Portway.  
C   Sites 7 and 8 



Present the most pragmatic solution to the need for housing which already exists and will increase with the plans for a new 
hospital. It is regrettable that this is a ridge, but there is a good road (traffic at the Harnham gyratory is very busy already, but it is 
worse on some other routes). The Scheduled sites of Great and Little Woodbury on the two areas of site 7 consist of soil 
discolourations underground of an Iron Age village. Nothing is visible on the surface. The settlement they mark out was in 
existence some 2000 years before Salisbury existed, so there is no necessity to consider any relationship between the two. The 
landscape has already been utterly compromised since the Iron Age and would be best re-imagined digitally.  In other words, 
there is no requirement for the Council to do anything beyond protecting the site from anything which damages the soil, including 
planting.  
Site 6 
Exactly the reverse is true for Site 6, however, which has a very real and important role in preserving both the historic connection 
and distinction between a conservation village and its city. Whilst a multitude of other objections may reasonably be identified for 
this site, flooding - not of any new development, but of many of the very vulnerable listed properties in the village, is a very real 
concern. This village is saturated for most of the winter - as you will note above - they are 'submerged' in blue on the map. The 
greatest concern for future generations is the effects on the historic landscape which Wiltshire Council has undertaken to 
'preserve and enhance' (Historic England's statement on the obligations of Councils towards Conservation Areas). Green gaps 
are necessary between settlements, but in this particular position, when the Britford conservation area was especially hived off 
from the Salisbury conservation area it was BECAUSE  
"18.9 Britford is a small village with a very rural character and its own identity, even though it is just on the fringes of the suburbs 
of the city and forms part of the wider setting in terms of the watermeadows.  It has a very different character to anything within 
the city and is not considered to be a part of the city" (throughout this letter, emboldened text represents my own emphasis) 
A "very rural village" cannot exist within a few metres of a suburban housing development.  Such development would make an 
absurdity of the very reasons for which the Council adopted its conservation. That is why the nature  of "separation" is absolutely 
critical to the spirit of the conservation status: a piece of a farmland and not a narrow strip of trees.  Site 6 must not be developed, 
and should be removed from maps which designate the possibility of any future planning. It should be protected by the Council in 
perpetuity. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 



Site 6 must never be developed or built upon in any way. It performs a multitude of services to the heritage of Salisbury and 
Britford, and absorbs a great deal of the water created by the development already on the hillside above it. Its unsuitability is so 
great that it should simply be removed from the bank of possible sites. 
Site 7 and 8: There is a disingenuous suggestion in the plans of a "Country Park" on the area of the Scheduled site of Little 
Woodbury on site 7. In fact nothing which might penetrate the soil would be allowed here, since the site exists only below ground 
as soil discolourations marking out the plan of an Iron Age settlement. Protecting the area with planting around the perimeter (to 
be established) and perhaps adding surface-mounted walkways is the most that can happen here in terms of a 'country park'.  
However, the nature of this invisible site does mean that no attention need to paid to its relationship to a landscape already 
compromised by 3000 years or to a city which it predates by millennia. 
Site 8: at the moment this site provides coveted country access for the walkers of Harnham, and this facility could be preserved 
to some extent at least by leaving a wide corridor for wild flowers and country aspect at either side of the footpath which divides 
it, and joins with the footpath leading south into open fields again. Residents old and new could still enjoy their walks, accessing 
the countryside a little further away, but with the easily provided amenity of a pleasant wide green corridor leading to it. Such 
provision, on the edge of countryside, is very important for anyone who chooses to live in proximity to the countryside. It is a 
leisure facility of value, easily provided. 
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
EDUCATION: Salisbury has a number of private schools which need to be taken into account possibly reducing provision quotas. 
Beyond this I am unqualified to answer. 
ENERGY:  CRITICALLY IMPORTANT consideration in every house we build - as close to passive as possible. Radical rethinking 
necessary. Our Planners need to pay more attention to the importance of residents having access to local countryside ON FOOT.  
We are surrounded by beautiful countryside which keeps us all healthy - walking has become more popular during lock down and 
is here to stay - leave us some easily accessible countryside!  Developing site 6 would have the effect of cutting off the 
countryside aspect of the walk from the city centre around Britford - there is nowhere to go on foot after that...(the Longford 
Estate and the Hospital development). 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE: Our recent bicycle lanes were in principal a good idea, very clumsily carried out. Such a shame as 
the whole project then back-fired unnecessarily.  let us try again in a more gentle, considered way, taking the population with us. 
BUT see my comments on the necessity to be able to go on a walk from the city and pleasantly access open countryside without 



the need to get in a car.  This is IMPORTANT to residents, but so obvious that we take it for granted until new developments 
remove our countryside, or its pleasant access. Some places need to be curated for this purpose. 
SPORT AND LEISURE  
An open air lido in Salisbury might be very welcome.  Other than that we have some lovely facilities for all age groups.  
HEALTH 
Get us all walking - keep our access to country walks open - get us all biking, but with more care for cars!  The Saturday park 
runs were a wonderful communal thing. If there is any way the Council can promote weight loss, that would be a bonus - covid 
has shown up how terribly overweight we all are and how it endangers our health and our lives.  Bringing it into the open and 
encouraging exercise in any effective way would be very welcome. 
HOUSING 
Some affordable housing near the hospital would seem welcome.  
LOCAL ECONOMY 
Heavily dependent on tourism, yet our planning at times shows almost cynical disregard to the very things which tourists (as well 
as local people) value. The historic setting of Salisbury is as important as the historic landscape setting of Stonehenge. And that 
wider historic landscape around Salisbury quietly contributes to the whole. Do not diminish it! Especially not along the Water 
meadows. Everyone knows this place not just for the cathedral but for the whole 'package': planned medieval city, beautiful 
Close, and famously lovely surroundings on the water meadows. Conservation areas such as Britford play a critical role in this 
status. It is increasingly under attack when we need the council to protect it - for our livelihoods and for future generations. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Thank you for inviting my opinions, and the input of my local knowledge.  
I can't help wondering, after my close involvement with this process, if planning decisions have become too divorced from any 
real experience of the areas they affect. If I were faced with the decision of choosing between the Sites on map 8, and saw Site 
6's position. It might seem a very obvious place to build houses. 
That would be before I saw that most of the existing village appeared already to be submerged by the blue of the flood zone', 
perhaps, and realised that whilst the new housing would not flood, its presence would almost inevitably flood some of the existing 
(many listed) houses which already live in delicate balance with the surrounding water on a saturated flood plain. (I speak as 
someone who used to live in Britford). 



It would also be before I had read all of the background to Britford's conservation status, and understood that it had been 
specially conserved as a "small village with a very rural character...very different to anything within the city...not considered to be 
a part of the city..." dependent on an "open, rural, landscape setting", I too might have been tempted by the sight of a nice big 
square field at the edge of suburbia. But luckily, I, and thousands of others, treasure this special place, just as the Councillors 
promised to do when they adopted its Conservation status. They agreed that: "7.2.2. The Landscape setting of Britford is of great 
significance historically" and that "12.2 "The farmland surrounding the settlement forms it setting".  
We ask, and I know I speak for many, many others here, ask that the most vulnerable and important pieces of land in and around 
this singularly beautiful city, and especially along its water-meadows be protected from development for ever. The historic 
landscape will not alter (unless we destroy it). Let us escape this cycle of the same time-wasting arguments for everyone 
concerned. Protect them for us, for our healthy enjoyment, for our livelihoods from tourism, and for future generations.  
Thank you 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
It's too much the hospital, roads, countryside, schools, doctors cannot cope. You need to look at the roads first and foremost 
when the world is running normally again the traffic can be chaos and puts people off going places to shop etc 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes we may need more houses but how about people who have holiday homes or second homes surely they can be taxed more 
which they won't like to free up more houses so you don't have to keep building.  
Also if we keep accepting people who cause trouble from outside the area in then maybe this will curve the need for more houses 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Increase in traffic, road safety and flood areas 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Yes you need to review parking charges they are extortionate for a few hours which seems pointless when you try to support a 
few shops. Why not do what the new forest do and have yearly parking clocks for various car parks it really encourages people to 
just pop out. And listen to the people of Salisbury if they think something won't work dont spend thousands doing it anyway and 
when it doesn't work still ignore them ie the cycle lanes. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I question if the scales of growth is correct and how often this is reviewed. Why so many homes when so few businesses reside 
in Salisbury? What about space in the city centre of buildings being left to ruin which could be used for housing? The decline of 
the high street etc. Of course Brownfields over Greenfields but they have to be the right locations, not ones that threaten 
Salisbury's unique heritage and risk damaging properties of current residents through flooding. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are the right priorities and yet site 6 development goes against points 3,4 and 9. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. I believe site 6 to be particularly damaging - it threatens the distinct character and individuality of Britford, increases the 
potential for flooding and obscures the beautiful views of the cathedral. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As above. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Tourism. Similar to local economy but I think tourism should be singled out for Salisbury. Salisbury is the jewel in  Wiltshire's 
crown and should be recognised as such. We need to do everything possible to protect our heritage and not build houses that 
obscure the very reason people from all over the world visit Salisbury - the cathedral!! Wiltshire Council need to stop treating 
Salisbury as if it's Trowbridge! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No more comments. 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I think the proposed growth is too great. There should be a target on brownfield sites. The figure should be lower and focussed 
on brownfield sites 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I part. There is insufficient weight to measures for the protection of the environment and cultural heritage. The situation can be 
improved by respecting existing policies and management strategies, both local and national, for the enhancement of assets and 
their settings. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Sites 6 and 7 should be excluded because they were incorrectly scored in the site selection process. Site 6 should not be 
developed so as to maintain (and preferably enhance} the setting of the Conservation Area of Britford (SA Objective 7 and 8). 
Site 7 should be excluded because of the direct impact (major adverse effect) on a nationally important heritage site (Wilts HER 
SU12NE011) (SA Objective 7). Development of either site will add to the traffic problems of Churchill Way and Southampton 
Road (SA Objective 11) and the unacceptable air pollution in the surrounding area (SA Objective 4) 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not be built on because of the direct impacts on important heritage assets, the degradation of the settings of heritage 
assets, the degradation of landscape values, the increase in traffic and consequent air pollution, the effects if rain water run off. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The concerns of existing residents. The character of the city especially its unique historic nature. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It seems to me that the plan has been drawn up by a team that sits around a computer, devises a subjective scoring scheme, 
ticks boxes and puts generalised statements around them. An appreciation of the historic character of Salisbury and its setting 
seems unimportant. Priority must be given to enhancing that character (by addressing issues such as traffic, pollution, the 
removal of unwanted structures etc) rather than focussing on how to degrade it with inappropriate new development. 



 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P161 
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Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth must be linked to sustainable employment which I do not believe to be the case. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
PSP 4, 5 and 9 are contradicted when used against sites 6, 7 and 8. 
4 - Maintaining separation for Site 6 actually links Britford to Harnham (East) 
5 - Affordable housing for education and healthcare personnel - Local household income: average annual gross income is 
£40,700, and the net income after housing costs is £27,000 



Affordability ratio (based on 2 bed property): Median price £204,200 (annual gross 
income £40,700) makes an affordability ratio of 4.76 
Theses figures do not match the proposed unit median price to the wages of teachers and nurses, the local average might be 
£40,700 however a newly qualified teacher earns ~£24,000. 
9 - Providing infrastructure to improve air quality, flood resilience and connectivity - the congestion on the A338 has been 
exacerbated by the bus lane not being "time controlled" unlike the bus lane on Castle Road to the North, nor does it permit a left 
turn to the Hospital at the traffic lights; both would ease congestion, maintain flow and improve air quality.  Speed on the A338 is 
a significant issue and a separate study should be conducted - the noise and air quality both suffer and more vehicles will only 
add to this blight. 
Flood resilience will be compromised as the absorbing capacity of the current grass lands at site 7 specifically will be replaced by 
rapid run off from hard surfaces ie roofs, roads and pavements.  Unless a review of run off management is conducted Site 7 
could flood Site 6. 
Connectivity is currently via the congested Harnham gyratory system that is further compromised by the Southampton Road.  
There is very limited cycle way connectivity - a sign on a post does not make a safe cycle way.  Potentially expanding the 
cycle/footpath on the A338 through Britford and south all the way to Downton would enhance connectivity and provide a further 
Secondary School option ie Trafalgar School.  There is also a leisure centre in Downton.  A foot/cycle bridge connecting South 
East Salisbury (Sites 6,7 and 8) to the Southampton Road, via Churchill Gardens would link Wiltshire College, S6C and the "strip 
mall" retail/business and potentially reduce car traffic. 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
By weight of effort by the Council it would appear that the development sites have all but been selected.  Topography shapes 
Salisbury and development on narrow(ed) access corridors ie the river valleys should be avoided ie Site 6.  Adding to traffic flow 
into Salisbury on the already congested A338 and A354 should be avoided. I do not agree that these sites are the most 
appropriate. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 



 
My response to Sect 8 outlines the issues: 
1.  Will the  housing be truly affordable for key workers (without the complexity of "shared ownership")? 
2.  Will connectivity be addressed as a whole ie Harnham Gyratory, access to Downton and Southampton roads for non-motor 
vehicles? 
3.  Will congestion, air quality and vehicle speeds be fully understood? 
4.  Will drainage and run off factors be considered from Site 7 to Site 6? 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Housing needs are undisputed however affordability and employment opportunities must match the provision. 
Without a realistic review of real wages, from employment that Salisbury is lacking, as opposed to average wages the planning 
considerations will provide an unaffordable solution for key workers, especially as proximity to SDH is being used as a positive 
point. 
Transport will always be an issue due to the topography however the lack of considered, credible and safe cycleways remains an 
area that there is little integration; a sign on a post does not make a safe cycleway for all. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I sense that Sites 6 & 7 are potential stalking horses for Site 8.  I also sense that the comprehensive information provided serves 
to obscure a decision that has already been taken; cede that sites 6 & 7 compromise each other and that Site 8 is selected. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P162 
 

 
Consultee code: Landowner 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Lazbeth Properties 
(Salisbury) Ltd 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
We are in agreement with the Council’s plans 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
We agree 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We, the freeholders of the former quarry site within Site 7 (South of Downton Road that is adjacent to the Park and Ride) support 
the council’s plans to develop this site for residential use. 
The former quarry site is currently rented to a caravans’ business on a 6 years lease ending in 2022.  The Lease allows for a 
break clause by either the landlord or the tenant in years 3 and 6, giving the landlord the option to make this site available for 
development every 3 years should the lease be renewed next year.  The 3 years break clause was requested by the caravans’ 
business from the outset to give them the flexibility to relocate their business if and when they need to. 
We have also been in touch with our adjacent owners within Site 7, and we are happy to work together to support the Council’s 
plans for Site 7 as a whole. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P163 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Salisbury lacks basic road infrastructure and has limited employment opportunities in the City. Large scale new housing should 
be away from Salisbury where more employment opportunities exist. Only develop brownfield sites is the way forward, with small 
developments. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities are good and surely rule our the "Site 6" development on the Downton Road. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. The site 6 is completely inappropriate. Site 7 is not to be preferred due to traffic congelation on the Downton Road. Site 1 is 
away from a main road but has good connections to Amesbury and Andover where employmant is increasing. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Site 6, retain as an open field. Site 7, do not build on unless significant infrastructure ( eg new primary school, new ring road 
around Salisbury) are in place first. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
For Site 6, an important factor is the site being adjacent to the flood plane and subject to flooding at the lower level. 
Separation with Britford is very important to retain. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Pause greenfield building in and around Salisbury until appropriate infrastructure is in place, especially additional primary schools 
and a ring road to alleviate traffic congestion (and hence improve the sir quality). 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P164 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): local 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
What WAS the current strategy has been rendered irrelevent by both Covid 19 and Brexit. 
Massive re-think required re the immediate future. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No ribbon development anywhere . 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree that any of these sites ever need to be built on 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
This implies they are more than likely to be built on. 
I hope not. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The plans were made, with good intention, at the time. 
Now,thanks to Covid 19 and Brexit, things will never be the same again. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We are all faced with dealing with the unknown immediate future. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P165 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The brownfield target should be higher. There are numerous empty buildings throughout the area and more so with the new trend 
of home working and redundant office space which is now potential development land. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree with the priorities in particular #4 Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between 
Salisbury and adjacent settlements, notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton. It is essential that 
these outlying villages and communities maintain their own identity. 



 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I disagree entirely with Site 6 (north of Downton Road). This site is a green breathing space between Harnham and Britford, and 
provides a pleasant rural outlook from the A338 when driving into Salisbury. It would generate a great deal more traffic on the 
Harnham gyratory roundabout and this would be in addition to the traffic generated by the new housing at the far end of west 
Harnham. Downton Rod is already blocked by summer traffic as we do not have a Salisbury bypass and many motorists are 
forced to use Salisbury as a through route. 
Area 7 is less contentious in my view as it is tucked away out of sight. However the traffic would be similarly affected. 
I do not have any comment on Area 1. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
retention of green spaces, excess traffic, infrastructure. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Why is there a need to 'plan for growth'? In my view Salisbury has already expanded beyond its ability to cope with the numbers 
of people. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P166 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal on Green Belt land adjacent to the Monarch’s Way long distance footpath 
which is a key green corridor. This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way and encroach too closely to the 
WW2 Pill Box which together with its environs need to be protected.  
This proposal must not be allowed especially as more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury.  
I hereby object to this proposal. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P167 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I disagree fundamentally. There is no requirement or capacity for any more houses for Britford. The case is not proven. This is a 
conservation area. The road capacity is already inadequate and any tinkering with the road system will do nothing to alleviate it. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
See previous response. There are too many developers and land owners with their own agendas involved. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Britford or the meadows on the Avon are flood plains.! We've seen them seriously flood several times. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See previous replies. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
See previous replies. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We should be looking after and enhancing our natural habitat  not destroying it. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P168 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Lower 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, site 1 is definitely not the most appropriate place to build 275 houses, it will effect the wildlife in the hedge rows, many of the 
residents on Norman Drive will loose the view of the green space, they currently enjoy, also the ancient monument which is 
currently in the field, ie. the lookout will be dramatically effected, also the infrastructure on the Portway cannot take the extra 
traffic of 275 plus cars! 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As noted above, the infrastructure of the roads cannot take it, wildlife in the hedgerows will disappear, the loss of the green space 
& views to residents, also the huge disruption to local residents on Norman Drive whilst build works are undertaken, along with 
ancient ruins in the field! 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
All of the points noted above! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
None 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P169 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Brownfield sites should be exhausted before greenfield sites are considered. There are a number of empty / derelict areas in the 
centre of the city. For example the Post Office building, ex Rural Development Commission building and old school near the train 
station (on Churchfield Road) all remain empty and an eyesore and would benefit from redevelopment, as was the case with the 
old Infirmary on Fisherton Street and Friends Provident. The scale of growth in Salisbury seems disproportionate - some of the 
key selling points of Salisbury are its rural setting, small compact city and distinct identity amongst surrounding villages. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Much of this plan sounds positive, however before building houses, the overstretched and failing infrastructure should be 
addressed first to accommodate the future growth plans. Otherwise, the existing problems will be exacerbated. For example all 
access roads (Downton Road, London Road, Southampton Road, Blandford Road, Castle Street and the Ring Road) are choked 
at peak times bringing traffic to a standstill with associated environmental and air quality impacts. Other examples include impact 
on the sewage system, flood plains and rain runoff, parking, school capacity and NHS services. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. [TEXT REDACTED] site 6 I am disappointed firstly in not being informed nor previously consulted regarding these plans prior 
to meetings on this subject that have occurred without our knowledge. If this had been done, then a more informed opinion may 
have been provided sooner. As it is, we were only made aware via a neighbour. In terms of the site, the proposal to put 220 
house on site 6 raises a number of concerns. Firstly, the road infrastructure is not fit for purpose and is already at a standstill 
during peak hours making access to the city and the north difficult. Hopefully, when considering these sites the traffic prior to 
COVID restrictions were taken in to account. Secondly, our property is adjacent to the site and hence we have concerns 
regarding reduction in light (most of our natural light comes from the direct of site 6), increased noise both during the building 
works and subsequent adjacent properties and the overall devaluation of our property as the location will be less desirable. 
Thirdly the impact to the local area will be significant as not only views towards the city and Cathedral will be degraded, but the 
views from Salisbury to Britford and Alderbury will be blocked inhibiting views of historic landmarks such as the churches in those 
villages. Lastly, Britford will no longer be a separate entity, which is contrary to one of the Shaping Priorities outlined in the 
previous question. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Road infrastructure and impact on adjacent residents 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 



 
Infrastructure to meet with modern ways of living - eg High speed internet, electric charging, bespoke bike lanes (ie not like 
current implementation on Exeter street) 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I would welcome better visibility and communication on the next stages of this, particularly given our close proximity to one of the 
proposed sites. Regeneration of Salisbury is a good thing and if done well, will have a positive impact for generations to come. 
However, fundamental to this is resolving the long standing infrastructure challenges and the redevelopment of unsightly 
brownfield sites rather than going for the quick wins of densely populated housing developments on greenfield sites. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P170 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Britford 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
This scale of growth is overwhelming Salisbury and destroying its historic city ambience. Certainly there should be a brownfield 
target. Furthermore, greenfield sites should only be used when ALL brownfield sites have been redeveloped. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Improving non-vehicular access to Churchfields trading estate seems unnecessary. It is important to maintain adequate car-
parking provision. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NO. Sites 1 and 7 might be accepted, but Site 6 is not appropriate. Site 6 floods and I am surprised that it isn't included in the 
flood plain map. Building on Site 7 will exacerbate the flood risk for Site 6. Building on Site 6 fails to respect a number of the 
stated priorities stated above; specifically: Priority 3 - conserving the landscape setting - the view of the cathedral when 
approaching from the south will be lost. A 40m sightline will let the cathedral be visible for about 5 seconds. Priority 4 - 
maintaining separation - Site 6 IS the separation between Salisbury and Britford; building there will make Britford contiguous with 
Salisbury and destroy the village as a distinct entuty. A line of trees and/or allotments does not constitute separation. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The traffic problems and the availability of sufficient healthcare. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Salisbury city centre is full of empty business premises, both small and large and the situation is only likely to become worse. 
Wiltshire Council parking policy and treatment of Salisbury businesses mean that, although a local resident, I rarely shop in 
Salisbury city centre as the shops I used to patronise are located elsewhere. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Why is there no walking/cycling access to the rear of the Britford P&R from the Rowbarrow direction? 
How can the proposal for Site 6 claim wider countryside access? What countryside? It's all being built over. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P171 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Britford Farm Shop 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Growth is far exceeding infrastructure without apparent care for existing residents. Reassessment of convertion of redundant 
commercial property should be factored into any homebuilding.  New buildings must factor the local infrastructure and impact on 
the view of the Cathedral. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are appropriate however point 3 is at odds with site 6 proposed development on Downton Rd. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I am not familiar with site 1, I do however run a shop adjacent to site 6 and 7, Site 7 is of less contention to me however site 6 is 
completely unacceptable, I have a shop sign sited inside site 6, it's permission was rigorously scrutinised and it's size, location 
and colour are strictly governed, this is because it's in the line of sight to the Cathedral, how can this beautiful view be considered 
as worthy of loss, it's the best view of Salisbury of all approaches. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Infrastructure, Newbridge Rd gyratory, City sightlines.  Style of build must be sympathetic with the city approaches and locality. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Better promotion of park and ride and exit charging for City centre car parks 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P172 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Site 6 is inappropriate.  If Salisbury’s future depends on tourism and other visitors it is self defeating to spoil the currently 
attractive approach into the city from the main tourist areas in the region comprising the New Forest and the south coast. 
It will also ruin the setting of Britford Village which currently offers open space which has been especially appreciated during 
lockdown. 
And this is before you even consider the traffic: Harnham Gyratory!  We have been familiar with the current problems for over 30 
years and can’t see a solution to the inevitable chaos that would further impact an already overloaded system. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Economic damage to the city and traffic exacerbating free flow for visitors, residents and the hospital. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Please use common sense and appreciate the geographical constraints. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Thé A338 is subject to ever increasing heavy lorries.  Harnham Gyratory is a complex junction built on steep slopes which in the 
event of incidents of weather or accidents etc simply grinds to a  Halt.  It cannot cope with additional traffic. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P173 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Salisbury is losing its identity.  Without the Cathedral, the Close and a few places in the town, (St Thomas's Church, The Red 
Lion Hotel, The White Hart) there is little to offer.  Growth all around its edges is racing away.  Congestion is a real problem.  
Brownfield targets should be improved while growth must be curtailed. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Good priorities and the right ones.  Sadly, whoever is looking at prospective house building sites is not following these priorities.   
To achieve most of the aims, do not build on or around the flood plain.  Keep it free of clutter.   Do not build up on the hills around 



Salisbury as this ruins the skyline.  Retain the individuality of Britford, Quidhampton, Netherhampton etc by not building in the 
fields that presently keep them apart. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.   6 is wet most of the year and takes run off from above.  It affords Britford with space to retain its own identity and maintains 
the views of Salisbury Cathedral on approach.  7 is too near the Hospital and its environs and the already large housing site at 
Rowbarrow.  We are already massively congested in this area and further building will seriously add to that and pollution.   Site 1 
is yet more congestion coming from the north side of Salisbury.  The City just cannot take more traffic. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Congestion, pollution, flood plain.  I see that the flood plain 'stops' at the footpath to Britford from Britford Lane.  That is frequently 
really muddy and as winters continue to get wetter, and possibly summers as well, this area is really needed as soak away.   
Britford will no longer be a separate village but a mere suburb of Salisbury. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The well being of the existing population.  Cramming in all these additional buildings is having little regard for those who already 
live in the city. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



We already have the impact of 600 houses on Netherhampton Road.  Adding further to the appalling congestion, demands on 
water and other services from not just those houses but those proposed for the Downton Road sites 6 and 7 as well.  The 
Harnham gyratory is a nightmare and the traffic lights there just add to the horrendous congestion.  I am seriously concerned that 
building so close to the flood plain is a shortsighted move and will in any case ruin a beautiful area, rich in biodiversity and the 
very essence of living in a small city. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P174 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too high and should be re-assessed in the light of likely UK growth and population figures following Brexit 
and Covid-19. According to analysis of the Housing Delivery Test (2020) by the Wiltshire branch of CPRE, the county has already 
delivered 140 per cent of its target and that between 2017/18 and 2019/20 Wiltshire built 40 per cent more houses than was 
required of it. The county should wait until the impact of the currently agreed plans has been evaluated. 
There should be a brownfield target and it should be higher than that target of 410 homes from 2021 – 2031. It needs to be 
recognised that the costs of developing brownfield sites may be considerably higher than the costs of developing greenfield sites, 
but that those costs are worth it in order to preserve the finite amounts of green countryside that we still have. 
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
The priorities are roughly the right ones but the provision of infrastructure should be higher up the list (for example at No. 5). 
Priority 1 should include the provision of an integrated transport hub between the Maltings and the station and needs to recognise 
that those of us living in the surrounding villages have to travel by car to the station and park close to it if we are to be able to 
travel by train. Public transport is not available from surrounding villages to the station, the park and ride is not open at the times 
that many of us need to travel and in any case no-one wants to use more than one mode of transport just to get to the station. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Site 6 is not suitable for the following reasons: 
1. It is essential for preserving the separation between Salisbury and Britford, as identified in priority iv in paragraph 25 of the 
Wiltshire Local Plan – Planning for Salisbury. Britford needs to be separated from Salisbury by a gap, not by a hedge or a line of 
trees. Site 6 extends Salisbury considerably within the Britford Parish boundary and eliminates any separation between Salisbury 
and Britford.  
2. The scale of the proposed development will completely change the character of Britford village and, being partly within the 
boundaries of the village is contrary to core Policy 2 (Small Villages) of the Wiltshire Core Strategy 2015 which limits the small 
villages development to infill within the existing built area. Even a third of the proposed 220 houses for site 6 represents 
considerably more than infill within the existing built area of Britford village. 
3. The view of the cathedral when approaching Salisbury along the A338 will be eliminated, contrary to priority iii in 
paragraph 25 of the Wiltshire Local Plan – Planning for Salisbury, apart from a very narrow sightline. It is disingenuous for the 
planning for Salisbury document to present the 40m wide Cathedral Vista as a positive feature when the existing field already 
provides a 300m wide vista of the cathedral.  
4. The bottom part of the field is frequently waterlogged and floods in periods of heavy rain. Building on the field will not only 
put the houses built on it at risk of flooding, but the runoff from the hard surfaces and the removal of the field as an absorber of 
water will significantly increase the risk of flooding in Britford village and adjacent areas, including the cathedral. The water table 
in Britford is exceptionally high for much of the winter period and periods of heavy rain already result in flooding, as happened in 
2013 and 2014. Global warming is forecast to increase the prevalence of heavy rainfall in the UK and action should be being 
taken to use the site 6 field in flood mitigation, not to build on it and make the situation worse. Although site 7 is not expected to 



experience flooding, building on site 7 will increase water runoff to Britford village lower down the hill, making it even more 
important that the site 6 field is not built on and instead is used for flood mitigation.  
5. The road network local to Britford, specifically the A338 Downton Road and the Harnham gyratory system and New Bridge 
Road is already over capacity and cannot accommodate the additional traffic that site 6, and also site 7, will bring. Rush hour 
queues on the A338 approaching Salisbury already have a significant economic cost in relation to wasted time. As the country 
emerges from Covid, these queues, and the extension to the rush hour as commuters seek to travel earlier or later to avoid the 
problems, are only going to get worse. This is even before the effects of the 600 extra houses at Netherhampton and 100 extra 
houses at Rowbarrow have been taken into account. Improvements to the Harnham gyratory system are unlikely to significantly 
reduce the problem because the roads are already at capacity all around Salisbury and there is limited space for increasing the 
number of lanes and therefore increasing capacity.  
Sites 8 and 12 would be much more suitable for building. Neither site would negatively impact priorities 3 and 4 and site 8 would 
not have an associated flood risk and would have less of an impact on the road network. Although site 12 is known to have 
difficulties in relation to access, these should not be insuperable and additional costs need to be accepted for efficient use of 
available land and preserving the countryside. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Site 6 must not be built on. Building on site 7 must consider transport (in particular the impact of increased traffic on the Downton 
Road) and must also consider the impact of flooding on Britford and the Avon valley lower down the hill. This should involve the 
use of site 6 for flood mitigation, subject to limiting the addition of trees that would compromise the views of the cathedral. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Yes – the impact on sewage of any additional proposed houses on any of the sites needs to be addressed explicitly in any plans. 
There is no indication that there is sufficient sewage capacity in Salisbury or the surrounding area for further houses, especially if 
those houses bring a flood risk. 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P175 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Brownfiels only, no targets 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, site 6&7 directly oppose your priorities of keeping views of cathedral and being distinct between Salisbury and Britford 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Keep to your priorities set out in the previous question 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Generate business growth opportunities 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P176 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth seems reasonable given the known need. Predicting the availability of brownfield sites cannot be an exact 
science. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Any visitor judging the city on arrival or departure via the Railway station and environs will not currently be impressed. 
3,5, 7 & 9 are all important. 
2 is a vital continuation of the city's traditional identity as a place of pilgrimage, culture and commerce. 



8 ensures that Salisbury has more to offer as a destination and place to live than shopping and leisure. But you have not 
mentioned the adjoining traveller facility. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
given the flood zones, rivers and archaeology there is not a lot of choice! 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Traffic movements. New cycleways, a commitment to maintaining existing rights of way in good order, safe junctions for 
pedestrians and cyclists, roads engineered to prevent speeding and frequent, cheap bus services will all help reduce 
unnecessary traffic. And if you are going to be planting trees - drains that dont get clogged with leaves in autumn. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The appalling state of the traveller site, which appears to be the elephant in the room here.  
Integrate modern provision, with facilities to be proud of into site 7, that cater for the needs of the traveller community and allow 
them to live with dignity, according to their traditions......allowing the hospital to expand. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



For a description of provision for Gypsies in Salisbury and the treatment meted out to the traveller community see 
'Accompaniment, Community and Nature' by Jonathan Herbert, published by Jessica Kingsley 2020, especially page 28 
following. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P177 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Too large - smaller numbers of houses spread throughout Wiltshire will have a smaller impact on the environment and give 
villages, etc vital local housing that they need. Brownfield should have a preference but only if it does not decrease the 
employment opportunities 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities listed are OK but the housing proposal does not support this -> housing plan will erode the uniqueness of Salisbury 
(e.g. 3, 4, 9 in the list of priorities) 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No - replacing large areas of green space with crammed-in houses and destroying existing countryside and environment is not 
the solution. Smaller numbers of houses spread throughout Wiltshire will have a smaller impact on the environment and give 
villages, etc vital local housing that they need. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Environmental impact not just on the immediate area but also the larger area of Salisbury. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The road infrastructure can't support these numbers of houses. Ignoring it is not a solution although one Wiltshire Council always 
adopts. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Salisbury does not have the employment opportunities that support such a massive expansion of housing. Low paid jobs in 
tourism, retail and care means the housing created will still be unaffordable and will just become more houses for renting out. In 
addition, our road network can not support these new housing estates. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P178 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Too many houses being built on greenfield sites, should be more brown field sites. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priority 3 -  Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline and views to / from the cathedral 
and Old Sarum - yet sites 6/7 will blot the image of the beautiful cathedral from Downton Road direction!!!!! 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No because these are lovely greenfield sites that will be destroyed if built on and site 6 being so close floor plain the local 
housing especially Britford lane area could be affected by floodwater 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Do not destroy our city to line developers and councillors pockets. Find more brownfield sites. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P179 
 

 
Consultee code: Landowner 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
SALIS_P180 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The suggested residual need for a further 940 homes for the planned period to 2036 falls well short of the current perceived 
housing needs and the housing numbers in the current Plan, bearing in mind that Salisbury is a Principal Settlement. This raises 
questions about the distribution between the four housing market areas in Wiltshire.  
The Council's reliance as to the numbers of homes which they consider may come forward from brownfield sites within the 
Salisbury housing market area is considered over-optimistic.  
The focus for growth for Salisbury set against the lack of a five-year land supply in South Wiltshire, leads one to conclude that the 
Council should be more robust in ensuring the required housing numbers will be achieved  
- especially if any additional allocated site is readily achievable, sustainable, and deliverable. 
See also response to SB3 as to a proposed additional site allocation. 
 



 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No comments are being made with regard to the three sites set out in the Planning for Salisbury document as Preferred Options 
for Development.  
However, we put forward a new site for your consideration as being an appropriate additional site in Salisbury to be allocated for 
development, namely Land to the North of the Beehive Park & Ride, Salisbury  
This site has not previously been put forward for consideration for any development. However with the continuing growth and 
consolidation of the Longhedge development and the Old Sarum development area generally it is considered that the site would 
now form a logical natural extension and completion of the development at this southern end of the overall Old Sarum 
development area bounded between the A345 and the Portway.  
It is also well placed to accommodate and meet local housing needs and further help to sustain the new community of Old 
Sarum/Longhedge.  
A separate SHLAA has been submitted (a copy of which is attached to this submission for ease of reference). The site, which is 
in single ownership, comprises of some 5 ha of currently arable agricultural land together with some 0.72 ha of woodland at the 
northern end of the site. The arable land lies in a natural bowl which would make it a very enclosed development site and also 
being screened from the Old Sarum Ancient Monument (SAM) from established woodland landscaping to the park-and-ride site, 
and also from the woodland at the northern end of the site. There is also the ability to plant, at an early stage, a 10 m wide 
landscape tree/shrub belt within the site adjacent to the A345 and which would further mitigate any adverse impact of the 
development from the views from the SAM and also views towards the SAM when travelling south on the A345. In addition it is 
considered that such enhanced landscaping could in time also reduce the impact of the roof lines from the Longhedge 
development from the more distant views from the SAM (see attached photograph). There is also the biodiversity net gain to be 
obtained from such additional landscaping. The site is located within Flood Zone 1 (low risk) and there are no public rights of way 
nor any protected trees or hedges affecting the site.  



Whilst there are two conservation areas within close proximity, is it is considered that development on the site would not have 
any notable adverse impact on either of them.  
The site has good connectivity with the ability to provide a single point of access directly onto the A345, which leads south to 
Salisbury and north to Amesbury and the A303. There are existing bus stops along the A345 within easy walking distance, as is 
the Park & Ride facility offering frequent bus services to the centre of Salisbury.  
Connectivity for pedestrian access to the neighbouring development is important and understood. The land required to achieve 
the same is off-site and therefore outside the control of the landowner, however in the same way as the Council dealt with this for 
the Longhedge development, appropriate contributions by way of a S 106 agreement can be sought. There would also be the 
opportunity of dedicating the existing woodland as a Community Woodland Area. There is also the ability of providing a small 
area on site as a community orchard, and the development could also consider a small number of self build units, in addition to 
the normal requirements of public open space, children's play area being provided on-site. The Old Sarum development and the 
Longhedge development already provide (or are due to provide) other local facilities and in consequence it is considered that it is 
not justifiable to require any further on site facilities on this site - however the usual justifiable requirements as part of this 
development can be covered in the usual way through SI 06 contributions. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The proposal is that the housing density would be designed at the lower end of the Councils range in order to provide a more 
friendly post-Covid environment and resulting in a development of some 110-120 homes (of which 40% would be affordable in 
accordance with current policy). An illustrative Concept Plan is attached.  
It is considered that (in the same way as both the adjacent old Sarum and Longhedge development areas have been developed) 
that this site would feature favourably in accordance with your Sustainability Appraisal criteria and also your Stage 4 Assessment 
as detailed within your Site Selection Report for Salisbury.  
All sites need to ensure that their development is sustainable, achievable, and deliverable within the required time frame. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P180 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Is there any chance that the Salisbury bye pass might be completed or is the City doomed to remain medieval indefinitely? 
Around many similar continental cities there are two circular ring roads, the larger for passing traffic and the inner for local traffic 
and in one that I visited, from the North and South outer ring, there were tunnels into a multi story underground car park situated 
beneath the central market square. 
I recall a discussion I had with an engineer (some 10 years ago) concerning the turn off in Salisbury to Southampton and I asked 
him why the road was not tunnelled until it reached the dual carriage way.  He told me this would not be possible because of the 
water table which would flood the tunnel.  I asked him how the Chunnell was kept dry?  He apologised for his comment but 
nothing was done to alter the medieval hangover. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P181 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Woolley and Wallis 

 
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: 
Salis_P181 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The suggested residual need for a further 940 homes for the planned period to 2036 falls well short of the current perceived 
housing needs and the housing numbers in the current Plan, bearing in mind that Salisbury is a Principal Settlement. This raises 
questions about the distribution between the four housing market areas in Wiltshire.  
The Council's reliance as to the numbers of homes which they consider may come forward from brownfield sites within the 
Salisbury housing market area is considered over-optimistic.  
The focus for growth for Salisbury set against the lack of a five-year land supply in South Wiltshire, leads one to conclude that the 
Council should be more robust in ensuring the required housing numbers will be achieved  
- especially if any additional allocated site is readily achievable, sustainable, and deliverable. 
See also response to SB3 as to a proposed additional site allocation. 
 



 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No comments are being made with regard to the three sites set out in the Planning for Salisbury document as Preferred Options 
for Development.  
However, we put forward a new site for your consideration as being an appropriate additional site in Salisbury to be allocated for 
development, namely Land to the North of the Beehive Park & Ride, Salisbury  
This site has not previously been put forward for consideration for any development. However with the continuing growth and 
consolidation of the Longhedge development and the Old Sarum development area generally it is considered that the site would 
now form a logical natural extension and completion of the development at this southern end of the overall Old Sarum 
development area bounded between the A345 and the Portway.  
It is also well placed to accommodate and meet local housing needs and further help to sustain the new community of Old 
Sarum/Longhedge.  
A separate SHLAA has been submitted (a copy of which is attached to this submission for ease of reference).  
The site, which is in single ownership, comprises of some 5 ha of currently arable agricultural land together with some 0.72 ha of 
woodland at the northern end of the site. The arable land lies in a natural bowl which would make it a very enclosed development 
site and also being screened from the Old Sarum Ancient Monument (SAM) from established woodland landscaping to the park-
and-ride site, and also from the woodland at the northern end of the site. There is also the ability to plant, at an early stage, a 10 
m wide landscape tree/shrub belt within the site adjacent to the A345 and which would further mitigate any adverse impact of the 
development from the views from the SAM and also views towards the SAM when travelling south on the A345. In addition it is 
considered that such enhanced landscaping could in time also reduce the impact of the roof lines from the Longhedge 
development from the more distant views from the SAM (see attached photograph). There is also the biodiversity net gain to be 
obtained from such additional landscaping. The site is located within Flood Zone 1 (low risk) and there are no public rights of way 
nor any protected trees or hedges affecting the site.  



Whilst there are two conservation areas within close proximity, is it is considered that development on the site would not have 
any notable adverse impact on either of them.  
The site has good connectivity with the ability to provide a single point of access directly onto the A345, which leads south to 
Salisbury and north to Amesbury and the A303. There are existing bus stops along the A345 within easy walking distance, as is 
the Park & Ride facility offering frequent bus services to the centre of Salisbury.  
Connectivity for pedestrian access to the neighbouring development is important and understood. The land required to achieve 
the same is off-site and therefore outside the control of the landowner, however in the same way as the Council dealt with this for 
the Longhedge development, appropriate contributions by way of a S 106 agreement can be sought.  
There would also be the opportunity of dedicating the existing woodland as a Community Woodland Area. There is also the ability 
of providing a small area on site as a community orchard, and the development could also consider a small number of self build 
units, in addition to the normal requirements of public open space, children's play area being provided on-site. The Old Sarum 
development and the Longhedge development already provide (or are due to provide) other local facilities and in consequence it 
is considered that it is not justifiable to require any further on site facilities on this site - however the usual justifiable requirements 
as part of this development can be covered in the usual way through SI 06 contributions. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The proposal is that the housing density would be designed at the lower end of the Councils range in order to provide a more 
friendly post-Covid environment and resulting in a development of some 110-120 homes (of which 40% would be affordable in 
accordance with current policy). An illustrative Concept Plan is attached.  
It is considered that (in the same way as both the adjacent old Sarum and Longhedge development areas have been developed) 
that this site would feature favourably in accordance with your Sustainability Appraisal criteria and also your Stage 4 Assessment 
as detailed within your Site Selection Report for Salisbury. 
All sites need to ensure that their development is sustainable, achievable, and deliverable within the required time frame. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P182 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s way on Green Belt land. 
This is not acceptable especially when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the Monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
Regards, 
David Ellis 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P183 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
My comment relates to Site 1, NE of Old Sarum. I believe no further development of new sites around Old Sarum should take 
place in the foreseeable future.  
Summary:  
The current experience shows that Old Sarum is not able to absorb the influx of a significant number of new residents. The estate 
In its current form has evidently reached its capacity.  Absorbing and integrating new communities requires time if conducted 
properly. “Properly” in this context means a community which grows organically over time, develops sustainable social, 
educational, and economic structures that include all parts of the local population. This is not the case in Old Sarum. For years, 
certain parts of the estate see a development of continued social and environmental neglect. There is no information available 
that a) the prevailing problem is recognised, and b) a coherent long-term strategy has been put in place to address the problem. 
Even with such a strategy and corresponding measures in place, it will presumably take years to bring sustained improvement. 
Until then, no significant increase in population figures is to take place.  
Details:  
Parts of Old Sarum (mainly Partridge Way and surrounding areas) have been in a deplorable and depressing state for a long 
time. The underlying problem iscsystemic and will take a long and sustained effort to address. Constructing app. 275 new houses 
in the near future can be expected to overwhelm local administrative and managerial capabilities significantly further.  I attach 
some pictures that should bring the ongoing situation to the point. All in all, parts of Old Sarum offer the picture of a local 
community in neglect. Trails of rubbish, street signs destroyed for months and not repaired or replaced, overflowing rubbish and 



recycle bins. Fences in disrepair, partially collapsing. Gardens used as waste dumping grounds. Rubbish and bulky objects such 
as sofas, chairs, and fridges dumped in or alongside the park close to the stadium. An apparently derelict car without number 
plates slowly rotting away on an estate parking ground. A playground at Partridge Way has been closed down for a number of 
years, a sign stating “unsafe to use”, and “will be repaired soon”, which has never happened. The surroundings of the only local 
shop regularly covered with rubbish. The same applying to local play-grounds. A burned-down caravan left on a publicly 
accessible piece of land, again surrounded by rubbish. Experience shows that if early signs of vandalism and decay are 
tolerated, there is a reasonable prospect that neighbourhoods concerned over a short-to mid-term period derail further with 
increasing (side) effects of stigma, a down-spiralling economic situation, and delinquency.  The particular part of Old Sarum 
appears to be a perfect candidate for such a scenario.  
The large-scale deterioration of a neighbourhood is a public concern. Whilst this concern appears not to be realised and 
addressed as such, development plans foresee to add 275 houses to the prevailing situation. In the interest of stable and 
sustainable future-prospects for all of Old Sarum it should be acknowledged that the capacities of this small community have 
been reached. No further development should take place.  
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P184 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I write in connection with the above review and in particular with regard to Site 6, north of Downton Road A338, Salisbury and the 
proposed allocation of 220 new homes and also for site 7 south of Downton Road for a further 115 new homes. 
I wish to raise my objection to both these proposed developments as they would have devastating consequences for the whole 
village of Britford and the surrounding area. In particular I would like to draw attention to the traffic problems already being 
experienced going west along the A338 towards the Harnham gyratory system and into Salisbury. There is already very serious 
congestion at this junction on most days causing tailbacks  back along Britford High Road. Further developments such as these 
will only make matters worse. There are already new houses being built along the Netherhampton Road and a further 600 
proposed between In Excess and the livestock market which were approved despite over 250 objections! These developments 
will feed a large number of vehicles into this same traffic system from the west. Therefore even at one vehicle per household for 
all these homes the whole traffic system round Salisbury will grind to a halt. 
Notwithstanding the traffic problems outlined above the most serious objection to affect us all is that of flooding in an area already 
waterlogged environment. My family and I have lived in the delightful village of Britford since 1968. At that time there was a water 
bailiff employed by the Dorset & Avon River Board. He ensured that the whole intricate drainage system in the water meadows 
set up in the 18th century was properly maintained and managed, those who needed water had it and no one got flooded! 
Since that time two fish farms have arrived, one at Trafalgar and then one in Britford both need a constant supply of water and as 
a result the water table seems to be around a metre higher than before they were there. Several trees have die due to 
waterlogging  having rotted through their trunks. 



When the village of Britford flooded in the early 2000 s the depth of water at the junction of Lower Road and Church Lane was at 
least half a metre deep. This was partially due to the Carrier having had no maintainence for many years and therefore 
overflowed as its banks were breached. There was serious flooding in the village which took several weeks to subside, never 
before had we needed to sandbag our external doors. No proper remedial work has been carried out since so if another large 
volume of water through Salisbury rivers Britford will flood again. 
Given the fundamental shortcomings in the drainage system further housing developments should be refused. 
The bottom half of number 6 site floods every year, particularly nearest the Navigation, so any more concrete and tarmac would 
have disastrous consequences. 
Site no 6 is at present an open field which affords a natural boundary between the city of Salisbury and the historic village of 
Britford. Parts of the village church of St Peters are older than the cathedral built in 1220. The unobstructed view of the cathedral 
and its spire would be lost. 
For all these reasons set out above I strongly object to these proposals and hope they are rejected, 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P185 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Benchmark Development 
Planning Ltd 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): The Martin Family 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Salis_P185 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Higher. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
See submitted objections promoting sustainable mixed use development at Site 7 Salisbury 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Support Site 7 – subject to some additional comments – see attached. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Support Site 7 – subject to some additional comments – see attached. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P186 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Sites 6 and 7 – Britford/Downton Road:  The need for this quantity of housing stock isn’t clearly justified or justifiable. Therefore, 
the scale of growth appears unjustifiable.   Please lobby Government to incentivise Landlords in the City Centre to change use of 
commercial properties standing empty before building more outside. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Sites 6 and 7 – Britford/Downton Road:  The need for this quantity of housing stock isn’t clearly justified or justifiable. Therefore, it 
is impossible to understand any priority to be allocated to this proposal. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No this is inappropriate: 
• As above – no justifiable need for the housing – think city centre? 
• Location of one site on a floodplain 
• Unacceptable volume of traffic on the Downton Road, with collateral effects into Harnham and New Bridge 
Road/Roundabout.  
• An simply, heritage and our environment – this will destroy Britford village. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Not building on the North Side of the road – full stop. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
All above.  This request is to consider not building on these sites. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P187 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too great and therefore any intrusion on greenfield sites is not justified. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These priorities are appropriate. What is missing is the need to avoid any development that could undermine them in respect of 
flood resilience, maintaining separation  between Salisbury and adjacent settlements  and conserving the landscape setting of 
Salisbury. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree that they are appropriate sites for development. 
The Prime Minister has asserted on numerous occasions, most recently in The Commons on 3 March 2021, that greenfield sites 
should not be built on. How can it be that Wiltshire Council is ignoring this directive? 
I am not sufficiently familiar with site 1 to comment in detail. 
With specific regard to sites 6 and 7, once the fields in question are concreted over the water they currently absorb will be left to 
flow downhill to flood the land below. This is the case even with moderate levels of rainfall and with climate change this will only 
get worse. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should most definitely not be built on. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The arts and culture 
Preserving habitats for wildlife 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P188 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The speed of growth is too fast and there should be greater focus on brownfield sites than currently suggested (1)The area has 
seen considerable new build in the recent past. (2)The Covid-19 pandemic is hastening change in all aspects of working and 
living.  
The historic plan needs to be re-evaluated and not just continued with, using information from post covid land usage and linked to 
assessment of the impact of the existing development permissions. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



It is appreciated that the stated priorities have good content BUT it is not clear that the impact of climate change been faster than 
previously thought and the loss of natural habitat for wildlife and conserving historic interest for residents and visitors have been 
considered adequately. 
Especially (1) increased flood issues, (2) ‘wild land’ for bio-diversity and (3) the ‘landscape settings’; conservation of unique 
historic parts surrounding the Salisbury centre, have NOT been considered adequately. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites 6 and 7 (and partly 8) are attached to unique areas. Site 7 (when added to 8) and the plans for around the hilltop fields 
between Salisbury and Odstock Hospital are likely to detrimentally impact the conservation of (1) the unique character with views 
of Salisbury and Old Sarum (2) the ‘wild grassland’ with notable bio-diversity different from ‘park type’ land.  
Site 6 would appear to have a number of major impacts: 
- Rain water management: increasing speed of run off (contradicting Pt 3(ix) re flood resilience) 
- Absorbing Britford into Salisbury and therefore impacting the very distinct character of a unique historic settlement 
(thereby contradicting Pt 2(iv) of maintaining separation of this place) 
- Impacting the bio-diversity by bringing significant light, water and noise pollution to important wildlife areas of the Avon 
- Significantly reduce the views of the cathedral – as a 40 metre wide corridor is essentially trivial  
All these would appear to significantly impact the close surrounds of Salisbury and harm its character and natural environment 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 



Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P189 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Sites 6 and 7 – Britford/Downton Road: The need for this quantity of housing stock is not clearly justified or 
justifiable. Therefore the scale of growth appears unjustifiable. Please lobby Government to incentivise 
Landlords in the City Centre to change use of commercial properties standing empty before building more. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Sites 6 and 7 – Britford/Downton Road: The need for this quantity of housing stock is not clearly justified or 
justifiable. Therefore it is impossible to understand any priority being allocated to this proposal. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No this is inappropriate: 
• As above – no justifiable need for the housing – think city centre? 
• Location of one site on a floodplain. 
• Unacceptable volume of traffic on the Downton Road, with collateral effects into Harnham and New 
Bridge Road/Roundabout. 
• And simply, heritage and our environment – this will destroy Britford village. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Not building on the North Side of the road – full stop. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Sites 6 and 7 – Salisbury Britford/A338 Downton Road. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This request is to consider not building at all on these sites. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P190 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The scale of growth should be kept to the minimum required to fulfil the requirement. Emphasis should be on redeveloping 
brownfield sites.  If there are brownfield sites in the City which are not being used, pressure and penalties should be put on 
landowners to release them for building.  The Plan needs to include a calculation of the County’s carbon footprint and contain 
year-on-year targets for how this will be reduced.  All proposed developments must have their emissions impacts, including 
transport, quantified and the cumulative impact compared to these targets.  In Salisbury the long-term use of Churchfields should 
be reconsidered against these metrics.  It is important to also recognise that some of these brownfield sites may have become 
natural small wildlife havens or provide much needed wildlife spaces and corridors which are extremely important to keep in the 
built environment, not all green spaces should be ‘manicured’.  The built environment is an increasingly important one and all 
development must include net gains in biodiversity for the ever-expanding built environment. 
 



 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Are these listed in terms of priority?  
Air quality should be a high priority given Salisbury is already failing air quality standards and without robust action the air quality 
will deteriorate further. These failings must surely be a priority to address in the new Plan, particularly as both Wiltshire and 
Salisbury have signed up to the climate emergency and cutting of carbon emissions.  
Reduce the heavy goods traffic flowing in and out of Churchfields essential for the improvement of air quality.   
  
Improve the road network around the City to avoid congestion on all routes. 
A high priority should be to stop the city centre being used as a ‘rat run’ and reintroduce People Friendly Streets.  Such a 
measure would contribute to many of the key issues the city is facing – influencing climate change, reducing air pollution, creating 
a more attractive city for residents, visitors and tourists alike and promote feelings of health & wellbeing, which in turn would 
provide increased opportunities for retail and leisure businesses. If Wiltshire is serious about meeting its target then it needs to 
make a clear stance on the priority of addressing climate change and not allow tenuous local opposition, as was the case in 
Salisbury to PFS, to change their focus. 
Incorporate the detailed work already undertaken by SAGP in their Salisbury Area Greenspace partnership concept plan.  
Ensure all the departments in the Council are well linked and work together rather than in the current ‘stove pipes’. 
Ensuring all new development must be designed and built to achieve net zero carbon standards through energy efficiency, plot 
orientation and the incorporation of renewable energy generation. 
Do not understand what is meant by ‘improving Churchfields such that it integrates better within the city’??  
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Avoid building houses where this creates car dependency. 
Put more effort into brownfield sites eg Salt Lane and Brown Street car parks, Churchfields, Central car park 
 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Robust policies and planning conditions to ensure developers create the type of development that local people desire.  Most new 
development will be converting green sites to a ‘built environment’ and therefore the LA has a responsibility to provide habitats for 
those species who are able to thrive in such an environment eg swifts and other small building dependent birds, bats, hedgehog, 
reptiles, bees etc. Strict conditions should be set to ensure each dwelling provides a habitat for such species. Conditions should 
also be set on all new development to ensure solar power and electric vehicle points are installed on all houses. Over the life of 
the new Local Plan the Local Authority should set increasingly ambitious targets for sustainable building techniques and materials 
aiming toward carbon neutrality for both the construction and the future occupancy of each dwelling. Each development should 
have sufficient green space and green corridors should be established to link each development both to the city central and the 
peripheral routes outwards from the city to provide safe, pleasant routes and encourage less use of the car (see SAGP concept 
plan). To ensure there is a mix of house sizes with affordable and rentable houses in the mix.  To ensure each development has 
individual character not just out of the developers’ ‘pattern book’. To ensure each can become a community, with play areas not 
only for children but also appropriate provision for teenagers. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Ensure there are peripheral and radial greenways as already identified by SAGP in their Green Infrastructure Strategy. Ensure 
there is provision for teenage children with robust large-scale pieces of play equipment similar to the large roundabout structure 
in Elizabeth Gardens, the provision in the Castle Hill Country Park and the skateboard/bike area in Churchill Gardens. It is 
important to provide safe places for teenagers to gather. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



Given both Wiltshire and Salisbury Councils have declared a the climate emergency we would like them to increase their 
expectation for net biodiversity gain for all new development from 10% to 20% as have many local authorities when redrafting 
their local plans eg Swindon. 
We would like all new dwellings to be built with a range of ecological enhancement measures to provide some mitigation for the 
loss of green space. There are species which can exist or adapt to the built environment and these should be encouraged by 
providing specific ecological enhancements such as integrated bird, bat and bee bricks, and hedgehog highways as well as 
ponds and safe spaces for reptiles. There is growing photographic evidence from studies being undertaken at The Duchy of 
Cornwall sites that integrated ‘swift’ bricks are being used by a variety of small bird species and could be described as a 
‘universal’ brick for such species as the red-listed house sparrow and starling, the amber (soon to be red-listed) swift, blue tits, 
great tits and even house martins. 
We would like to see integrated bird bricks in a ratio of 1 per dwelling which is now generally accepted as good practice eg. 
- The award-winning Exeter City Council Residential Design Guide SPD (2010). The RSPB SW          Regional Office has 
been working with Exeter Planners over a period of 10 years on the implementation of the biodiversity requirements of this guide 
and there is acceptance that in many cases the most suitable box type for all cavity nesting birds is the swift brick.  
- A similar standard was adopted by the Town and Country Planning Association and the Wildlife Trusts in ‘Planning for a 
Healthy Environment - Good Practice for Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity’ (2012)  
- The Duchy of Cornwall adopted the same principles in 2015, and a good example of the provision of a general type of 
integral box for all cavity nesting birds is the Nansledan development by The Duchy of Cornwall in Newquay.  
- The Cornwall Council Biodiversity Guide (2018) gives prescriptive measures for the provision of bat and bird boxes, again 
at the rate of 1 nest place per new dwelling.  
- City Council Technical Advice Note on Biodiversity gives an ‘expected provision’ of bird nest sites for building dependent 
birds (i.e. swifts) at a rate of 1 per house and 1 per 2 flats, with separate provision for bats at a rate of 1 per 5 houses.  Provision 
of such nest boxes in schools, student accommodation and hotels is addressed by a ratio of 1 per 250 m2 floor space.  
- 2020 Brighton & Hove City Council have conditioned a minimum of 3 swift nest bricks or 2 per dwelling in all new 
developments that are 5 m high or above and commercial developments will be required to have a minimum of 3 boxes, or 1 per 
50sqm of floor spaces 
We believe such provision is in line with current government guidelines: 
- National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2019)13 states: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by: ...minimising impacts on and providing net gains in biodiversity...” (Section 170d).  
- National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG, 2019)14 states: “…relatively small features can often achieve important 
benefits for wildlife, such as incorporating ‘swift bricks’ and bat boxes in developments and providing safe routes for hedgehogs 
between different areas of habitat” (Natural Environment, Paragraph 023, Reference ID: 8‐023‐20190721).  



- Living With Beauty (Government’s Building Better Building Beautiful Commission, 30/01/20)15 recommends: "Bricks for 
bees and birds in new build homes" (Policy Proposition 33, page 110).  
PLEASE NOTE WORD LIMIT REACHED PLEASE SEE ATTACHMENT IN EMAIL FROM JONATHAN BARLOW DATED 
060321 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P192 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Sites 6 and 7 – Britford/Downton Road: The need for this quantity of housing stock is not clearly justified or 
justifiable. Therefore the scale of growth appears unjustifiable. Please lobby Government to incentivise 
landlords in the City Centre to change use of commercial properties standing empty before building more. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Sites 6 and 7 – Britford/Downton Road: The need for this quantity of housing stock is not clearly justified or 
justifiable. Therefore it is impossible to understand why any priority should be allocated to this proposal. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No this is inappropriate: 
• As above – no justifiable need for the housing – think city centre? 
• Location of one site on a floodplain 
• Unacceptable volume of traffic on the Downton Road, with collateral effects into Harnham and New 
Bridge Road/Roundabout. 
• And simply, heritage and our environment – this will destroy Britford village. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Not building on the North Side of the road – full stop. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This request is to consider not building on these sites. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P193 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am very concerned about this planning proposal by the side of the Monarch’s Way on Green Belt Land.  This is not acceptable 
when more suitable Brown Belt Land is available towards Salisbury. 
This proposal will spoil the open views from the monarch’s Way. 
I formerly object to this proposal. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P194 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Salisbury Walking for Health 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
There are going to be significant opportunities in the city centre over the next few years due to changed shopping habits and 
working practices.  This will result in an increase in vacant shops and offices which could be converted to residential or small 
business use.  Some light businesses could move from Churchfields to help revitalise the city centre. 
This means an increase in brownfield sites will become available reducing the need for some development planned for greenfield 
sites.  The plan must remain flexible so that the brownfield target can be increased as opportunities arise. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I would like to see site S142b Land at Cowslip Farm reconsidered for development.  Currently rejected because of its impact on 
the setting of Old Sarum and the River Avon.  I do not agree that the impact would be significant.  Pembroke Park School already 
lies below the housing line on the north/east slope below Devizes Road.  The planned housing would have a backdrop of trees so 
would not stand out and the houses could have green roofs to further reduce their visibility from Old Sarum. The lower part of the 
site would have parkland with trees screening it from the river.  The site is close to a regular bus route and is within easy walking 
distance of the City and railway station. The land owner would provide land for the provision of a much-needed off-road 
footpath/cycleway from St Peter’s Place and Bemerton Heath to Five Rivers H-B centre and then through the Riverside Park into 
the city.  The proposed on-road cycleway down Devizes Road would be totally unsuitable to encourage modal shift. This 
opportunity should not be lost. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Sites 3422 and 3423- Land adjacent to the hospital and Britford P & R site.  To reduce the potential traffic congestion at the 
Gyratory there would need to be excellent cycle links with the city and going south along the A338 past Bodenham to Downton 
and the New Forest..  If these sites are developed then the land occupied by the SAMs of Great and Little Woodbury and the 
Lime Kiln Down site should be designated as a Country Park.  This would provide natural greenspace for use by residents and 
hospital staff and patients and maintain the landscape setting.  This opportunity must be part of the plans if/when these sites 
come forward. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 



Further comments 
 

 
It is essential that walking and cycling infrastructure, to provide connectivity for active travel to the city and adjacent communities 
forms part of the planning conditions for all sites.  This must be given the same priority as the estate roads and be in place before 
any houses are occupied. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P195 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
My wife and I are in the process of walking the Monarch's Way; because of the virus we are having a temporary break. 
[TEXT REDACTED], an area with a lot of old towns and beautiful sights. Ours is a heavily populated area and experiences great 
pressure for housing on our Green Belt areas. It is tribute to our planners that we have as many lovely areas as we do. 
One of the principle ways of relieving the pressure is the use of Brown Belt land. We have a lot but it is often difficult to access 
and needing more attention and expense than the Green Belt land. But developers are still directed to it. 
I was amazed and disappointed to see the success of plans for the above site. It is in an area with much history. 
There were alternative Brown sites available. 
And the grading of the site had somehow changed from grade -9 in January 
2020 to -1 in February 2021. 
I don't expect you to reply to me to explain that last point. I live a long way away and have no family connections. However this is 
my country to experience and enjoy; the planning system is designed to preserve our heritage and there appear to be grave flaws 
in the implementation here. 
Please halt the development and apply a greater level of enquiry into it. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P196 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I live in Britford and wish to object to the proposed development of site 6 to the north of Downton Road. 
Britford is a historic and ancient village which has been to the south of Salisbury for over 1000 years and through the proposed 
urban development of the field of site 6 will be absorbed into the city of Salisbury and lose its unique segregated character 
forever. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The historic view of the cathedral spire from the Britford water meadows will be irreversibly ruined by the development of site 6. 
The proposal to preserve this as a 40 metre corridor is totally inadequate compared to the world famous, broad, beautiful vista we 
currently have. 
The unique character of the historic Britford village and its distinct community of historic houses, a village shop, an ancient village 
church and village school will be lost as the village is absorbed into the city of Salisbury. The suggested 20 metres of woodland 
planting is insufficient to preserve this.  
Site 6 currently serves an essential purpose absorbing excess rainwater currently running off the developed sites of Rowbarrow 
and the Britford Park and Ride however there is still regular flooding of Britford despite this. The field of site 6 is regularly very 
waterlogged and so to develop this will inevitably increase the risk of severe flooding in Britford village.  
Traffic congestion of the Downton Road (A338) on the southerly entrance to Salisbury will inevitably increase with the 
development of site 6 which will have a detrimental environmental impact as well as causing travel delay which will adversely 
affect local business and services. 
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P197 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed housing sites 6 and 7 on the Downton road.  
I feel that using these beautiful green areas for building on what was considered to be unsuitable previously due to flooding is a 
mistake. I especially feel that the site 6 would be a dreadful error as the clean air, view of the cathedral and  overall space would 
not make a suitable place for 220 new houses. I feel that the inevitable pollution, congestion and loss of character for Britford 
would be an awful mistake in years to come 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P198 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Due to the desire to shift the investment emphasis from the South to the North of England the scale of growth may be less than 
expected and therefore development may be cut back. The scale of development will cause permanent damage to the city's 
visual appeal when greenfield sites are used in preference to brownfield sites. Brownfields sites should be the priority over 
greenfield sites as they offer more than enough capacity without having to spoil greenfield sites. There are a number of 
employment land sites around Salisbury with full planning permission which have been unused and are unlikely to be used due to 
the current economic climate. These sites could be allocated to housing and prioritised over greenfield sites. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
1 . Delivering opportunity sites, including The Maltings and the Railway Station, to ensure long-term city centre resilience. 
Yes, but changes to retail environment will have to be taken into account.  
2. Realising Salisbury Central Area Framework measures to maximise the visitor economy and secure the place as a cultural 
destination 
Yes. This is important to the city.  
3. Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline and views to / from the cathedral and Old 
Sarum 
Building residential properties on brownfield sites rather than greenfield sites will help preserve the landscape particularly in Old 
Sarum. Preserving the rural look of the city is key to achieving priority 2.  
4. Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between Salisbury and adjacent settlements, 
notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton 
Development of rural areas (greenfield sites) rather than brownfield sites will lead to a de-ruralisation of the approach to the city 
and a loss of the rural feel.   
5. Expanding affordable housing provision, notably for education and healthcare personnel 
Yes. This is always important, but should include emergency services.  
6. Identifying suitable locations in the central area to facilitate around 5ha of business growth that responds to needs 
No. Many of the employment areas of developments around Salisbury remain empty.  
7. Improving Churchfields such that it integrates better within the city, particularly for non-vehicular access, and presents a more 
accessible and attractive location to a greater diversity of businesses 
Long term planning is required.  
8. Facilitating the regeneration of the District Hospital site to underpin its key role in the community and as a University-level skills 
provider for Salisbury 
The development of Salisbury's role as part of Wiltshire University is important.  
9. Providing infrastructure to improve air quality, flood resilience and connectivity 
The addition of more cycling and walking routes to facilitate movement of workforce without the need to use personal or public 
transport is important and leads to better leisure facilities for visitors and residents.  
What Priorities are missing? 
Green improvements are under represented. Charging points for electric vehicles, electric scooter hire, a family friendly 
connected cycle network 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Greenfield sites are not appropriate when brownfield sites are available. Site 1 is situated next to a conservation area. Building on 
site 1 will increase traffic flow through an already busy route. Increased traffic flow will lead to an increase in air pollution proximal 
to the Monarch's Way. Old Sarum already lacks the amenities required for its current population - GP surgery, dental surgery, 
local shops and entertainment, employment and schools. A further development will increase this pressure. Development of site 
1 will also lead to visibility of housing from further down the portway, due to position of site 1 on a slight ridge, leading to the loss 
of the city's rural feel. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Site 1 lies at the very northern edge of the parish and the greater Salisbury area. It lies just over a slight 
ridge as you approach Old Sarum along the Portway from the north east. At the moment Old Sarum is 
hidden by the ridge so the approach along the Portway by car is in a rural setting until the ridge is crossed. 
The transition into the build environment is then currently softened by the country park with its recently 
planted trees, which lies in front of the existing housing to the right and there is Throgmorton Hall with its 
surrounding mature trees to the left. If Site 1 is built on it appears likely to be seen over the ridge on the 
approach along the Portway.   
A further concern is that the Monarch’s Way long distance national footpath (a key green corridor) runs on the ridge along the 
north east boundary of the site. The adjoining Longhedge Village to the north west has a 
country park in the equivalent field to Site 1 separating the housing from the Monarch’s Way and forming 
part of this green corridor. Development of this site will bring housing much closer to the Monarch’s Way 
and cause a blockage to the green corridor.  
A WW2 pill box is situated on the site adjacent to the Portway. This would need to be preserved, together 
with its context, in any development. 
Finally, parts of this site are visible from Old Sarum scheduled monument and, due to the elevation of the 
field rising away from the monument the roofs of any houses will be higher than the current roof line. 



As mentioned in section 9 promised amenities in Old Sarum have not been realised and development of site 1 would only add 
more pressure. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
There have been major issues in the adjoining Old Sarum development regarding non-delivery of 
promised amenities, such as GP surgery, pharmacy (apparently driven by a wish to centralise 
provision of these facilities close to the centre of Salisbury itself?), and other facilities. Will this 
development address any of these issues and contribute towards their provision and will this be 
implemented before/during the construction, rather than left until after completion and then 
forgotten? The absence of these amenities contributes to the pressure on the road system into 
Salisbury and exacerbates problems of air pollution, and also results in the failure to establish 
new vibrant local communities – a WC aim which is clearly not met in the recent developments in 
the parish. A long term master plan to achieve this seems to have been lacking. We would 
encourage Wiltshire Council to engage with the relevant NHS authorities in relation to their 
refusal to allow the establishment of pharmacies at Longhedge and/or Old Sarum. 
A village centre has been constructed in Longhedge (the premises are not yet occupied), but this 
is at the diagonally opposite corner of the developed area, so hardly convenient. 
During construction of Longhedge an upgrade of the sewer along Green Lane was needed to 
cope with the additional load. Has the capacity for a further addition been checked? It is worth 
noting that there are significant odour issues from the man holes along Green Lane, which will 
presumably get progressively worse as Longhedge is built out and if this site is added. 
Over the past decade, continued expansion of housing in the north of the parish has put 
considerable strain on the existing traffic infrastructure as shown in the Transport Review 
supporting document. The with and without mitigation morning peak period volume/capacity 
maps for Salisbury (on p28) show Ford Road is at 100% capacity, as is Castle Road. 
Development of Site 1 (SHELAA S80) would further exacerbate the problems. The site allocation 
notes suggest that there would be secondary school capacity at Sarum Academy but the reality is 
that students from this site would probably displace out of area students in the Laverstock 
schools or go to the city’s grammar schools. Some of the former would undoubtedly be taken by 



car along Ford Road and perhaps some of the latter along Castle Road, although public transport 
is available in the latter case. Travel to city centre amenities and attractions, as encouraged by 
this Plan, would further exacerbate the problems. There does not appear to be any proposed 
mitigation of these traffic issues other than the proposed cycle ways shown in Fig. 3.3 of the 
Transport Review. Regarding foot and cycle travel, we believe that there is insufficient street 
lighting along the Old Sarum stretch of the Portway, and, if development of S80 were to take 
place this lighting would need to be extended along any connecting foot/cycle paths. 
Our final and most important comment is that there is currently sufficient green field development 
planned or in progress around Salisbury, including in our parish at Longhedge, to be able to defer 
any further firm allocation of green field sites until a full evaluation of brownfield availability or 
ability to re-designate allocated employment land to housing has been completed. An 
acknowledgement that there is the potential for limited green field expansion as a last resort is all 
that should be necessary at this stage. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The development of site 1 does nothing to enhance the rural feel of Salisbury, will add to pollution, will be deleterious to the 
Monarch's Way and will add to the already high pressure on local amenities caused by the failure previous developers in the 
provision of the required amenities. We still lack a GP surgery, a pharmacy, a dental practice and employment facilities. As it 
stands Old Sarum has no centre and development on site 1 will do nothing to address this. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P199 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I should like to express my concern about the assessment of sites in the Local Plan Review for Salisbury, in particular that for 
Site 1 (Land to the North East of Old Sarum.  This site received a significantly more positive rating on four criteria in the current 
LPR)than in the previous WHSAP assessment  undertaken in 2018. From correspondence with WC Spatial Planning (Ray 
Bryant), I understand that the primary reason for this was the availability of new evidence, which he illustrated by the assessment   
against Objective 1   and which  accounts for the change in assessment  against this objective  from ‘Moderate Adverse’  in the 
WHSAP  assessment to  ‘Minor Adverse’. In the LPR assessment  
While the availability of new evidence may explain this particular change in the assessment of the impact of development, this 
does not appear to be the case for the assessments against Objectives 2, 7 and 8. Based on an examination of the detailed 
WHSAP and LPR assessments, the changes in  the ratings look to be driven largely by two factors: 
• A change in the judgements made about the nature and extent of the adverse impact - and more significantly: 
• A much greater emphasis in the LPR assessments on the contribution that mitigation measures could make to reducing 
the adverse impacts 
This is best illustrated by analysis of the assessments against  SA objective 8 (Conserve and enhance the character and quality 
of rural and urban landscapes, maintaining and strengthening local distinctiveness and sense of place) 
In the WHSAP assessment, the Moderate Adverse rating is largely driven by the development being considered to have a 
significant adverse impact on the landscape character and experience. No possible mitigation measures are mentioned. 



In the LPR assessment, the site is ‘of generally medium landscape sensitivity’ suitable for medium housing development. It does 
not appear that new evidence in the form of the findings of the  recent   Landscape Sensitivity Assessment (prepared for the 
Laverstock Neighbourhood Plan Group and communicated  to Wiltshire Council in early October 2020) has been taken into 
account in coming to this judgement. In that report, the site was assessed as being of high/medium landscape sensitivity: 
‘development (is) not recommended for this area due to location of Monarch’s Way and (adjacent) open space and country 
parks’.  
The LPR assessment also lists three mitigation measures which ‘could’ reduce the adverse impact of development. These 
include creating ‘a strong landscape buffer'  However, on the Concept Plan itself, there is only a very narrow buffer of c30 metres 
between the housing and Monarch’s Way, plus some additional screening  adjacent to Monarch’s Way.  
I have the following concerns about allowing possible mitigation measures to reduce the assessment of the adverse impact of 
development:  
1. Little detail is provided on how effective the mitigation measures would be: in all cases, it is only stated that they ‘could’ 
reduce the adverse impact. 
2. By reducing the assessment from major adverse to minor adverse, it risks sending signals to developers that any required 
mitigation measures would be modest 
3. By restricting the mitigation measures to those in the assessment, there is a risk that these are seen by developers as the 
only ones which might be required (in the LPR assessment of Site 1 against Objective 8, there is no reference to other possible 
mitigation measures such as a much wider buffer and/or a reduction in housing density) 
it would be more appropriate to: 
• assess the impact of development against each objective both before and after taking account of possible mitigation 
measures: the assessment excluding mitigation effects would establish a clearer basis for determining what mitigation measures 
would be required to minimise any adverse impacts 
• make it clear that mitigation measures included in the assessments are not necessarily the only ones which may be 
required 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P200 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes I agree with the priorities . 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
No I do not agree. Increase traffic on very busy roads. Potential flooding. The spoiling of historic views. Salisbury is known as a 
city in the countryside. large developments will spoil that reputation. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
It is so horrific I cannot even contemplate the permission being granted. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Climate change and air pollution. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This process is being made very complicated and difficult and really does not make it easy to participate. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P201 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private citizen 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Growth should be on brownfield sites and should take into account ALL vacant property in the city. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The risk of flooding.  Propsed areas should be visited when they ate flooded. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NO.  There is already huge development north of Old Sarum. 
Development north of Blandford Road would destroy the uninterupted view across the water meadows to the cathedral.  The land 
is prone to flooding.  WE SHOULD NOT BE BUILDING ON AREAS AT RISK OF FLOODING.  It is asking for future misery for 
those unfortunate enough to purchase there.   The increased traffic would add further to the congestion on that main raod to and 
from the city. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The heritage view 
Flooding 
Traffic congestion 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
the increased pressure on medical facilities and the hospital in particular. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P202 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local 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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Salisbury is no longer a thriving city. I have lived in Salisbury all my life and over the last thirty years I've seen Salisbury slowly 
die, its thriving market is now a shell of its former self, shops lay empty due to increasing council rates with Salisbury becoming a 
haven of coffee shops and charity shops. There is no incentive for shoppers to visit the city as you have the thriving city of 
Southampton close by with excellent shopping opportunities and cheaper car parking rates. The fact Wiltshire council want to 
build a ridiculous amount of homes in a city with no job/career opportunities is preposterous! The council need to focus 
desperately on bringing Salisbury back to life. Building on brownfield sites must also come into question. Great Britain is now an 
independent country and must start to stand on its own in all it does including producing crops. we cannot keep relying on foreign 
imports with increased costs due to us leaving the EU. Other land must be sourced where crop production is not effected. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
yes these are correct. Increasing traffic levels due to further housing projects to an already congested road network around 
Salisbury will increase further air pollution for residents. building on flood plain is also ridiculous. with five rivers running through 
Salisbury these plains are vital as our flood defenses. Independent villages surrounding Salisbury must remains just that and not 
become just another suburb of the city. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I agree that site 1 would be appropriate for development as it will just add to the new development site. Site seven is also an 
appropriate site but the road network surrounding this site will not cope with addition housing being built. Site 6 is definitely NOT 
appropriate. it is the only piece of land that separates Salisbury from Britford. It give visitors travelling from the south amazing 
views of the cathedral, which in my eyes is not the one incentive to visit the city. The thought of 200 homes being built on this 
field is ridiculous. it will increase traffic chaos and pollution dramatically to all residents on the Downton road, de value properties 
that have the amazing views from their houses and take away another food producing field. The council and water authority must 
also seriously question the capability of the Petersfinger sewage works. It will need significant investment and development to 
cope with the additional liquid throughput from new housing in the area. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
the view's of local residents, pollution, road network, capability of Petersfinger sewage works and the whether Salisbury really 
requires additional housing to a increasing dying city. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P203 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I appreciate it is difficult to set a target for brownfield site development without knowing which sites might become available. 
However a number of sites in the city have been identified as possible for residential development and should be prioritised over 
further green field development. I am thinking of some of the city centre car parks that should no longer be required once the 
'modal shift' from private car to active transport/public transport that has been much talked about is actually achieved or could be 
one more incentive towards it and increasing the use of park and ride.  Is there a way that the Council can incentivise brownfield 
development and stop greenfield development while there are brownfield sites available in an area that are not currently being 
developed? 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
I would like to see the local plan go beyond expanding affordable housing to include a significant amount of social (council ?) 
housing which is by definition affordable and available to those who aren't able to consider home ownership and may not be 
considered by private landlords e,g. those on benefits.  
Action on Churchfields needs to include a reduction in the number of HGVs accessing the site. There is no suitable access for 
large vehicles - please note this is not a request to provide it, it is a request to limit/stop it. Cars could be driven in rather than 
carried in on massive car transporters. As I cyclist I dice with death on a daily basis sharing the road space with these vehicles - 
a strong disincentive to active travel from my side of town where there is no safe cycle route into the city centre. Churchfields 
Road is the 'best' option for me! 
I support improvements to the city centre to make it more attractive for locals and tourists. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Like most people I am not keen to see continuing 'urban' sprawl out from the centre of Salisbury on greenfield sites but I accept 
that more homes are needed. I am sceptical about the number of houses identified as needed and especially the additional 
amount of greenfield land. If it is a 'given' (and I don't have the expertise to challenge the numbers and the mechanisms of 
housing allocation across the country) I support sites 1 and 7. I have more concerns about site 6 but don't have an alternative up 
my sleeve that would be preferable. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Accessibility by bicycle (and pedestrian) - this is currently an issue for Old Sarum and must be a requirement from a developer 
before more houses are built. Residents of this area must be able to cycle or walk to shops, facilities, services in the city centre 
on a safe, attractive, reasonably direct route.  



Also transport-related, I would like to see a car-free area in at least one of these sites, something that has been successfully tried 
in other places in creating people friendly neighbourhoods with potential for more green space and more safe play space for 
children and more outside social space.  
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P204 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Lower. Salisbury is a small city with poor traffic infrastructure for which there is no viable solution and in which hundreds of new 
homes have already been built (in the city centre and on Wilton Road, plus St Peter's Place and Longhedge) and are planned 
(the controversial development on Netherhampton Road). I don't understand why Wiltshire Council aren't more focused on 
building new villages/towns with associated infrastructure that would be creating new businesses and jobs rather than adding 
more pressure to a city that has already seen substantial growth out of proportion to the services and infrastructure available. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



I think that many of these priorities are right, but it's questionable whether they are realistic and achievable without bringing yet 
more traffic into the city/moving around the city placing yet more pressure on an already over-burdened system. I would add that 
Salisbury is currently a fantastic place in which to raise a family, largely because of the countryside feel, ease of access to the 
countryside, and ample number of green spaces. This should not be overlooked when planning place shaping priorities. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not. Site 6 is situated on an incredibly busy main road, which is under increasing pressure during rush hours and at 
the weekend (often at a standstill and queuing back to the dual carriageway on the A338), and which will already be impacted by 
the large planned housing development on Netherhampton Road pushing a large volume of traffic onto the Harnham Gyratory, 
which already struggles to cope. The mini-roundabout on Coombe Road approaching the gyratory is often at a standstill in busy 
periods and especially when the hospital shifts change. This would not be helped by building houses on sites 6 and 7. 
Additionally, site 6 and 7 are on a hill which absorbs rainwater and prevents flooding of the fields and houses in Britford village. 
It's likely that building houses and additional roads will force run off water downhill to flood the water meadows and village. Site 6 
represents the current border and break between Salisbury and Britford village, and building on this site would subsume Britford 
into Salisbury (going against the shaping priorities for Salisbury). It would also severely disrupt the cathedral view for those 
travelling into Salisbury and also for the very many residents who enjoy walking around Britford specifically to take in these views 
and enjoy the countryside. Building on both site 6 and 7 would also push more traffic into Nunton and Odstock villages, ruining 
the countryside feel and causing issues for residents and drivers alike given the small country lanes involved. Moreover, the 
small primary school at Britford (approx 60 pupils) could not cater to the large number of families that are likely to require a place 
should sites 6 and 7 be built upon. While there is a primary school planned for the Netherhampton Road housing development, it 
seems unlikely that there would be sufficient capacity to provide places for children from both that development plus the 600+ 
houses proposed for sites 6 and 7, and Harnham infant and junior schools are often fully subscribed as it is. Even if there were 
places, most parents would need to drive their children across Harnham and back again from sites 6 and 7 to either Harnham 
infant and junior schools or the new primary at Netherhampton Road (the walk is far too long for young children, there are no 
public transport links between East and West Harnham, and it's already an unsafe cycle ride for children even before adding 
additional traffic to the road), adding significant pressure to the Harnham Gyratory and further adding to the air pollution in what is 
primarily a residential area. It's utterly baffling that Salisbury itself is the target for such a large proportion of the required growth 
in housing development within the county, and that the vast majority of this should be proposed to be placed in Harnham is as 
ridiculous as it is unfair. 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Where the run off water is going to end up and how flooding of Britford village will be prevented. How the village of Britford will 
itself be preserved rather than subsumed into Salisbury itself. How the cathedral views and link to the countryside will be 
preserved. How the creaking Harnham Gyratory will be able to cope with the hugely increased traffic. How additional school 
places will be facilitated for the large number of children likely to live in such new houses. How the problematic traffic caused by 
hospital shift changes won't be exacerbated by building on sites 6 and 7. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The balance between social housing that's needed, family housing and the (increasingly large and out of balance) provision of 
over 55s housing. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I would strongly urge you to think very carefully about Salisbury as the city to provide the majority of the growth in housing stock 
for the county. It's a small city built on 5 rivers with a strong countryside feel, not to mention water meadows and an existing 
propensity for flooding. It's also a city well known for its traffic problems, which further housing development are not going to help 
(and neither is a bypass given the aforementioned water meadows and flooding issues). We simply don't have the infrastructure 
to support the growth proposed. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P205 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I wish to object strongly to the use of Site 1 for housing development in the Planning for Salisbury Document as outlined in the 
Wiltshire local Plan. I have listed my reasons for my objections below. 
1. Accepting that a robust methodology has been developed for site selection, I nonetheless have reservations on how it has 
been applied.  I question: - Can greenfield development be avoided, as queried in the previous responses? - If not, is the scale of 
development appropriate for the proposed sites. The answers below will only address site 1 at Old Sarum (SHELAA S80) which 
is within my parish. - Has the methodology been consistently applied? Regarding our third question, The WC assessment of site 
S80 in its Housing Site Allocations Plan Sustainability Appraisal Report February 2020 was that it was less sustainable and 
should not be considered for development. This changed in the January 2021 assessment to it being the most sustainable option 
for development in the Salisbury area. Why over such a short period of time should the assessment have changed on so many 
criteria, in particular from moderate adverse to minor adverse on four of the 12 objectives (1,2,7 & 8) where physically nothing 
has changed on or around the site? It is particularly difficult to understand the rationale for assessing the potential impact of large 
scale development as “Minor Adverse“ in relation to Objective 8. The Landscape Sensitivity Assessment recently commissioned 
by our Parish Council assessed the area as High/Medium sensitivity, and unsuitable for large scale development, even if 
mitigation measures were put in place. It is understandable that as additional development land is required progressively less 
sustainable sites will need to be chosen, but manipulating the evaluation rating is not appropriate when nothing has changed 
regarding these factors. A minor adverse implies that less mitigation is required than for a moderate adverse – this is not the 



impression which should be conveyed, especially to the developer. I also have difficulty with the conclusions of the Place 
Shaping assessment. 
2. Site 1 lies at the very northern edge of our parish and the greater Salisbury area. It lies just over a slight ridge as you 
approach Old Sarum along the Portway from the north east. At the moment Old Sarum is hidden by the ridge so the approach 
along the Portway by car is in a rural setting until the ridge is crossed. The transition into the build environment is then currently 
softened by the country park with its recently planted trees, which lies in front of the existing housing to the right and there is 
Throgmorton Hall with its surrounding mature trees to the left. If Site 1 is built on it appears likely to be seen over the ridge on the 
approach along the Portway. The height and positioning of houses and any screening planting will need to be carefully planned 
and modelled to ensure that the approach views are not spoiled. Similarly, care will need to be taken with the first view of the built 
environment to maintain the current soft transition, by providing a green buffer between the road and the housing, as described 
above. A further concern is that the Monarch’s Way long distance national footpath runs on the ridge along the north east 
boundary of the site.  Monarchs Way is  a footpath of National importance and should be protected from development up to its 
boundry.  This is also identified as a key green corridor in the Green Blue Infrastructure mapping on p23 of the Planning for 
Salisbury Local Plan paper. The adjoining Longhedge Village to the north west has a country park in the equivalent field to Site 1 
separating the housing from the Monarch’s Way and forming part of this green corridor. Development of this site will bring 
housing much closer to the Monarch’s Way and cause a blockage to the green corridor. Great care will be needed to maintain the 
rural feel of the footpath and avoid significant biodiversity harm (even before providing the 10% net gain requirement). A WW2 pill 
box is situated on the site adjacent to the Portway. This would need to be preserved, together with its context, in any 
development. Finally, parts of this site are visible from Old Sarum scheduled monument and, due to the elevation of the field 
rising away from the monument the roofs of any houses will be higher than the current roof line. Again, scale of development, 
roof heights and mitigation will require careful thought and questioning of whether the site can support 275 houses without 
excessive impact. The concept plans do not appear to adequately address any of these issues. 
3. There have been major issues in the adjoining Old Sarum development regarding non-delivery of promised amenities, 
such as GP surgery, pharmacy (apparently driven by a wish to centralise provision of these facilities close to the centre of 
Salisbury itself?), and other facilities. Will this development address any of these issues and contribute towards their provision 
and will this be implemented before/during the construction, rather than left until after completion and then forgotten? The 
absence of these amenities contributes to the pressure on the road system into Salisbury and exacerbates problems of air 
pollution, and also results in the failure to establish new vibrant local communities – a WC aim which is clearly not met in the 
recent developments in the parish. A long term master plan to achieve this seems to have been lacking. I would encourage 
Wiltshire Council to engage with the relevant NHS authorities in relation to their refusal to allow the establishment of pharmacies 
at Longhedge and/or Old Sarum. A village centre has been constructed in Longhedge (the premises are not yet occupied), but 
this is at the diagonally opposite corner of the proposed developement area, so hardly convenient. During construction of 



Longhedge an upgrade of the sewer along Green Lane was needed to cope with the additional load. Has the capacity for a 
further addition been checked? It is worth noting that there are significant odour issues from the man holes along Green Lane, 
which will presumably get progressively worse as Longhedge is built out and if this site is added. Over the past decade, 
continued expansion of housing in the north of the parish has put considerable strain on the existing traffic infrastructure as 
shown in the Transport Review supporting document. The with and without mitigation morning peak period volume/capacity maps 
for Salisbury (on p28) show Ford Road is at 100% capacity, as is Castle Road. Development of Site 1 (SHELAA S80) would 
further exacerbate the problems. The site allocation notes suggest that there would be secondary school capacity at Sarum 
Academy but the reality is that students from this site would probably displace out of area students in the Laverstock schools or 
go to the city’s grammar schools. Some of the former would undoubtedly be taken by car along Ford Road and perhaps some of 
the latter along Castle Road, although public transport is available in the latter case. Travel to city centre amenities and 
attractions, as encouraged by this Plan, would further exacerbate the problems. There does not appear to be any proposed 
mitigation of these traffic issues other than the proposed cycle ways shown in Fig. 3.3 of the Transport Review. Regarding foot 
and cycle travel, I believe that there is insufficient street lighting along the Old Sarum stretch of the Portway, and, if development 
of S80 were to take place this lighting would need to be extended along any connecting foot/cycle paths. My final and most 
important comment is that there is currently sufficient green field development planned or in progress around Salisbury, including 
in our parish at Longhedge, to be able to defer any further firm allocation of green field sites until a full evaluation of brownfield 
availability or ability to re-designate allocated employment land to housing has been completed. An acknowledgement that there 
is the potential for limited green field expansion as a last resort is all that should be necessary at this stage. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I believe a serious mistake is being made which could lead to substantial damage to the preservation of our historic landscape, 
both in terms of the conservation of the character of Britford as a unique rural village and for its contribution to the wider 
importance of Salisbury's own historic environment.  This situation is symptomatic of an underlying malaise in the way we 
approach the interface of conservation and planning. 
I submit my formal response , having already completed the online questionnaire which makes reference to many different points.  
But here I concentrate on the single most important and worrying aspect, about which I also have experience: Historic Landscape 
Settings and their value. 
**Full comments in SharePoint - see AnnabelLawson_08032021 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Can I please put forward one or two points. 
1 Make the park and ride bus services free but put up the parking charges for central parking to cover the cost. Many European 
cities now have free public transport and ra every happy with it. 
Make more room for luggage on the buses to encourage people to shop in the city. There will be an urgent need to wean people 
from their vehicles when things return to normal. 
More planting of trees and hedgerows wherever possible = Churchill Gardens looks rather bare at the moment.  
Provide a cycleway to connect Sustrans Route 24 which is one of the countries best along the A36 into the city. This is extremely 
dangerous at the moment.106  Money from the development at Petetrsfinger Farm could be used to cover this. 
Use lane markings instead of bollards to delineate the cycleways in Brown Street and Exeter Street. 
Provide a better bus service to Southampton – this does not run on Sundays and Bank Holidays and cannot be relied on to keep 
to time. 
Ensure that Wiltshire College provides courses in Environmental Management and associated subjects. 
Definitely pedestrianize the city centre even if it is carried out gradually to prevent any outcry at sudden changes. 
Investigate the possibility of some sort of railway museum next to the library building as a remembrance of the rather unique rail 
link which we used to have 
Insist on quality housing with green spaces – Salisbury was a leader in the field in the past 
Try to improve the look of the entry roads from the South into the City. They give a very poor impression at the moment. 



Allow scrub and vegetation to grow  along roadside edges  - plant wild flower seeds to improve their appearance. 
Improve the atmospheric testing to include PM 2.5 particles (NOT PM10 which is not as important. Check for carbon monoxide 
and other nitrogen oxides. Use hand held monitor’s which are now quite cheep to purchase to carry out spot checks. 
Use the security camera system to identify and deal with litter louts. Consider installation of litter cameras on the A36 South of 
the City. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Site 6  
Building 220 houses which would subsume Britford is a Conservation Area and is a delightful village of great historical interest 
with the church with its Anglo Saxon. 
The view into Salisbury from the south with its unique spire is wonderful and to build houses to block it is a travesty, especially as 
Salisbury is trying to get back on its feet as a welcoming area of interest for tourists. 
Flooding is a major problem and the sewage infrastructure is a major concern. Global warming has, as promised, increased 
rainfall and we have all seen fields saturated with water, including the field which is known as Site 6. 
It is imperative that the Local Plan should prioritise brownfield sites. The developers presumably don’t like these as there is a lot 
more work needed to clear a brownfield site, rather than digging into green fields. 
Traffic on the A338 is already a problem - when the country is not in lockdown- and to add a total of 335 new houses would 
cause even greater traffic jams.  Many home owners have at least one car. 
It seems unlikely that these houses will help young people get on the housing ladder. In November 2019, 17% of new build was 
required to be designated social housing but Shelter, amongst other organisations, document that many developers use the get-
out clauses - Permitted Development Rights. 
Site 6 would be a suitable site for a country park for many reasons.  It could reduce the risk of flooding and conserve a much 
needed break between Salisbury and Britford and would be a great asset for the local area and could provide fun for local people 
and tourists. 
Please note my very real concerns about the Local Plan, especially with regard to site 6.  
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Site 6 North of Downton Road Salisbury  
  
My objections to this site are as follows:- 
• Any development on these open fields will seriously reduce the strategic gap between Salisbury & Britford both of which 
enjoy a beautiful landscape setting with their own identities.  
• Views of Salisbury’s most important building, the Cathedral will be ruined and if the proposal is allowed will only be 
glimpsed at a precise location on the A338.  
• Views of the ancient settlement of Britford from the A338 will be lost.  
• Any development which involves reducing the ground area into which water can soak will lead to more run off in an area 
which is already prone to flooding.  
• The extra traffic movements both to & from this site onto the A338 and at the Harnham Gyratory will cause serious 
congestion & therefore more pollution particularly as the impact of the Netherhampton Road developments have yet to be felt.  
• The Water Recycling Facility at Petersfinger (formally known as the Sewage Treatment Plan)t is already I believe under 
severe pressure at times and this is before the Netherhampton Road development has been built and so adding further houses in 
this location which suffers from high Ground water levels is ridiculous and poorly though out.  
Site 7 South of Downton Road Salisbury 
  
My objections to this site are as follows:- 
• Development on this sloping site is visible on the horizon and will be a blot on the landscape which will be visible from 
quite a distance away even from the A36.  
• This will cause damage to the Ancient Woodbury monument and its landscape setting.  
• Water run off from this site will add to flooding in Britford and the Avon Valley floodplain both of which already have 
existing flooding issues.  
• The extra traffic generated will as with Site 6 lead to further congestion on the A338 both near the development & also at 
the Harnham Gyratory and therefore increased levels of pollution.  
• The additional pressure on the local sewerage system will also potentially cause further issues & pollution. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 



I do not believe either of these sites are suitable for development and they should be kept as open farmland to benefit not only 
the landscape setting of Salisbury & Britford but also the local wildlife. 
I feel, if this number of houses need to be built, there are other brown field sites within Salisbury which could be utilized rather 
than building on farmland. 
I see no reason why we need a Country Park as we already have a beautiful area which is used by the local community for 
walking etc. the benefit of which will be damaged forever by these developments. 
I particularly feel that given the changes to our lives & habits which have resulted from the Covid-19 pandemic the long term 
impact of these need to be considered first before any further developments are put forward. 
I also feel that the impact on the road & sewage network of the already agreed developments on Netherhampton Road need to 
be seen first before these sites are even considered. 
Also in general any further building on green field sites could impact our ability to produce food resulting in further imports, 
increased food miles and pollution. 
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Would prefer more effort to use brownfield sites closer to the city centre 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Given the projected change in age/population demographics in Salisbury, it seems strange that the highest priority development 
is to extend an existing housing estate (which better suits the younger demographic) on to a greenfield site. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Site 1 
To access the houses which back on to the existing development (Norman Drive), will the access be via the existing Old Sarum 
estate? Have the implications of this been thought through? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I welcome the new green space & expansion of existing park – though this could be further increased 
I am concerned about the additional population for limited local amenities (one shop in Old Sarum). There should be more – the 
capacity exists for commercial development (shops etc.) but there seems to be barriers in these being realised. For new houses, 
there should be new amenities, and the previously promised amenities should be established. There seems to be a trend where 
developers do all they can to avoid delivering community provision, and lamentably, they seem to be successful all too often.  
I am concerned about additional traffic & safety of residents. I feel that, given the scale of developments, the 40 mph limit on the 
Portway should be reduced to 30 mph between the new development and the roundabout at the Salisbury end of the Portway as 
a mitigation. 
Overall, the site takes something away from the existing development – the proximity to the countryside and ‘breathing space’. 
The views from my own house will be impacted. I am concerned about the pressure on schools; there doesn’t seem to be a 
proper plan for increased secondary school capacity. 



It is possible that the benefits of the proposed development could outweigh the detriment to the existing one, but is needs to be 
carefully managed, that the local amenities are appropriately expanded 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Concern for the ecology in the River Avon close to the proposed sites 6,7. Requests a buffer zone to maintain the character of 
the area and to preserve the angling trade. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The London Anglers Association (LAA) is a not-for-profit organisation which was founded in 1884 and supports both angling and 
the preservation of rural amenities, including the prevention of river pollution.  The LAA is run almost entirely by volunteers, with 
only 2 paid staff. Despite the name, the Association has waters over an area from Wiltshire to Cambridgeshire/Bedfordshire to 
Kent.  We work with Natural England and receive Rural Payments Agency grants for the maintenance of Portholme Meadow near 
Huntingdon, one of our SSSIs and the largest water meadow in Britain.  Our interest in the context of the concept plan is in the 
effect on our River Avon waters at Britford.  These comprise an extensive 4 section river complex which the Association acquired 
in the 1960s.  These waters support both game and coarse fishing and for this reason are different from the Association’s other 
waters.  The LAA operates for over 1500 members plus thousands of other anglers who fish with day membership tickets.  
Generally, LAA members’ only outlay is a modest annual membership fee but a further fee is required (much reduced for OAPs, 
juniors and those with disabilities) to fish at Britford.  This funds a local fishery keeper who maintains the waters and conservation 
of this ecologically diverse but fragile area.  The fishery is very popular with people countrywide and brings a lot of trade to 
Britford and the surrounding area in terms of B&B, eating out and angling supplies. 



The concern is about sites no. 6 and 7 in Planning for Salisbury, north of Downton Road.  We understand that the proposed area 
of housing extends from Downton Road to approximately 30 metres from the fishery.  The areas of concern are threefold:  
The most important is the risk of pollution and flooding to the watercourse.  The chalk stream fishery supports a wide variety of 
fish, including trout and salmon which require unpolluted water, in addition to otters and water voles, and other interesting flora 
and fauna.  The fishery keeper has a programme of mink eradication to protect the voles.  There is also an SSSI downstream.   
At present the chalk bottom ‘canal’ section of the river nearest the proposed development is partially flooded, and has been for 
the last 3 months.  Although the flooding should not affect the proposed development, as it is on higher ground, the risk is that 
run off from the estate will seep down through the drainage and both pollute the watercourse and exacerbate the flooding in the 
river, both at Britford and downstream, damaging the ecology. 
The second concern is economic as any damage to the fishery or heritage area might have a knock on effect on the finance 
coming into the LAA (to support the fishery keeper) and to residents in the local and wider areas because of the business it 
generates from angling in general and the angling holiday trade. 
Finally, although the LAA own fishing rights to both banks of the river, there is no public access to the river on the Downton Road 
side and fishing is only authorised by the LAA on the far bank of the section, where there is access for anglers. We would support 
a buffer between any development and the fishery, should any development go ahead, including trees, to maintain the character 
and ecology of the area and to deter trespass. 
The Association has many venues in close proximity to housing but the risk to the fragile ecological and economic environment at 
Britford causes particular concern.   We hope that steps are taken to effectively mitigate these risks. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Housing on Downton Road - near Britford  
Thank you for the opportunity to take part in discussion about the proposed sight. 
I do understand the need to build new housing, there is no doubt about that. However, I very strongly feel that this area is not the 
right place for it. There are multiple reasons why it seems to be a bad idea. 
Firstly, it is an amazing pocket of unbuilt land that promotes wild life.  We often see deer, pheasants, a lot of robins, magpies, 
crows, and swans, blue tits, wrens, goldfinches, and, few weeks ago, we saw a crane (!).  I do not think we can carry on 
squeezing the wild life out. Is there any set value for our kids to see, hear, smell and touch the world around us? 
Over the last 3 lockdowns the area has provided so much needed respite - a lot of people took up walking and running. I myself, 
found it invaluable to be able to go outside after my grim hours at work to enjoy the countryside. 
As you probably know, due to the position of the area, it often gets flooded so it only makes sense that a new ‘film’ of tarmac and 
houses will increase the risk of flooding in the neighbouring area. 
I am also concerned about situation with traffic - it is already very busy on Downton road- especially in the mornings. How is this 
narrow road going to accommodate all those cars? 
I understand that this is just a voice of a single person but I do hope it could be taken into account. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Vistry Group fully support the identification of Salisbury as a principal settlement which should be the focus of significant 
additional growth in the Local Plan period (which should be extended). As you are aware, Visty control land to the north and 
south of Netherhampton Road which is allocated for a residential led development in the adopted Site Allocations DPD under 
Policies H3.1 and H3.3 respectively. The land to the south has outline planning permission for up to 640 dwellings, a primary 
school, employment, local centre and open space under Application No. 19/05824/OUT. A reserved matters application is shortly 
to be 
submitted for the first phase of residential development. The land to the north of Netherhampton Road, is allocated for up to 100 
dwellings and Vistry have entered into preapplication discussions with the Council with a view to submitting a detailed planning 
application. 



The identification of these sites and their imminent delivery shows that this is a sustainable location where the Council has 
identified and encouraged development to come forward. The Local Plan review proposes a requirement for Salisbury of 5,340 
dwellings in the Plan period. When existing completions are deducted this only leaves a further 940 dwellings to be 
accommodated in the period up to 2036. Vistry believe that for a principal settlement, this level of housing is unlikely to meet 
identified local needs. It is only approximately 94 dwellings per annum (i.e. 2026-2036) and belies Salisbury’s status as a 
principal settlement. 
Furthermore, Vistry do not believe that additional housing development should be assigned to Neighbourhood Plans as there is 
no certainty for them to be prepared, nor are sites identified necessarily deliverable or of a scale that can make a meaningful 
contribution to affordable housing or infrastructure. Vistry believe that the Local Plan Review should have its end date extended 
and that the overall housing provision should be increased if housing needs are to 
be met. 
With regards the level of brownfield sites, concern is expressed at the quantum of brownfield sites and their deliverability. There 
is nothing in the evidence base that provides confidence that brownfield sites will come forward at the necessary rates. The 
Council had previously identified land at Churchfields for redevelopment but due to the complexities of land ownership etc, the 
site was deemed to be undeliverable in the Plan period. These issues are extremely common with brownfield sites and it is 
important that robust evidence is available to demonstrate that the quantum of brownfield sites is deliverable. At present the 
evidence is not available. 
Recommendation 
The end date of the Plan should be extended until at least 2040. The level of housing provision for Salisbury should be increased. 
That further evidence is required on the deliverability of the quantum of brownfield sites identified. At present it is unclear whether 
these sites are truly available and deliverable. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Vistry agree that expanding the affordable housing provision particularly for education and 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
No, we believe that the quantum of development is too low and that further sites for housing development should be identified. As 
stated in response to Q. SB1, Vistry will be developing land to the north and south of Netherhampton Road, Salisbury in 2021. 
Vistry also control further land (5 ha) to the north of Netherhampton Road (see attached plan) which they consider makes a 
logical extension to their existing development proposed. Development of that land would not extend Salisbury beyond 
boundaries already approved to the south of Netherhampton Road. 
With regards land to the north of Netherhampton Rod, we would comment as follows: - 
What is the amount of development proposed? 
Vistry consider that the site can accommodate approximately 100 dwellings whilst taking account of the need to consider the 
setting of the Cathedral and views towards it. The site is relatively free from constraints and the development can be 
accommodated without particular issues. Further detailed discussions need to take place with the Planning Authority and other 
interested parties including the local community but that there are no issues which would prohibit the delivery of the site. 
What is the likely impact of the proposed development on the following factors and do any of these indicate that the site should 
not be allocated? 
Biodiversity, in particular but not restricted to European protected habitats and species The site has been intensely farmed for 
many years. A range of biodiversity surveys have been undertaken over the last few years by retained consultants. No part of the 
site is covered by any statutory or non statutory designations. Harnham Slope Local Wildlife Site (LWS) is located to the south of 
the site but will not be affected by the proposed development. 
Whilst surveys have indicated a number of protected species on the site, namely breeding birds, bats, badgers and reptiles 
(slowworms), the site can provide sufficient ecological mitigation and habitat creation/enhancement within areas of open space to 
ensure that a significant net gain to biodiversity is achieved. 
Green infrastructure and agricultural land  
There will be a loss of agricultural land as a result of the allocation. However, the Council requires green field land to meet their 
housing requirements. 
The proposed development will have significant green infrastructure provided as part of the proposals including a central area of 
open space. This includes amongst other things a LEAP together with areas of informal open space. 
Landscape quality and character 
The site is not identified within any statutory landscape designation nor is it considered to be a ‘valued’ landscape. The recurring 
theme of landscape character outside of Salisbury is a landscape subject to large scale and intensive agricultural management in 
which components of the rural downland stand out either as landmark elements (such as hedgerows or smaller elements of 
woodland). 



The landscape is compromised in this location with the industrial sheds on the Harnham Business Park and the Auction Centre. 
In addition, the site abuts the existing allocation H3.3. As such, the landscape has the ability to assimilate sensitively planned 
development. 
Heritage assets 
There are no designated heritage assets within the site. Designated heritage assets do exist in the surrounding area but are 
some distance from the site such as Salisbury Cathedral. Given the nature and distance of these assets, it is not considered that 
their setting would be affected to preclude development or to materially affect the site’s capacity. The Cathedral is a notable and 
positive feature in the landscape. However, the development provides the potential to deliver a high quality bespoke residential 
scheme similar to the adjacent site. 
The site does lie within a landscape of high archaeological potential. A series of archaeological site investigations i.e. trial 
trenching has been undertaken. There has been nothing found within the allocation of archaeological importance. 
Strategic and local infrastructure including transport 
Access can be achieved to the requisite highway standards off Netherhampton Road. With regards utilities, there are no issues 
subject to the usual upgrades and all of the required utilities are available for the site. 
The efficient operation of the transport network, highway safety 
The development can be accommodated within the highway network without detrimental impact on highway safety subject to 
suitable mitigation. The Council has undertaken a transport modelling exercise for Salisbury which demonstrates that 
development of the site can be satisfactorily accommodated. 
Air and water quality, noise pollution, odours, land stability, groundwater and flood risk  
There would be no detrimental impact on any of the above issues. There is no issue regarding land stability. The proposals would 
not impact on groundwater and the site lie within Flood Zone 1. Drainage proposals would be designed to meet the EA’s 
requirements including an element of climate change. There are no noise receptors which would be detrimental to the 
development and the site does not lie in an Air Quality Management Area. 
Open space, recreational facilities and public rights of way 
Open space and recreation facilities could be provided which more than meet the Council’s requisite standards. A range of open 
space would be provided throughout the development. There would be no requirement to divert any public rights of way. The site 
is in an accessible location with good access to everyday facilities by a range of means of transport? 
The site is well located within proximity to a range of existing facilities within the adjoining urban area of Harnham. This includes 
pubs/restaurants, hotel and St George’s church and community hall at Middle/Lower Road – all circa 1.5km from the centre of the 
site. 
Harnham Infants and Lower Schools are located on Saxon Road around 2km from the centre of the site. There is also a small 
convenience store and takeaway located on Norfolk Road, around 1.2km from the site. An area of formal sports pitches lies 



immediately west of the site. Moreover, a new primary school and pre-school will be constructed on the allocated land directly to 
the south, which now has the benefit of outline planning permission. 
Existing routes between the site, local facilities, the schools and the City Centre are generally of a good standard, with accessible 
footways and public footpaths, including the picturesque ‘Town Path’ across the water meadows and ‘Long Bridge’ leading to the 
City Centre. The closest existing bus stops are located on Netherhampton Road to the east of the site. Salisbury Road service 
R5 offers a half hourly service between Harnham and central Salisbury Monday to Saturdays with an hourly service on Sundays. 
There is the opportunity to extend the R5 service towards the site as part of the development of land to the south of 
Netherhampton Road (Policy H3.1). 
Availability 
Yes within the next 5 year period. The land is proposed to be brought forward by leading residential developer and not a 
promoter, working with a willing landowner. [inclusion of map] 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Vistry Group fully support the identification of Salisbury as a principal settlement which should be the focus of significant 
additional growth in the Local Plan period (which should be extended). As you are aware, Visty control land to the north and 
south of Netherhampton Road which is allocated for a residential led development in the adopted Site Allocations DPD under 
Policies H3.1 and H3.3 respectively. The land to the south has outline planning permission for up to 640 dwellings, a primary 
school, employment, local centre and open space under Application No. 19/05824/OUT. A reserved matters application is shortly 
to be 



submitted for the first phase of residential development. The land to the north of Netherhampton Road, is allocated for up to 100 
dwellings and Vistry have entered into preapplication discussions with the Council with a view to submitting a detailed planning 
application. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Agree with a brown field target. Post Covid, there may be a move to less commuting and a demand for larger dwellings with 
office space. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
healthcare key workers is extremely important. However, given the significant need for 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
More city centre residential may be needed, as retail declines there will be new brown field sites 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Amenities, public transport and schools. Avoid building on flood plains. Traffic in Salisbury is at a standstill in busy times and new 
buildings will result in even more traffic. Better road infrastructure and management will be required. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The road network is woefully inadequate even for current needs. 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
affordable housing in and around Salisbury and the fact that the majority of affordable 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
"In ecological terms, the Avon catchment is as important as Stonehenge and Salisbury Cathedral are historically. 
The Avon is recognised globally, by the Government and by the Council, as an internationally important environment.  
The catchment is designated the highest Special Area of Conservation and protected under the international RAMSAR wetlands 
treaty, with specified areas adjacent to Site 6 also SSSI and AONB accredited.  
Site 6 is an integral part of the RAMSAR protected environment as it is within the catchment and contributes flows and 
groundwater to the SAC, and forms part of the green setting of the AONB and heritage cityscape. 
The Avon is our longest chalk stream and, with its tributaries, forms a major part of the world’s total chalk stream environment - 
80% of which is in the UK. It is unique. 
The issue is not whether such protection is in place, as that is agreed. It is whether the protocols allow ANY damage to be done 
knowingly to the SAC environment and biomass in order to achieve the Local Plan’s target. 
Presumably it is the Council’s belief that it is permitted, and is justified in allocating development even where it knows it will cause 
harm to a protected ecology and landscape.  
Such an assumption seems nonsense. 



The Site Selection Report agrees damage will be done to the environment in the case of Site 6, but protection protocols do not 
include a clause that allows them to be switched on and off to suit this Spatial Strategy. Wiltshire Council should stop…. 
….Chipping Away at the Biomass 
ALL the sites allocated in previous Local Reports in Salisbury and in Amesbury have for a long time impacted harmfully on the 
Avon SAC because they feed contaminants into aquifers and watercourses more readily than the green fields they replaced.  
Of course, farming practices have also played a big part in the decline of the Avon SAC in the past. However, farmers are not on 
trial here – The Local Plan is. 
Our Council’s “selective blindness” has led to a classic case of it continuing to chip away at the SAC catchment, slowly and 
steadily depleting the biomass. When this reaches the critical stage, destruction will be irreversible. 
For the Avon SAC, the Habitat Directive data form Natura 2000 lists the flora, fish and invertebrates, amongst other factors, 
significant in awarding the conservation status. All are sensitive to deterioration in water quality and can be totally “lost” very 
quickly – not just at the location of the initial problem, but right down the watercourse.  
Mammals [including otters, bats, badgers, foxes, deer, stoats, weasels and rodents including water voles] will also be affected by 
the development of Site 6 and any ecological deterioration, along with insects and migratory birds [including red-listed species] 
using the narrowed but nationally important dark corridor/green highway that encompasses it. The damage to distribution could 
be less immediately evident but it is unfortunate the Local Plan seems to ignore it. 
The Directive specifies high-risk threats to the Avon SAC as being: 
i]   Pollution to groundwater 
ii]  Changes in biotic conditions 
iii] Human induced changes. 
Which of these did the writers of the Local Plan not understand in not giving them due regard in reaching their “No major adverse 
effects/minor or neutral effects are likely for biodiversity” verdicts in the SSR, p.37? “Sustainability” should not be just an 
economic or greenhouse-gas issue. 
Site 6 cannot be developed without breaking Council sustainability and conservation objectives, and SAC and international 
RAMSAR obligations – all of which were put in place to prevent the kind of damage the Local Plan is proposing to inflict on the 
ecology – and the risk must be considered for all sites within the Avon catchment.  
South Wiltshire HMA is substantially a unique and protected environment and its principal settlement is subject to environmental 
and connectivity constraints not shared by other principal settlements in the county. Therefore the “one-size-fits-all” starting point 
for the “Alternative Development Strategies” [p.7, ESS] and concentration on settlement expansion across the board is reckless 
and inappropriate. 



I would have thought that we would not want to go on as we have before – but this Local Plan follows the same long-established 
tradition that has ensured that Salisbury is a significant marker in tracing the Avon’s decline, as shown in the Ecological Status 
map that follows. 
Historic failure of Wiltshire Council “mitigation” in regard to the Avon SAC 
The Council has had a duty to protect and improve the quality of the SAC and RAMSAR designated catchment, rather than just 
to “mitigate” against the rate of increase of the additional damage it acknowledges that development of Site 6 would cause : 
“Development of this large site would inevitably increase levels of environmental pollution” [P.37 Site Selection Report]]  
I am pleased that they also include light and noise pollution in this. However, the Environment Agency Ecological Status map 
speaks volumes about Salisbury’s negative impact on the catchment. [map]  
Much of Salisbury and the valley sides for miles around, including Site 6, are in the highest red zone for both soil erosion and 
leaching of chemicals [mainly phosphorus and nitrogen]. 
For the SSSI area of the valley floor the risk is medium to high and by the time leaching and run-off extend that far the damage 
has been done. The pollutants and sediment will be in the groundwater – for instance, at the bottom half of Site 6. 
Sediment in the run-off is also a major problem for Site 6. Gravels along the Avon bed become clogged, and protected salmon, 
trout, sea and brook lampreys, and bullheads are unable to spawn successfully, along with barbel. Invertebrate and insect 
populations change, die out or migrate and the five protected species of ranunculus and the designated whorl snail fare badly.  
The knock-on effect through the biomass to wetlands birds and mammals, breaches RAMSAR, SAC and SSSI protocols.  
The geography of Site 6 already serves to accommodate increased run-off of pollutants from Site 7 hillside and the park-and-ride, 
work having needed to done to cope with the increased flows across the A338 shortly after it was completed. I am not sure that 
“cope” is the right word, because the increased contaminated flow is just channelled more rapidly into Site 6 and the catchment. 
Why develop on catchment slopes that are already identified as High Risk and which will increase contaminated run-off via the 
groundwater into an already “poor” SAC watercourse that the Council is meant to be trying to protect?  
b] FLOODWATER AND GROUNDWATER 
After the very high Somerset Levels and Salisbury floods of a few years ago, the Environment Agency experts told me, with 
reference to this actual Site 6, that it had shown them that we do not understand how to deal with groundwater in such a 
situation, and that a wide margin of safety should be allowed.  
It is significant that, as yet, water has not flowed from Site 6 over the footpath along its northern boundary and into the field 
between that footpath and the Navigation. The dangers are subtler, as implied by the EA. The water table is high and we do not 
know how deep the flow extends or its flow-through. The bit you see pooling is only the tip of the iceberg.  
The underground flows through Site 6 probably extend downwards well below the gravels of the catchment bed. The 
contaminated run-off from the A338 and hillside above, stormwater from Site 6 itself, and flows from sub-surface springs all along 



the Britford Ridge from the Hanham Gyratory to Longford Grove just disappear into this seemingly-bottomless groundwater 
THROUGHOUT the site. It is disregarded, or made worse, at our peril. 
Because of the sheer volumes and likely depth of the flows involved:  
i] The green landscaping, SUDs and swales in the Concept Plan are a totally inadequate sticking plaster that would operate at 
relatively shallow depths and over a much too-narrow belt. From observation, I would suggest an area at least 450 metres long 
[along the footpath boundary] by 150 metres wide would need accommodating. 
ii] Increased and quicker flows are likely to raise standing groundwater levels in East Harnham and Britford and contribute to 
more impulsive floodwater levels. 
I cannot quantify this, but neither can the Council or anyone else - the EA admitting, as above, that we do not know enough. We 
do know that hard development surfaces ALWAYS reduce the ability of land such as Site 6 to retain and hold back flows, and 
that housing development ALWAYS increases polluted run-off on previously greenfield sites. 
Dispersion of Polluted Groundwater/Run-of 
The Report acknowledges “Development will inevitably increase pollution” - without properly appraising run-off. The proximity of 
regular flooding adjacent to Site 6 means that any contaminated groundwater will be spread more widely and more quickly to 
contaminate the whole downstream catchment through to the sea. 
Ongoing Pollution  
Pollutants already enter groundwater through run-off on Site 6 and along the whole east-west escarpment - from the A338, the 
large housing development to the south of the main road, the hillside above from the Harnham roundabout at least as far as 
Britford School, and from the area allocated as Site 7.  
This is the same steady “drip, drip” contaminant ingress that continues to chip-away at the SAC from the Plain to the estuary. 
There is also the threat of accidental and sporadic contamination from the Council’s inability to moderate the heavy traffic and 
congestion on the A338 – which it agrees its new housing allocations will increase. How readily pollutants are transmitted through 
and across the hillside substrates was demonstrated by the fish kill in 2014. A diesel spill of just 100 litres near the roundabout 
fed into the Navigation and by 10.00am was seen at Bridge Farm bridge. Everyday run-off travels just as quickly. 
Any hard-surface development on Site 6 will worsen the transmission. 
“Mitigation” –a misleading term in the Report 
If the Council were serious about improving the quality of the catchment, they could re-landscape the road verge of Site 6 
[whether developed or not] and the bottom of Site 7 to incorporate measures to greatly inhibit and deal with cross-road 
contamination BEFORE it joins with other flows and groundwater on Site 6.  
Together, these points are directly reflected in the Natura 2000 “High risks” list that I include in “Chipping Away at the Biomass” 
above, and which have not been given due weight in the Site Selection Report and Local Plan as a whole. 
1c] HERITAGE AND VISITOR ATTRACTION AND CITY IDENTITY 



The separate Local Plan Reports are all headed “Looking to the Future.” Development of Site 6 would harm visitor strategy and 
heritage – along with the environment, the SAC ecology, and the well-being of residents - for that very same future.  
Visitor engagement and spend at and around specific attractions tend to be less than when an attractive wider townscape and 
landscape is engaged.  
Back in the ‘80s, comprehensive reports on Bath were commissioned when a similar drive towards more tourism was proposed 
to counter the earlier “The Rape Of Bath By the Planners” [Telegraph] headlines that cast a long-reaching shadow, and a decline 
in the retail and hospitality proposition.   
Research showed conclusively that converting single-attraction visits, say, to the Roman Baths [the Cathedral in Salisbury’s 
case], to all-day/overnight city and environment explorations was essential in increasing visitor numbers and spend.  
The important factor in achieving this was to enhance the offering to include a multi-facetted retail-plus-cityscape strategy, and to 
promote and not degrade “gateway” approaches.  
These help colour the potential visitor’s perception of the City’s identity and persuades them to allocate a whole day or a 
weekend to the city instead of just a couple of hours.  
I am pleased the Council back Salisbury’s city-centre improvements – but they are in danger of reducing overall visitor appeal if 
the Site 6 “gateway” is developed.  
We have to recognise that our retail, accommodation, leisure and eatery propositions are still relatively lightweight and not a 
sufficient draw in themselves to build up a prosperous centre. 
So, Site 6’s importance to visitor attraction and in defining the city’s identity is because: 
i] It provides the “Gateway” view of the city to A338 travellers. 
ii]  Coming from the Bournemouth direction, the potential visitors forward-view offers an appetiser of spire and green setting – it is 
the ONLY view of the City from this main road approach. Once it’s gone, it’s gone for good. 
[ Proposed: a narrow few-seconds view, and then just the spire over a housing estate.] 
iii]  To the north is a green and pleasant Constable-like vista with attractive farm buildings set in paddocks and meadows with the 
river beyond and the prospect of pleasant walks. 
[Proposed: no reason for a visitor to turn their head because Bridge Farm would be hemmed in with houses – more Lowry than 
Constable. The Lower-Road-plus-landscaping dividing gap between the two settlements would be driven past in a few seconds.] 
iv]  Both views can be enjoyed over a 600 metre journey-length between the Primary School and Milton Road with one road 
junction and the park-and-ride to navigate. 
[Proposed: a total of 5 ROAD JUNCTIONS and 3 CYCLEWAYS along the same stretch. Drivers will have to try hard to glimpse 
the cathedral via the new blink-and-you-miss-it viewing line – good job-creation potential in A&E and repair shops from all those 
tail-shunts!] 



If the Cathedral view-point is narrowed and channelled through a new housing estate, and the greenfield setting of Bridge Farm 
and the city is diminished, the visitor proposition and City identity will be degraded. 
1d] PLACE, LANDSCAPE, AND THE BRITFORD CONSERVATION PLAN 
Development of Site 6 is a double-edged sword in terms of defining “place.” It would hurt the perception and identity of both 
Salisbury and Britford. 
i] The current housing at Milton Road that forms the settlement’s “hard edge” visual boundary is unfortunately abrupt but, without 
developing Site 6, a few tree groupings along the field boundary would solve this and improve the approach – also retaining the 
greenfield differentiation between the two settlements.  
ii] The Local Plan’s housing proposal would move this “hard edge” 400 metres westward, and change the perception of Salisbury 
from being a green and pleasant city to being a single large housing estate spreading out from the lone spire. That would create 
a negative viewpoint perception!  
iii] The previous charms of Britford, if Bridge Farm is effectively enclosed by the proximity of the new housing, will count for 
nothing from the A338 vantage point in adding to the visitor proposition for Salisbury – the planting shown on the Concept Map is 
too little and 400 metres too far to the east. 
iv] The identity of Britford would be irrevocably changed – as with the SAC catchment, you cannot chip away at these things 
without causing major harm. It’s essential nature is that off a widely scattered settlement in a lowland/wetland farming landscape. 
The space around it is as important as the space within it in retaining that character.  
If “growth eastwards to expand Laverstock or Ford would be inconsistent with retaining the distinct identity of these small 
villages”, why is the infilling of the division between the city and Britford also not” inconsistent” in retaining the character of both 
Britford AND Salisbury [P.11, Site Selection Report].  
v] Every day, I witness many walkers, joggers, cyclists and dog-walkers of all ages pass along Britford Lane from New Road, 
through the footpath that runs along the northern boundary of Site 6, round the lanes and across the field paths in Britford and 
back again towards the city and existing residential areas. On a fine weekend this might amount to hundreds each day. The pace 
is slow and leisurely, and there is a lot of looking around and appreciating being out in proper countryside without having had to 
get in the car – and then there is the tranquillity of Britford Village. The exercise is invaluable, but their mental well-being also 
benefits greatly from passing through definite boundaries and different landscapes – city to country, country to village, village 
back to country, and country to city. The elderly, in particular, can walk and talk and feel so much better, and residents of 
Salisbury and of Britford are proud of their locations. Every footstep reinforces their sense of place – the “Wider countryside 
access” on offer [P.10 Planning for Salisbury] does not improve on, but degrades, what is available now for residents.  
Our “park” is already all around us. The Spatial Strategists take a typically urban view, but south-east Salisbury and Britford have 
their boots in the country. 



The breaking down of this greenfield separation between the city and Britford by the development of Site 6 would damage the 
exercise and recreational opportunities for residents and visitors and negatively affect visitor perception to far outweigh any of the 
reassurances in the Local Plan Reports – which “spin” heavily. 
Salisbury needs MORE such varied and intimate routes, NOT LESS. Expanding footfall and cycling along a 0.5m footpath 
changes its nature and would discourage casual use by walkers and joggers who do not continually wish to step into the 
undergowth to let the lycra-clad through. 
The difficulty is that the Reports offer the subjective conclusions of Spatial Planners who have been set an objective. Each 
conclusion they have made in the Local Plan would go in a different direction if made by someone else off the same evidence.  
For example, P. 42, SSR on Sites 6 and & 7 [the red text being my comments]: 
“Site effects upon Salisbury’s landscape setting are also in doubt at sites 6 and 7, mostly in relation to views to/from the cathedral 
[it’s much more than just the cathedral view – why are our Planners blinkered?]. In these cases, it is believed that through 
landscape mitigation and good quality urban design such effects can be absorbed without unduly harmful impacts upon this 
aspect of the city’s setting.”  
[This has NEVER been achieved through developments on comparable sites with even moderate affordable housing quotas in 
this HMA or, as far as I know, elsewhere under Wiltshire Council – so taking the risk/trusting the Report’s writer is completely 
unjustified when the stakes are so high].  
“Finally, concerns are also articulated about separation [Priority 3] between Salisbury urban area and Britford at Site 6. Once 
again it is believed that landscape mitigation and good urban design can accommodate such concerns for the longer term.”  
[After 50 years design and development experience in UK, Europe and Middle East, I do not think that the likely standard of 
landscape mitigation and “good urban design” will be enough of a “sticking-plaster” for site 6 - and “it is believed” does not 
constitute enough justification for development to be considered safe. 
Whatever the pressures on them, SPATIAL PLANNERS SHOULD NOT MAKE UNSUBSTANTIATED & SUBJECTIVE 
QUALITATIVE CONCLUSIONS WHEN CONSIDERING A MAJOR HERITAGE CITYSCAPE AND A CONSERVATION VILLAGE 
WITHIN A RAMSAR/SAC PROTECTED CATCHMENT.  
I agree council officers and committees have to make propositions in order that discussion can take place – but no decision can 
be made “on balance” unless both sides of the argument are properly admitted.  
It is not just “their” Local Plan – it will become ours.  
2] THE SITE SELECTION REPORT ASSESSMENT IS SUBJECTIVE AND INADMISSABLE FOR ALL STAGE 4 SELECTED 
SITES 
I hope this is now self-evident from the above. Throughout the Local Plan there is an overriding tendency to identify a least-
harmful solution and then not assess it properly if it would still be TOO harmful – presumably because the Council might then not 



have any options. The conclusions rely too greatly on the subjective opinions of the writer and yet are put forward as logical. It is 
all a matter of degree, but the degree should be substantiated. 
Here is a specific example: 
Site Selection Report, p.32, Site 6 - SWOT Assessment: 
I think most would agree that you cannot have a SWOT test without the W and T, because you end up with a process that is SO-
biased. 
The conclusions for PSP1, PSP4 and PSP5 major on ‘Strengths’ and ‘Opportunities’, and ‘Weaknesses’ or ‘Threats’ are hardly 
considered. The Report writers cannot conclude “On balance” unless they have considered both sides against the same criteria. 
The Site Selection Report’s entry for PSP1 City Centre and Visitor Economy, in respect of Site 6, reads: 
 A benefit for this Priority group would be an increased quantum of Site 6 residents generally able to support city-centre 
patronage; [sic] 
Additional benefits would also arise from well-designed and executed development – incorporating arrival views of the cathedral 
– which would support Salisbury’s place ambitions. 
Strengths and opportunities are more likely than weaknesses and threats against this SP group. 
Strength  [The Report’s verdict] 
If this is rewritten, admittedly facetiously, to include ‘weaknesses’ and ‘threats’ it could become: 
Some Site 6 house-buyers would spend money in the city-centre. 
Additional benefits would arise from well-designed and executed development – but, as we have not managed to build any such 
development in the HMA over the last twenty years and profits are likely to be tight, we must consider the danger posed to visitor 
perception by poorly designed and executed development at too high a density for this “Gateway” site.  
If we retain the narrow arrival-view of the cathedral proposed in the concept plan, it will be important that drivers slow down 
abruptly at exactly the right alignment point in rush hour traffic or they might miss spotting the cathedral.  
However, the regular pile-ups from this and the extra road junctions and cycleways would create more jobs at the nearby hospital 
and visitors would contribute to the local economy as they will have to stay in hotels while they visit their loved ones.  
The job market would also benefit from the increase in nurses and carers needed to look after children suffering from respiratory 
complaints because the concept plan thoughtfully sites the nursery right on the main road.  
In increasing the contaminated run-off from the site into the Avon catchment, we have also ensured that local children will be able 
to earn pocket money from scooping dead fish and newts out of the SSSI.  
Visitors will be sure to remark on the modern expanse of cheap brick and tarmac that greets their arrival, instead of the previously 
green and pleasant Constable-like landscape that was there before. This would define Salisbury’s sense of place. 
Oh dear! - Weaknesses and threats are more likely than strengths and opportunities against this SP group. 
Significant Weakness and Threats   [my verdict] 



While I admit to taking things perhaps a bit far, I hope this shows the inadmissibility of the Report’s conclusions as it is essential 
for scrutiny that [proper!] weaknesses and threats are considered in relation to all categories for all sites. 
I would make a case, no more subjectively than the Site Selection Report Site 6 p.32’s writers, for the following SWOT verdicts: 
PSP1 THREAT – No-one would think the new development and the narrowed cathedral view an improvement on what is already 
there, and so Salisbury’s place ambitions and the landscape are diminished. This is not adequately countered by a mainly-
supermarket spend from new residents. Also, there is a threat to the city centre and tourism, as development will increase local 
congestion [which you agree in the Report] and make visits into the city less attractive. 
PSP2 THREAT – Wide-ranging views of the cathedral are not being retained. They would be replaced by a 3-second glimpse 
through a housing estate. The estate itself would be standard developer-fare, slightly tarted up but limited by the need to 
subsidise the ecological safeguards, landscaping, infrastructure, and affordable housing quota. The transition to countryside 
would not be improved because the angle of view from the A338 would be straight down the settlements division [when it would 
be narrower than the existing and of a few seconds or so driving duration] or when viewed laterally it would disappear. 
You cannot shut Bridge Farm in and then mitigate against having done so – you will have compromised the heritage asset and 
ruined its identity and the landscape. 
PSP3 THREAT – The “countryside gap” doesn’t need to be eliminated before it is protected. It can be designated as it is. If it 
HAS to be narrowed before the Council will designate it, then the SWOT judgement has to be “Threat.” The Report has made no 
case before drawing its “Neutral” conclusion. 
PSP4 NEUTRAL – More development on any site in Salisbury or the HMA would have the same growth and commercial benefits. 
This is a SWOT test for Site 6 specifically, and there are also Threats to the area if the Council does not attract more employment 
for incomers – and its track record is not very good for Salisbury. 
PSP5 NEUTRAL – The issue here is to quantify the benefits from development and the value of additional infrastructure support. 
Then we can evaluate that against the negative of a greater demand on existing facilities and the impact of accommodating 
increased infrastructure and traffic, and also against any advantages in maintaining the status quo. The Report’s thinking is 
simplistic. The likelihood is that the subsequently increased demand on resources would always become greater than the 
increase in capacity that it pays for – so a probable WEAKNESS or NEUTRAL at best [I’ll allow the latter to show no bias] 
So, 3 x Threats plus 2 x Neutrals means that Site 6 should not be allocated for development! 
All this ignores the basic premise that SWOT tests are always pre-biased, and are a better mechanism for accumulating criteria 
than they are for informing decisions - and the more narrowly they are based, the more useless they become. They should not 
form the basis for conclusions in a Local Plan. 
P.37, SSR for site 6, makes my case for me.  
It is headed in bold, “No major adverse effects [where mitigation is considered unachievable] are likely.” 



It’s text then lists many “Likely Significant Issues”– MSA resource sterilisation, raw water abstraction [risk to], environmental 
pollution, increased road congestion, impact on Salisbury Conservation Area, impact on Britford Conservation area, impact on 
setting of Bridge Farm, impact on SAC, impact on rural approach to city, impact on cathedral views, impact on historic water-
meadow landscape, lack of school capacity, impact on place and identity, impact on infrastructure, etc., etc.  
[In addition, I claim tourism, groundwater/floodwater and ecological concerns are valid but not properly allowed for.] 
This is its own list of Significant Issues, but the SSR Assessment dismisses them all at a stroke and concludes: 
“Minor or neutral effects are likely for biodiversity [which it has not properly considered and which it must promote!], land and soil       
N.B. Word limit reached.  Remainder of representation in Council's possession as separate documentation 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P216 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
housing if provided as part of the open market housing scheme it is imperative that sufficient 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We have submitted the appropriate forms commenting on these plans. To reiterate, we strongly object to proposals that would 
ruin the local environment on the edge of the city centre.  
They would cause a significant deterioration in the quality of life for those who have invested their future livelihood in a peaceful 
setting, close to the city centre.  
  
The local roads will be overwhelmed, as the ‘countryside’ is moved further out. There will be greatly increased risk of flooding in 
years to come, in the surrounding low-lying area, as well as pollution from traffic and heating housing etc.  
And local infrastructure will overwhelmed and unable to cope. The environment surrounding the ancient village of Britford and its 
surrounding conservation area will be totally ruined and the rights of its inhabitants ignored. There seem to be no plans to expand 
the locally economy and provide jobs.  
Nor does account seem to have been taken of the impact of current circumstance on working and living practices.  
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Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
open market housing is provided. At present as stated in our response to Q.SB1, the level of 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Please don't destroy this beautiful country of yours. Think twice before you sacrifice fauna and flora for your project. Thank you 
so very much. I'm convinced wisdom, knowledge  and understanding will win here. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Salis_P218 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
open market housing is too low if this objective is to be met in any meaningful way. 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am about to submit formal reps on behalf of Tops Estates Ltd and Lewis Wyatt (Construction) Ltd in respect of your consultation 
on Wiltshire Local Plan Review 
  
This will comprise eight emails containing the following: 
  
1. Covering letter 
2. Vision Document 
3. Historic Environment Review 
4. Phase 1 Habitat and Badger Survey 
5. Preliminary Landscape Assessment 
6. Highways & Transport Appraisal 
7. Flood Risk & Drainage Appraisal 
8. Housing Requirements & Site Selection Report 



  
Once you have received all of the above, I would be grateful if you would confirm safe receipt to me. 
[Full representation in Council's possession as separate documentation] 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P219 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Campaign to Protect 
Rural Wiltshire (CPRE) 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
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. There are a number of quite large brownfield sites that could be developed. These 
should be prioritised. 
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Salisbury has a huge number of new houses in recent years and several sites with permission are not yet built out. So why 
allocate more when clearly developers can't sell them? 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, site 7 is on high ground, fairly treeless and would be highly visible. 
In our view its PSP2 Landscape Setting assessment should be counted as a weakness. 
Site 1 is adjacent to the Monarch's Way long distance right of way. A housing estate beside this path would be very detrimental to 
its rural nature which is a major part of its benefit. At the very least there needs to be a substantial belt of planting and lower 
house heights where the site borders the Monarch's Way. 
An application for a housing estate on the outskirts of Mere through which the Monarch's Way ran failed on appeal in 2018 
(Appeal decision 3182598). The Monarch's Way long distance right of way ran through the site which formed part of the 
landscape value. 
Moreover, the appeal failed because the development would have been detrimental to the setting of Mere Castle. We believe that 
this site, if developed, may be visible from Old Sarum. 
Finally, we note that Laverstock Parish Council have pointed out: 
The WC assessment of site S80 in its Housing Site Allocations Plan Sustainability Appraisal Report February 2020 was that it 
was less sustainable and should not be considered for development. This changed in the January 2021 assessment to it being 
the most sustainable option for development in the Salisbury area. 
And we question why this site has been elevated to the top site for development. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Affordable / social housing. Pointless building a lot of houses that people can't afford to live in. 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
No comment 
 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
My views are as follows: 
• I am not able to say whether the scale of growth proposed has been set at the correct level or not. However I do feel that 
greater emphasis should be placed on the development of brownfield sites. In addition to the above, I do have two areas of 
concern which I would like planners to consider: 
Employment, housing and traffic 
I would hope that at the county level houses are built as far as possible close to areas of employment. It seems to me that the 
resident population of Salisbury has been increasing for many years without a corresponding increase in the number of available 
jobs in the area. The result is an increase in traffic density particularly in the morning rush hour when significant numbers of cars 
leave Salisbury and again in the evening when they return. This of course suggests that the houses are in Salisbury and the jobs 
elsewhere. I would therefore like to see greater emphasis placed on attracting businesses to the Salisbury area. 
The Covid Pandemic 



The Covid Pandemic and associated lockdowns have placed many City centre businesses under severe financial pressure. It is 
currently too early to say but it may be that many of these businesses will be permanently replaced by their online equivalents 
and as a result an increasing number of re-development opportunities are likely to arise in the centre of Salisbury. If this turns out 
to be the case, rather than building more houses on greenfield sites in the surrounding area, priority should be given to 
developments with a high proportion of new housing located on brownfield sites in the City centre. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
• The nine Place Shaping Priorities overall are generally well thought out and adequately detailed. 
• However given that five rivers converge in the centre of Salisbury, it is essential that, in addition to identifying the need for 
infrastructure to improve flood resilience (Priority (ix)), a Priority is included to minimise the amount of surface water run off. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree that the sites selected are the most appropriate upon which to build. In particular  the proposals for Site 6 have a 
negative impact on three of the nine Priorities as follows: 
• Priority (iii). Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline and views to / from the 
cathedral and Old Sarum.  
The provision of a 40m wide view corridor across Site 6 does not conserve the landscape setting of Salisbury as set out in 
Priority (iii). If you are driving into Salisbury along the Downton Rd the view corridor will simply provide a brief glimpse of the 
Cathedral for literally a second or two and then only if you happen to be looking in that direction at the time. Compared with the 
present large open field, 220 houses even with a 40m wide view corridor, is a major retrograde step as far as this Priority is 
concerned and that fact needs to be acknowledged. Instead why not put the proposed 220 houses on to Sites 7 and 8 and move 
the Country Park from Site 7 to Site 6? A Country Park on Site 6 would have a major positive impact on Priority (iii). 
• Priority (iv). Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between Salisbury and 
adjacent settlements, notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton. 



A 20m wide strip of woodland running down the side of Site 6 with 220 houses behind it means that the separation and 
distinctiveness between Salisbury and Britford is destroyed and as such the proposals for Site 6 completely fail to respect the 
objectives embodied in Priority (iv). In this context, separation and distinctiveness should be determined by distance not by 20m 
of screening. Given that Britford is in a Conservation Area it is essential that this Priority is respected which is currently not the 
case. How is it possible to state that the impact of the proposed plan for Site 6, as far as Priority (iv) is concerned, is ‘Neutral’ - 
see paragraph 60 of the Local Plan, Looking to the Future? The impact of the proposal for Site 6 is clearly not ‘Neutral’. I cannot 
imagine what the development would have to be like for the impact to be judged ‘Adverse’. As suggested above the solution is to 
put the proposed 220 houses on to Sites 7 and 8 and move the Country Park from Site 7 to Site 6. Site 6 would then have a 
major positive impact on Priority (iv) as it could be landscaped to maintain the separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury 
and Britford. 
• Priority (ix) Providing infrastructure to improve air quality, flood resilience and connectivity.  
As the development proposed for Site 6 has no impact on the amount of infrastructure created to provide flood resilience, it has 
correctly been judged to have a ‘Neutral’ impact on the Priorities as currently defined and in particular will be ‘Neutral’ as far as 
Priority (ix) is concerned. However if a Priority were to be included, as recommended above, to cover the impact of developments 
on surface water flooding then building 220 houses on Site 6 together with other hard surfaces for access roads and parking 
would most definitely be judged to have an ‘Adverse’ impact on surface water flooding. 
The areas adjoining Site 6 to the NE and downstream in Britford are both already acknowledged as being areas with a high risk 
of flooding. There can be no doubt that the development proposed for Site 6 would significantly increase that risk.  
• Priority (viii) Facilitating the regeneration of the District Hospital site to underpin its key role in the community as a 
University -level skills provider for Salisbury 
  
 The proposals set out above would also provide additional housing closer to the District  Hospital and as such would have 
a ‘Positive’ impact on Priority (viii), as set out above. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See above 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 
Summary of Views and Recommendations 
My views and recommendations may be summarised as follows: 
• Plans for the county need to ensure that, as far as possible, new houses are built close to areas of employment. In the 
case of Salisbury, this means that greater emphasis needs to be placed on attracting new businesses to the area to provide local 
employment for the  local residents.  
• As a result of the Covid Pandemic an increasing number of re-development opportunities are likely to arise in the centre of 
Salisbury. If this is the case, rather than building more houses on greenfield sites in the surrounding area, priority should be given 
to developments with a high proportion of new housing located on brownfield sites in the City centre. 
  
• The 220 new houses currently proposed for Site 6 will have an ‘Adverse’ effect on a number of Priorities as outlined 
above. If this new housing is transferred from Site 6 to Sites 7 and 8 and if the Country Park planned for Site 7 is moved to Site 6, 
a number of significant improvements with regard to the Priorities will be achieved as follows:  
 The landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline  and views to / from the cathedral would not be 
compromised but  conserved and, with the addition of the Country Park would be  improved. 
 The separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Britford would 
 not be destroyed but maintained and, with the addition of the Country Park,  
 would be improved. 
 Instead of increasing the ground water flood risk in a Conservation Area 
 which includes the village of Britford, the overall surface water flood risk 
 would be reduced.  
  
 The provision of additional housing close to the District Hospital site would 



 help to underpin its key role in the community as a University - level skills  
 provider for Salisbury. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Salis_P240a/b 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Please see Course of Action 2, above. [see Salis_P240b for letter] In essence our recommendations are: 
-The Local Plan Review was necessarily developed in a Pre-Covid era. The significant change in circumstances in the last 12 
months means that the requirement targets must be retested at this point. 
-Wiltshire Council is strongly urged to select sites for inclusion in Part 2 of the Brownfield Register. None have yet been 
registered. It is a requirement to review this at least annually. 
- BPC would urge Wiltshire Council to bid for the £100m Brownfield Land Release fund launched in Jan2021 
Salisbury Housing Market Area and Planning for Salisbury 
We have no objection to the identification of the Salisbury Housing Market Area (HMA) or, indeed, to the designation of Salisbury 
as one of the three Principal Settlements in Wiltshire. It should be noted, however, that Salisbury is one of several large 
settlements within this HMA alongside Amesbury, Wilton and 



  
Tidworth/Ludgershall as well as Boscombe and Porton. All these settlements have the capacity to accommodate future growth of 
an appropriate scale. 
We do not therefore object to additional growth taking place at Salisbury, but this must be at a scale that, whilst maintaining its 
role as a Principal Settlement, does not affect the City’s character or heritage. Likewise, it is necessary for the WLPR to ensure 
that any sites identified for new development are appropriate and do not result in irreversible harm to the character of the City or 
to the setting of nearby settlements. 
The Emerging Spatial Strategy document (page 17) includes the following table identing the provision housing requirements for 
the HMA. [See Salis_P240 for table].  
It is readily apparent from the table that, for the Plan period (2016-2036), Salisbury is being relied upon to deliver more than three 
times the level of residential development than (the next largest quantum) for Amesbury. Likewise, Salisbury is anticipated to 
accommodate almost half of the residential development for the entire HMA. 
This is despite the statement in the same document that: 
“Previous iterations of Local Plans for the Salisbury area show how expanding the city outwards is becoming increasingly difficult. 
The undeveloped landscape setting and approaches to Salisbury provide its distinctive Cathedral character and these areas 
would be lost” (WLPR – Emerging Spatial Strategy paragraph 3.63, Our emphasis). 
This confirms that Wiltshire Council (and its predecessor) has long acknowledged that there are limits as to how far the City can 
expand without unacceptable harm being caused to its historic and landscape character. We believe that the land north of 
Downton Road clearly illustrates this point for reasons which are set out later in this representation. 
On this basis, we believe that the WLPR should re-examine both the strategy for Salisbury and the level of development 
proposed to seek alternatives that allow the City to maintain its role as a Principal Settlement 
without causing unacceptable and irreversible harm to its character and setting, and to that of nearby villages and settlements 
including Britford. 
By way of example, we note that paragraph 3.51 of the Emerging Spatial Strategy document states: 
“Growth at Amesbury is slightly lower than rolling forward the current strategy in recognition of constraints identified by 
sustainability appraisal; heritage and landscape risks and restricted education capacity.” 
Whilst we consider it unfortunate that the constraints affecting Salisbury have not apparently been given the same regard, the 
fact remains that the approach taken to identifying sites in the WLPR means that the capacity of sites at Amesbury is not known 
in any detail. That is to say, the WLPR’s approach of identifying “Preferred Development Sites” at the Principal Settlements, 
including illustrative Concept Plans (reference the Planning for Salisbury WLPR document) suggests, at face value, that the 
identification of sites has been predetermined and is essentially fixed. 



This must be contrasted with the WLPR’s approach to the identification of sites at other settlements including Amesbury where, 
at this stage of the Plan’s preparation, sites are pooled to allow further consideration. This means that the WLPR’s site 
assessment and identification process is effectively running at two speeds. 
Whilst we accept that this approach may have been adopted with good intentions, the unintended consequence is an imbalance 
in the level of information/evidence that is available to consider the spatial distribution of development across the entire HMA and 
Local Plan area. In turn, we consider that this has implications for the robustness on the WLPR’s evidence base in the context of 
paragraph 35(b) of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
Turning to the “Planning for Salisbury” WLPR document, we note and fully support the statement at paragraph 13 that “Needs for 
development land should be met as far as possible on brownfield sites, in order to help minimise the loss of greenfield land.” This 
approach is entirely consistent with National Planning Policy as is the statement at paragraph 16 of the same document that: 
“Planning positively for brownfield sites, however, can also work alongside allocations of greenfield land... Where there can be 
certainty about brownfield sites coming forward, this will then reduce the amount of greenfield land sought in this review of the 
plan.” (Our emphasis). 
This is a perfectly logical approach and the same must be true in reverse; that is to say that providing too many greenfield 
opportunities can reduce the stimulus for bring forward brownfield sites that are often more complex and result in lower financial 
returns. 
To illustrate this, Salisbury has long struggled to realise the redevelopment of key brownfield land opportunities that represent 
significant components of current and previous Development Plans, namely the Churchfields employment area and the 
Maltings/Central Car Park. We therefore urge the Council to use the opportunity provided by the WLPR to reduce the level of 
greenfield land identified at Salisbury as a mechanism to assist in achieving and hopefully surpassing, its brownfield target. 
Finally, in respect of this part of our representation, we note that paragraph 20 of the Planning for Salisbury document states: 
“Some employment land at Salisbury (e.g., at Fugglestone Red) remains allocated within the Wiltshire Core Strategy and has not 
yet been implemented.” 
We understand that other land at Old Sarum also allocated for employment use also remains unimplemented. Land at 
Fugglestone Red (and Old Sarum) was first identified for residential led, mixed use development (including employment) in the 
Salisbury District Local Plan which was adopted in June 2003. 
It is an established approach that, when preparing a new local plan and considering new site allocations, a Local Planning 
Authority should reconsider historic allocations that have not come forward as expected to see if they would be better suited for 
alternative uses. Given that both Fugglestone Red and Old Sarum have now become established residential areas, it may be that 
the allocation of employment land is no longer appropriate. 
This question was put to [NAME REDACTED] (Interim Director – Places and Environment at Wiltshire Council) during the recent 
series of webinars launching the WLPR consultation. [NAME REDACTED] fully supported this approach and we therefore 



request that the Council objectively considers reallocating the employment land at Fugglestone Red for residential development 
thereby allowing other, less appropriate sites to remain as greenfield land; namely land north of Downton Road. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The Place Shaping Priorities (PSPs) have many excellent qualities but are insufficiently aligned to essential wider requirements 
and to specific local requirements. 
The PSPs must be viewed more explicitly in the light of increasingly wet weather, high groundwater levels, increased surface-
water run-off, flood risks and achieving carbon reduction, or these will get forgotten as the PSPs are reviewed. 
Given that Salisbury is a Principal Settlement, The Salisbury Vision and draft Neighbourhood plan priorities should be reflected in 
these place shaping priorities which are reviewed below: 
  
i. Delivering opportunity sites, including The Maltings and the Railway Station, to ensure long-term city centre resilience 
BPC would support this but request that there is a joined-up approach through collaboration with SCC and the local village 
councils. Flood resilience measures planned must be considered in the round- -and any spreading of the flood risk further 
downstream be taken into account. 
ii. Realising Salisbury Central Area Framework measures to maximise the visitor economy and secure the place as a cultural 
destination 
A consideration of the pandemic effect on retail and tourism must become part of this definition. More detail is needed here on 
sustainable development within the centre, to reduce or mitigate the carbon footprint, and a recognition that some historic 
buildings will be unable to meet all the requirements, so that provision for offsetting carbon output must be created. 
iii. Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline and views to / from the cathedral and 
Old Sarum 
This is an important PSP. However, the water meadows must be specifically mentioned. The landscape and historical setting are 
separate but interlinked and this must be acknowledged. Acknowledgement of the Landscape setting as a place to increase 
health and wellbeing is a factor which is currently missing and could be helpfully added. 
iv. Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between Salisbury and adjacent 
settlements, notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton 
It is unhelpful to bundle all these villages together. They are each affected differently by the Salisbury settlement boundaries. 



Separation and Distinctiveness are dealt with in far more detail in our letter above but suffice to say that there is a conflict here. In 
basic terms the green space makes Salisbury attractive, and the separation of Britford from Salisbury enhances both settlements. 
It is unclear whether Britford is subject to the PSPs, or whether they are only for the benefit of Salisbury itself. 
Britford is being asked to comment on greenfield allocations within its Parish on Sites 6, 7 and 8. Yet there/are no enforceable 
rural buffers. Could the Councillors find some remedy to this? 
v. Expanding affordable housing provision, notably for education and healthcare personnel 
The expanding of affordable housing provision, notably for education and healthcare personnel is welcomed as a PSP. Key 
workers of all types should become part of this definition. It is presumably in line with the HEATS project 
  
at the hospital although proper inclusion of that project in the LPR so that any schemes could be properly integrated would be 
useful. 
vi. Identifying suitable locations in the area to facilitate around 5ha of business growth that responds to needs 
As discussed in the answer to SB1 Growth- the pandemic has changed the whole landscape of business and retail. It is unclear 
how the figure of 5ha is arrived at but it is recommended that a review of business growth takes place as this may change 
significantly. 
vii. Improving Churchfields such that it integrates better within the city, particularly for non-vehicular access, and presents a 
more accessible and attractive location to a greater diversity of businesses 
BPC does not agree that Churchfields should be used for further business growth. The traffic intensity from the recycling site and 
heavy lorries there and to other businesses are widely considered to make this site totally inappropriate for heavy trade due to air 
quality, and has an adverse impact on pedestrians, residents and tourists around the Railway station. It is unclear why Wiltshire 
Council have changed their perspectives on this site, or why they are not considering using the sites which they do own (The 
Waste Recycling Centre among others) for brownfield residential development, in line with their goals. This PSP would be 
helpfully changed, so that the priority to make it an attractive location for more businesses is deleted and changed back to an 
encouragement for further residential development. 
Churchfields would be inestimably improved at a stroke if the Waste and Recycling Centre were moved. 
viii. Facilitating the regeneration of the District Hospital site to underpin its key role in the community and as a University-level 
skills provider for Salisbury 
This is an important PSP. BPC would recommend that infrastructure planning notably of sewage disposal from that site and the 
surrounding area can be properly be provided for in the current LPR. 
ix. Providing infrastructure to improve air quality, flood resilience and connectivity 
Salisbury’s situation on flood plain is not explicitly dealt with. 



The fragile balance of groundwater, biodiversity and building demands in Salisbury mean that PSP ix is insufficient. It aims to 
‘provide infrastructure to improve air quality, flood resilience and connectivity’ without providing specific measures or targets. We 
would want numbers for electric charging 
  
points, assessments of groundwater levels, and regular habitat assessments on the water meadows and SSSI areas. 
The sustainability impact on the areas downstream of flood resilient infrastructure must be evaluated as opportunity sites are 
developed within the city, and close collaboration with local parish councils will help determine whether flood resilient measures 
are sufficient or not. This is a critical local issue and needs to be worked into the PSPs. 
The Recycling centre is key infrastructure and this has long needed to be moved to a site which is more appropriate. A PSP to 
address this would be helpful. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 6 – Land North of Downton Road, Salisbury 
Having set out our observations on the strategic approach taken to the Principal Settlement of Salisbury, we turn now to the 
process by which the site north of Downton Road has been identified as a preferred location for development. In particular, we 
address: 
• Inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the “Site Selection Report” 
• Inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the Interim Sustainability Appraisal and its Appendix 2 
• Uncertainties as to what, if any level, of residential development the site can deliver. 
• Uncertainties as to what if any other uses can be provided on site contrary to the expectations of the WLPR 
It is important to note that this is not the first time this site has been considered as a potential allocation. Most recently, the site 
was considered, and rejected, as part of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Development Plan Document (SADPD). The 
SADPD’s Sustainability Assessment (SA) shows how the site, then known as S159 registered significant negative impacts 
including: 
• Moderate adverse impacts on Biodiversity 
• Moderate adverse impacts on Water Resources 
• Moderate adverse impact on the Historic Environment 
• Moderate adverse impact on Landscape 



In considering the above, it is important to note that “Moderate Adverse” refers to the second highest level of impact considered 
in the SA process. The site also scored “Minor Negative” impacts on several other criteria. 
It is also relevant to note that the SADPD was considering a site of 203 dwellings as opposed to the 220 now proposed. It is 
reasonable to assume that the impact of a larger development would be greater. 
The SADPD process involved a six-stage sifting process in order to establish the suitability of a site. It is telling that at that time, 
land north of Downtown Road was rejected at Stage 3. Likewise, given the nature of the adverse impacts set out above and the 
fact that the SADPD’s Sustainability Appraisal is dated February 2020, that is to say, only a year ago, it is difficult to understand 
how the Council can make such a volte-face on the suitability of the site. 
We consider this further below. 
WLPR – Site Selection Report for Salisbury 
This report sets out the steps taken in the site selection process at Salisbury. As noted previously, given that Salisbury is 
identified as a Principal Settlement, this includes identifying “Preferred Options for Development” unlike the approach elsewhere 
in the HMA which stops at the point of identifying a pool of alternative sites. 
The Report identifies that a four-stage process has been undertaken to-date. Stage 1 “Identifying Sites for Assessment” 
effectively comprises taking all the sites submitted through the Council’s Strategic Employment and Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHELAA) and applying a first sift based for example the presence ofprotected species. Paragraph 12 of the Report 
states: 
“At Salisbury, land has been excluded for reasons that primarily comprise the following characteristics: existing plan allocation; 
completed scheme; planning consent; majority within settlement boundary; flood risk (zones 2 and/or 3); directly adjacent to 
Small Villages of Laverstock and Ford).” 
We presume the reference to Laverstock and Ford is intended to ensure that these settlements retain their separate characters 
and identity. Such protection should also have been given to Britford not least given is historic character, designated 
Conservation Area and the presence of Listed Buildings. 
Stage 2 is said to assess further those sites that have passed through Stage 1 and is intended to result in a set of reasonable 
alternatives for further assessment through sustainability appraisal. Paragraph 13 of the Report includes the comment that sites 
have been excluded at this stage “where development would have impacts upon its surroundings that would be difficult to make 
acceptable” The ability to mitigate the impacts of the land north of Downton Road is a matter we return to below. 
Stage 3 subjects those sites that remain under consideration to a sustainability appraisal (SA) process (as was applied in the 
previous SADPD process set out above). Paragraph 15 of the Report states that the SA “helps to identify what may be necessary 
to mitigate adverse effects and which measures could increase the benefits of developing at a given location.” Again, this is an 
important element and the extent that this has been objectively and consistently applied to the land North of Downton Road is 
considered below. 



Returning to stage 2 of the process, this uses a simple “traffic light” approach to assesses sites against the following five criteria: 
• Accessibility 
• Flood Risk 
• Heritage 
• Landscape 
• Traffic 
[remainder, including tables and photos, available in full representation] 
Alternative Sites 
Previously in this representation, we have suggested alternative approaches that the WLPR should consider which, whilst 
allowing Salisbury to maintain its role as a Principal Settlement, would remove the need to identified highly unsuitable greenfield 
land. These include further consideration of the capacity of other settlements in the HMA and the reconsideration of historic 
employment allocations which have not come forward as alternative locations for new homes. 
Earlier in this representation, we set out the findings of the site sifting exercise as explained in the “Site Selection Report for 
Salisbury” and we included the summary table of the land north of Downton Road when compared against five key criteria. 
We set out below the same extract relating the land at Quidhampton Quarry. Comparison shows that, at Stage 2 of the sifting 
process, this site performed better than the land North of Downton Road in respect of the key issue of heritage. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
The pavement which serves as a cycle route much of the way along the Downton road between the City centre and Britford stops 
at Longford primary school. In places it is wide enough, but in others, outside the houses as you leave the City is it very narrow 
and uneven. It cannot accommodate cyclists and pedestrians. There is space to improve it, and especially so where it re starts 
between Britford and Nunton where it is exceptionally dangerous for an adult to cycle as the lorries rush past, but even more so if 
accompanied by children. A small investment to improve it and to make it wider would be both sustainable and a very useful 
route between Salisbury and Downton. 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Britford Parish Council are pleased to submit representations to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review (WLPR) consultation (January 
2021). 
Our representations focus on the Principal Settlement of Salisbury, the Salisbury Housing Market Area (HMA) and specifically set 
out our strong objection to Site 6, Land North of Downton Road, Salisbury. The “Planning for Salisbury” WLPR document states 
that this greenfield site is expected to deliver: 
• Approximately 220 new homes to include specialist provision. 
• Feature a new Cathedral Vista, a circa 40m wide sightline through the designed scheme to Salisbury’s most celebrated 
landmark. 
• Building / parking for approx. 2,000 sqm / 80 place Early Years’ facility and potentially other community uses (possible GP 
provision). 
• Walking and cycling links to the nearby Park & Ride, Salisbury District Hospital and the city centre 
• Wider countryside access 
• Open space including play provision. 
• New woodland, tree/hedgerow planting 
We will demonstrate that the identification, at this stage of the Local Plan adoption process, of land north of Downton Road as a 
“Preferred Development Site” is wholly ill conceived and fails to recognise and understand the constraints that the site is subject 
to and the significant negative impacts its development would have. In so doing, we will be referencing the following documents 
which form the WLPR and its evidence base: 
• Wiltshire Local Plan Review – Emerging Spatial Strategy 
• Wiltshire Local Plan Review - Planning for Salisbury 
• Wiltshire Local Plan Review – Interim Sustainability Appraisal 
• Wiltshire Local Plan Review – Interim Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 2 - Principal Settlements: Site Assessments 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
It is wrong to select geeenfield sites before the availability of brownfield sites has been properly explored, particularly with recent 
changes in circumstances in the light of the Covid epidemic, which are still to be fully understood but will certainly bring forward 
city centre potential brownfield sites because of the loss of retail shops and dramatic increase in online shopping.Much of the 
preliminary work already undertaken by Wiltshire Council will have predated Covid and should be be revalidated. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
25(iii) Selection of site 6 for building directly conflicts with conserving landscape settings of both Britford and Salisbury 



25(iv) Maintaining separation and distinctiveness . This should be by distance separation, NOT by screening.Respect by elected 
Wiltshire Councillors for this stated PSP alone is enough to prevent building on site 6. 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
See above. The choice of Site 6 by planners appears to have been made before the poorly made and subjective prioritisation 
created  to support it. It is also contradictory to the PSP of maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and 
Ford,Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See above 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
A lot may affect Britford and Salisbury water (and sewage) management after the construction of the Netherhampton site(s). 
What is the future capacity plan for the Salisbury sewage works. Can it cope with all of the proposed building? 
Traffic on Downton Road ( 4 new access sideroads) and the Harnham Gyratory+ solution needed before 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



It is undemocratic, inflexible and unnecessary to have progressed the planning timetable during National Lockdown when proper 
consultation has been made impossible. Why rush it through when meetings are impossible? 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Para 9 – this housing target (5,240) does not include Wilton but it is unclear what surrounding parishes are included (Laverstock 
& Ford, Britford etc).  Totals need to be disaggregated by parish to make this clear. 
It has not been explained why brownfield sites – many of which featured as policies in the previous Local Plan – are not 
prioritised for development, given that ‘needs for development land should be met as far as possible on brownfield sites’ (para 
13).  
If sites at Churchfields/Engine sheds, Maltings, Brown Street, Salt Lane, Coldharbour Lane Gas holder etc  were explored and 
prioritised there would be no need for green field development around Salisbury.  
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Specific points which will help address climate change in Salisbury should be added – in particular development which reduces 
the need to travel, making full use of Park & Ride to reduce City Centre traffic, developing a walking and cycling network which 
integrates with a green space strategy 
Point iv – it is unclear how ‘separation & distinctiveness’ applies in practice when the parish of Laverstock and Ford includes part 
of Bishopdown Farm & all of Longhedge/Old Sarum estates. These are generally considered to link to the main settlement of 
Salisbury rather than the parish of Laverstock and Ford in which they are situated.  
Point ix – unclear what ‘infrastructure’ is going to improve air quality.  Behavioural change, & designing housing to work without 
building in car dependency from the outset, would seem to be key. 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 
There is some questionable scoring in the site selection report.  As an example, Site 142b – Land at Cowslip Farm.  The 
boundaries of the Conservation Area have been drawn based on natural boundaries such as field margins, and the site is some 
distance from the Old Sarum monument, with nothing like the intrusion of some existing developments (e.g. 4-storey flats in 
Chatham Close)  
Any impact on views from Old Sarum would be minimal as the school already intrudes onto the slope below Devizes Rd., and 
there is a backdrop of trees so that houses need not be too visually intrusive, and appropriate design and screening from the river 
would make them less so.  
Additionally this site benefits from being within easy walking and cycling distance of the city centre – there are existing flat and 
pleasant off-road pathways which could be improved along the Avon Valley into the City. The excellent R1 bus service stops 
close by and the site would enable construction of an off-road footpath/cycleway from St Peter’s Place and Bemerton Heath to 
Five Rivers and then on to the city.  If looked at objectively this site would seem to have a more positive score that other 
greenfield sites which have been taken forward, and, if there is a need for greenfield housing, this site should be reconsidered. 
 



 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Ensuring any new homes are built to be carbon neutral from the outset.  
Reducing the need to travel and prioritising active travel modes, public transport and shared transport.  
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Portway Old Sarum Site 1 
  
I am very concerned about this planning proposal on Green Belt land adjacent to the Monarch’s Way long-distance path.  
  
This is not acceptable especially when more suitable brownfield land is available towards Salisbury. 
  
This proposal will directly affect enjoyment of the Monarch’s Way, not least by spoiling the views from it. 
  
I formally object to the proposal. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I wish to appeal against the recent planning application to build new homes on the land that separates Britford village from the 
City of Salisbury. 
I believe to build these new homes so close to the boundary lines would not be appropriate especially when Salisbury has 
already met its new build target and there is another big build coming just down the road in Downton. The Council needs to re-
evaluate and give time to assess how the pandemic has affected the lifestyle choices people now make and whether the demand 
is still there. More people are working from home at the moment, less people are shopping in Salisbury especially as it is in need 
of regeneration to attract new shops into it’s empty premises and Salisbury is yet to feel the impact of the Netherhampton Road 
development to evaluate if there is demand for more homes close to the city centre.  
With the significant builds based along the main roads leading into Salisbury, it would be prudent to wait until people are working 
from home less when you can see the full impact of the traffic as Salisbury is well known for becoming gridlocked and yet with 
another big build due on the A338 at Downton this will increase the traffic using the A338 to come into Salisbury. The A338 
regularly gets so busy that vehicles are queuing from the High Road, Britford to the traffic lights at the bottom of Downton Road.  
Britford Village is also classed as a conservation area and due to the historic settlement knowledge of the village along with 
archaeology finds this could possible suggest Britford is an Area of Archaeological potential.  
The Britford Conservation Area Apprasial and Management Plan in 2013 needs to be considered where it pushed to extend 
Britford’s Conservation area to ensure that the character of Britford is separate from the City and that it should not be considered 
part of Salisbury City Conservation Area. The extension was to ensure the continued protection of the all important landscape 
settings to Britford Village. This plan was to protect Britford from expansion and to ensure that it remained a rural village 
surrounded by farm land where livestock and wildlife live side by side. By building the 220 homes and another 115 the other side 
of the A338 you would be taking away the character of Britford and merging it into Salisbury as there would not be a defined 
boundary line or an adequate gap between the City and Village. [TEXT REDACTED] I feel that by building on this land it would 
be at the cost of the occupants who have chosen to live in a village and not the City of Salisbury! You would be allowing the 
builders to sell homes with Catherdral Views but at the price of taking these views and a rural village life from the people living in 
Britford. I understand new homes need to be build but I feel Britford has already contributed to this by having 3 new homes build 
recently along the High Road. 
The 220 homes would not only impact on Britford being classed as a village, affecting the view of the Cathedral that Britford 
currently has but also the wildlife would retreat due to the additional number of people using the village and the noise/traffic the 
new homes would introduce. This would also impact on the stables as the owners keep their horses there as it is a rural setting 
with easy access to the Bridal pathway up to the hospital and round the village which has minimal traffic. People use the open 
space around Britford for leisure activities such as walking their dogs, bike riding and running and you would be taking away the 
rural/natural setting that people are wishing to experience for these activities. This is before you think about the Flood risk for this 



area as the Lower Road and the field are always flooding and the sewage works are already under considerable pressure prior to 
the Netherhampton Road development. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Then I wonder where are these children meant to attend school? You may build a new primary school as Longford can not be 
extended on the current site, but there is no room for a secondary school. Can the nearby secondary schools take these 
additional children bearing in mind the new builds recently build within Salisbury will also use the Secondary schools too? The 
Trafalgar School at Downton is over subscribed and with additional homes being build in Downton they will have even more 
children living in catchments then they can enrol. Many children in the Harnham area of Salisbury are already travelling to 
Fordingbridge to attend Secondary School. For children to attend a primary school you would be adding to the traffic on school 
runs as only Longford is in walking distance and the local schools already struggle with parking issues. Therefore surely, it would 
be best to decline the build as Salisbury has met its target, secondary schools and traffic need to be reviewed prior to the next 
new build list for Salisbury and the surround areas is confirmed. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The rebuild and regeneration of the centre of Salisbury surely should take president and Wiltshire should not be saying yes due 
to monies offered by developers but think of its current occupants and their wishes to remain living in a quiet village. 
Please let Britford Village remain as the amazing rural village that it is surrounded by fields. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
It should be lower. This is getting too big and  there are not enough road , infrastructure etc for a bigger population. Very 
simplistic, but nobody has even though about a bigger recycling centre before increasing the population 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The priority is to make Salisbury environmentally friendly by having a better infrastructure in term of cycling, and walking. 
A better road system on Southampton road 
 



 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
no, this will add to traffic and the pollution 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
create housings where the work is, not in Salisbury. This will add to congestion 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I do not agree with increasing so much the population of Salisbury . We need to focus on making what we have sustainable 
before increasing 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I wanted to provide a short response to the local plan consultation specifically relating to sites around my division. 
With regard to my personal views, and I should be clear that I am the Councillor for Downton and Ebble Valley which includes 
Britford, I think that it is critically important to avoid the coalescence of Salisbury and Britford and to ensure that an open gap 
remains between the settlements.  On that basis I have suggested to Britford Parish Council that they suggest that site 6 could be 
looked at to provide natural harm mitigation and act as a country park if development occurs on site 7 and site 8.  That is really 
important for the village of Britford.  Site 7 is a bit more complicated.  The site includes the Scheduled Ancient Monument of the 
Woodbury Iron Age Settlement. I do not feel that it is appropriate for a developer to include an area with the protection of a 
Scheduled Ancient Monument within the development boundary of a larger development site and then suggest that it should be 
used as a country park and for natural harm mitigation.  On that basis personally I think that site 7 should be re-considered in 
terms of its scale.  If we have to take more housing in Salisbury then site 6, 7 and 8 appear to be at the more developable scale 
of the sites put forward and so there has to be a serious prospect of some building on them.  I would suggest that site 6 not be 
developed to preserve the gap between Britford and Salisbury but that it is possible that we could see development in site 7 and 
8 providing that the ancient moment is completely removed from any calculations.  There is an argument that the expansion 
plans around the hospital could make a combination of site 7 and site 8 strategically beneficial.  I would also add that my 
personal views here are no more than my own response to the consultation.  I would also add that we need to look far more at 
brown field sites in our urban areas before considering green field developments.  I appreciate these are harder to deliver but 
some flexibility in the use of space above shops could deliver a fair quantum of housing. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1) The Maltings/Central Car Park. The Salisbury Civic Society believes that this area is not properly considered in the plan, and 
that some reference needs to be made to the 200 dwellings on it which are already adopted policy, and therefore do not count 
towards the calculation of the 940 dwellings needed in Salisbury. Furthermore, it believes that this major brownfield site, which in 
the emerging retail climate seems very unlikely to be the focus of any major retail developments, should be able to accommodate 



significantly more than 200 dwellings, once the River Park project has prepared the way for major redevelopment schemes on 
the site. It should be possible to achieve quite high densities here, without needing to build particularly high and have any impact 
on cathedral views. 
2) Churchfields. The Salisbury Civic Society is very disappointed by the 'assumption',  quoted in the Alternative Development 
Strategy section of the plan documentation, that 'There are significant barriers to the re-development of the Churchfields site in 
Salisbury for housing. It is not considered capable of development in the plan period 2016- 2036.' While the adopted policy which 
seeks 1100 dwellings on Churchfields and the Engine Shed site may well not be achievable in any foreseeable time frame (and 
in the case of the latter location possibly not at all), this should not prevent a serious look at removing of some existing uses on 
Churchfields, not least ones operated by Wiltshire Council, and looking for a portion of housing development here. This is another 
major brownfield site, and abandoning any hope of building houses on it before 2036 is not the sort of approach the council 
should be advocating. 
3) Brownfield sites generally.  The importance of maximum utilisation of brownfield sites needs to be at the absolute 
forefront of plan thinking. In addition to the Maltings/Central Car Park and Churchfields, as already referred to, the Society would 
emphasise the potential for housing, along possibly with other uses, on the Brown Street and Salt Lane car parks. This has been 
cited since at least the Salisbury Vision of 2006, and the time has come to take it forwards in a serious way. 
 There are many other possible small sites where, without challenging the adopted Salisbury Skyline policy, housing 
development of a reasonable scale of density can be fitted in. With the right professional design input from architects, town 
planners, landscape architects, and urban designers, such developments could also add significantly to the built quality of the 
city. 
4) Green and Blue Infrastructure (GBI).                     The Salisbury Civic Society is very concerned at the lack of consideration of 
Salisbury’s GBI in the Local Plan review. The landscape and riparian environments, i.e. the local green and blue infrastructure, 
not only constitute the natural capital which the community depends on for providing resilience going forward, but support health 
and wellbeing with spaces for recreation, education and getting close to nature. They also provide an extremely high-quality 
landscape setting which supports the local economy by making Salisbury an attractive place to live, work and visit, as has been 
highlighted in the Central Area Framework published last year. 
** Full response on SharePoint - RichardDeane_SalisburyCivicSociety_09032021 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



1) New settlement concept.    The Salisbury Civic Society is very disappointed that the plan contains no proposal for shifting all 
greenfield development (assuming that it's currently not realistic to expect this to be reduced to zero) away from existing 
settlements, and to completely focus it on a new settlement somewhere in south Wiltshire. 
  
The Society has long advocated this, believing that a continuing process of seeking less and less satisfactory sites on the edge of 
Salisbury, in particular, has nothing to be said for it, and will just increasingly detract from the city's character. A new settlement, 
carefully positioned, would create the chance to create a genuine new community, properly infrastructured. It would, subject to 
the commercial requirements of the housebuilders who would no doubt need to play a major role, offer town planners, architects 
and landscape architects the chance to think a settlement through from scratch, and create something which is a testament to the 
possibilities of contemporary design, and a great benefit to those who live there. 
  
The Society is very disappointed that the emerging spatial strategy's assessment of three alternative development strategies, for 
the Salisbury Housing Market Area, ranked the new settlement concept as the worst performing of these. It would query whether 
the 'sustainability appraisal' which produced this result really took into account all the relevant factors. It is notable that the 
general assessment of the way forward for Salisbury states that there may be 'long term constraints' on continuing with the 
current strategy, on which the plan thinking is based. If this strategy is likely to eventually run into a dead end, now is surely the 
time to look for an alternative approach, and avoid some of the damage which will be done before that dead end is reached. 
  
If the new settlement concept cannot in any case be fully evaluated, 'due to having no knowledge of a specific location', the 
Society believes that this plan review was absolutely the time to consider any and all possible locations, and to reach a decision 
on whether a new settlement is viable, and hopefully get the process of achieving one in motion. There is nothing to be gained 
from the continuing uncertainty regarding the new settlement concept, which others as well as the Civic Society have been 
advocating for south Wiltshire for many years.  
2) Location of the 940 dwellings sought for Salisbury. The Salisbury Civic Society's ultimate position is that none of these should 
be located on greenfield sites. Current thinking, driven in particular by the climate emergency, should be pushing towards the 
abandonment of construction on such sites, and the seeking of higher densities within the existing city in order to meet projected 
needs. 
 However, because the Society accepts that it may be unrealistic to expect this sort of major change to happen rapidly, it 
will still comment on the suggestions in the plan for the achievement of these 940 dwellings. It believes that Site 6, north of the 
Downton road, is fundamentally unacceptable, principally because of its impact on views of the cathedral, and it does not believe 
the impact could be removed or mitigated to an acceptable degree through the scale or layout of any housing scheme there. It is 
not minded to put forward any alternative location for the 220 dwellings proposed for this site, believing instead that these should 



be treated as additional to the 330 dwellings cited by the plan as coming from proposals in the adopted Salisbury Central Area 
Framework, and from the emerging Salisbury Neighbourhood Plan's call for sites. 
 As referred to in the response to question SB2, the Society believes that a maximum emphasis on brownfield sites will 
help to make this addition to the 330 dwellings figure a realistic one. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Paragraph 13 states “Needs for development land should be met as far as possible on brownfield sites, in order to help minimise 
the loss of greenfield land. The Council suggests that a target of 410 homes should be built on brownfield sites in the ten years 
from 2021-2031.” 
Why does the timescale for this differ from the timescale of the Local Plan Review?   
A target of 410 seems less than ambitious considering that the CAF Consultation document of January 2020 identified upwards 
of 1000 dwellings that could be accommodated on brownfield sites, unused buildings and upper floors in the city centre.   
Why have these figures disappeared from the “final version” now shown on the website when the document we were consulted 
on specifically included them?   
Why are we even considering building on greenfield land when the residual numbers can be met by brownfield land?  The 
existing core policy (5.117) identifies a number of sites, some of which appeared in the CAF consultation (Brown Street and Salt 
Lane car parks).  Since these belong to the county, they could very easily be brought forward as a priority.  There is an over 



supply of parking in the city centre occupying valuable land that could be used to provide homes close to all amenities, avoiding 
the need to travel by car for shopping, education and employment.  The Maltings masterplan needs a complete rethink to switch 
emphasis from retail to housing, bringing a new younger population into the city to support existing retail in the city centre. 
Why has Churchfields disappeared from the Local Plan as a housing development site?  This was a prime site for development 
until Wiltshire abandoned plans to relocate businesses and services elsewhere.  Such a large site close to the city centre and 
station should at least be retained as an aspiration for development over the next 15 years rather than some of the sites selected 
that are far away from amenities of any kind. 
To answer the question, the brownfield target should be higher and accommodate all the residual housing need that has been 
identified 
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities seem to be focused towards resilience, business and visitor experience rather than housing.  Site selection is at odds 
with points iii and iv, concentrating on building very near small settlements, instead of closer to the city centre.  It is not clear how 
the priority to address climate change and reduce carbon emissions is going to be followed in this context.  Point v should cover 
all essential workers that are low paid (e.g. supermarket employees, bus drivers, council employees amongst others) who find 
houses in Salisbury unaffordable.  Point vii, see above, the aspiration should be to retain Churchfields for residential use, given 
the need to reduce HGV movements in and around the city. This is related to point xi, provision of infrastructure must prioritise 
walking, cycling and public transport over other unsustainable modes.  There is not much evidence of this in the Transport 
Review or in site selection that places housing as far away as 3 miles from the city centre. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, I disagree.  All the sites selected are likely to increase carbon emissions and increase pressure for provision of roadbuilding 
and parking in the city centre, selection seems to have completely ignored the need to reduce the need to travel for every aspect 
of life from education and employment to shopping and leisure, thus locking in carbon emissions from transport for another 



generation.  The Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Gain document identifies transport as the main emitter of carbon 
dioxide in Wiltshire and every effort needs to be made to target a reduction in this by prioritising the use of brownfield sites.  
There is a lack of joined up thinking in the Local Plan documentation that makes grim reading for those who previously had some 
hope for the future based on the declaration of a climate emergency 2 years ago 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Any that are built here or elsewhere must be built to the highest standards of insulation and energy generation and use.  No 
houses will be able to have gas heating in the very near future and the council should be leading on making sure that new 
housing from now on is future proof in terms of local energy generation and more efficient use of that energy, not waiting until the 
plan is adopted in 2023.  Emission reductions from transport should be a priority, but all the sites selected are too far from the city 
centre to anticipate a significant change in modal shift towards sustainable transport. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Settlement Profile identifies a number of key features and constraints in terms of transport, including lack of access to Salisbury 
station by sustainable modes (walking, cycling and public transport in case it has escaped the notice of transport planners), the 
barrier to these caused by the A36, lack of bus priority measures and poor air quality.  However, the Opportunities listed in the 
table do not address any of these and promote schemes designed to make driving easier.  It would be easier to believe Wiltshire 
Council’s declaration of a climate emergency if they actually gave the hierarchy of users in the Transport Review a clear path of 
planning for a low carbon future. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P231 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Terence O’Rourke 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Quidhampton Developments Ltd 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
Salis_P231 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Quidhampton Development Ltd owns Quidhampton Quarry (previously known as Imerys Quarry), to 
the west of Salisbury. The site is currently allocated in the adopted Core Strategy (adopted 2015) for 
employment use and in the adopted Waste Site Allocations DPD (February 2013) for a number of 
potential uses such as materials recovery facility, local recycling and waste treatment. A planning 
application (ref. 16/05957/FUL) for the restoration of the Quarry, and the creation of a development 
platform, was approved 22 February 2017, but has not been implemented. 
The NPPF defines previously developed land as “Land which is or was occupied by a permanent 
structure, including the curtilage of the developed land (…) and any associated fixed surface”. Whilst 
the NPPF excludes land that has been developed for minerals extraction where provision for 
restoration has been made, it should be noted that in the case of the Quidhampton Quarry that 



provision has not been secured and therefore the site is classified as previously developed land 
(PDL). 
Whatever the scale of growth for Salisbury, the NPPF para. 117 encourages planning policies to set 
out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs by way of making as much use as 
possible of PDL. In conformity with this, the spatial strategy set out in the Draft Local Plan prioritises 
the re-use of PDL and seeks to limit the loss of countryside wherever possible. Then, the emerging 
Spatial Strategy specifically notes that “homes from previously developed land ideally should be 
identified by having planning permission or by being allocated in a plan”. 
The prioritisation of PDL is a consistently stated strategy throughout the development plan. However, 
the preferred sites in Salisbury appear to be exclusively greenfield sites. 
The owner of Quidhampton Quarry does have an aspiration to develop the site for housing, although 
the site would require fill/restoration to create a development platform. In this context, the the site may 
not considered to be ‘deliverable’ in accordance with the NPPF definition of such (i.e. within 5 years) it 
is undoubtedly developable. 
Given the plan period, and need to identify ‘specific developable sites or broad locations for growth for 
years 6 – 10 and, where possible for years 11 – 15 of the plan” (NPPF para 67 a)), the brownfield 
land target ought to reflect the opportunity presented by the Quarry, and actively support its 
redevelopment for housing. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Quidhampton Quarry is a disused chalk pit and is left as an open void, with no positive use or 
activity. The extensive processing plant and associated buildings have been removed, leaving 
concrete bases on site. Planning Practice Guidance (para 001 Ref ID: 27-001-20140306) states that “following working of a 
minerals site, land should be restored to make it suitable for beneficial 
after-use”. 
A planning application for site restoration works, to create a development platform (ref. 
16/05957/FUL), was granted in February 2017. 
The NPPF para 118 states that planning policies should “give substantial weight to the value of 



using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and other identified needs and support 
appropriate opportunities to remediate derelict land”. Furthermore, para 84 encourages the use of 
previously developed land and sites that are physically well-related to existing settlements. 
The priorities are missing this important opportunity, to make best use of the Quarry site, even 
though its potential for development has been recognised in the past. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Quidhampton Quarry (SHELAA site ref. S253) was assessed in Stage 2 of the SHELAA. The 
overall judgement states that “there are no reasons at this stage to eliminate this parcel of land”. 
Whilst it was acknowledged that accessibility would need to be addressed, the site is in a 
sustainable location and the site was given positive results with regards other technical matters 
such as flood risk and heritage. 
The Salisbury Neighbourhood Plan (NP) Steering Group Agreed Site Allocation Report (26 
February 2021) confirms that the Quidhampton Quarry is currently derelict and states that the 
development of the site would be an improvement to the built environment. The NP sees the site’s 
development as an opportunity for additional green infrastructure and the development of 
community facilities. The NP Steering group decided to take the site forward, as it is a large site 
with multiple benefits. 
A part of Quidhampton Quarry is allocated in the Wiltshire and Swindon Waste Site Allocations 
Plan (WLP) 2013, with potential uses for materials recovery, local recycling and waste treatment. 
The adopted document confirms the lack of constraints and options for access. Further, the 
southern part of the site is allocated in the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy (2015) for employment 
uses. The objectives for the development include delivering a “sense of place (...) in a sustainable 
location close to Salisbury whilst making the efficient use of previously developed land”. 
Given the context, and need to identify a positive and viable use for the site, the planning policy 
context should encourage its redevelopment, and facilitate a positive response to a planning 
application for such use, whether this be employment, storage, recycling or housing. Ideally, given 
the phased approach to restoration to create a development platform, followed by development, a 
flexible approach is required to recognise more immediate land-use opportunities, for example 



uses associate with the current allocations of the site, and longer-term land use opportunities such 
as residential development. 
The ‘Site Selection Report for Salisbury’, confirms that the site could integrate within the city’s 
urban envelope. However, the report goes on to eliminate the site on the basis of unsubstantiated 
‘major adverse effects’ whereby mitigation is considered unachievable. The summary of issues 
includes matters relating to biodiversity, transport, land and soil, water resources and 
environmental pollution, but the evidence and views of the neighbourhood plan group do not 
support this position. 
Whilst it the site has challenges to overcome there is no evidence to support the statement that the 
site is not achievable/developable. The issues can all be appropriately addressed, particularly 
noting the planning history. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
For example, with regards to biodiversity, the site will be filled with spoil and therefore a 
fundamental change in its biodiversity value will occur, irrespective of any future use. There is no 
evidence that the site would qualify as an CWS nor that additional land would be required to 
achieve biodiversity net gain, particularly once filled. The planning context for the site has been 
completely ignored in the assessment undertaken. To impose biodiversity constraints in this way is 
entirely inconsistent with the existing development plan, planning history and evidence base and is 
unjustifiable in the context of achieving the planned objectives and national priorities regarding the 
effective use of brownfield land and positive after-use of quarry sites. 
With regards to transport, there are a number of options available, which do not require access 
from Fugglestone Red or a new railway bridge. The site selection report has not fully addressed 
the issue and the options available and has made incorrect assumptions. 
In terms of land and soil, the reference to the existing allocations is perplexing. The allocations 
support the principle of development at the site, the emerging plan provides the opportunity to 
consider what the future use should be in the context of need, through a plan led approach. 
Existing allocations are an opportunity, not a constraint. 
There is no evidence that development of this site will ‘significantly’ increase traffic on the A36, 



clearly it will not, and this approach is entirely inconsistent with the statement that the site would 
only have minor or neutral effects on housing; if it is considered to be a major / strategic site then 
the impact on housing provision, in a sustainable location, on brownfield land, to meet need, is a 
significant major benefit. The site is considered to be in a suitable location for housing development, as supported by the 
work on the Neighbourhood Plan and assessment work regarding place making / urban fabric. It 
does have a reasonable prospect of being available for a viable development in the plan period. 
This meets the definition of ‘developable’. There is a willing landowner and its positive use should 
be encouraged. 
We therefore suggest that the emerging WLP include Quidhampton Quarry as an allocated site for 
development in line with the council’s strategic objectives of developing suitable previously 
developed land. This policy should recognise the longer-term opportunity to create a development 
platform and deliver the site for housing, as a developable site, and/or for other interim uses. The 
positive after use of the site should be encouraged, in accordance with national policy, which is 
likely to require a special policy for the site, reflecting its unique characteristics, development 
opportunities and brownfield status. 
The site’s allocation in the emerging WLP would provide the necessary policy support for the site 
to reach its full development potential, prividing the local community and Wiltshire Borough Council 
planned certainty. 
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss with officers an appropriately worded policy which 
provides a positive policy context for progressing the development potential of the site, to help 
meet strategic objectives. 
That these preferred sites are greenfield and should not be prioritised above confirming an effective 
policy outcome, and positive after-use, for the Quidhampton Quarry site. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P232 
 

 
Consultee code: Statutory Body 
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



From a National Trust perspective, we have some concerns that “site 1” (land NE of Old Sarum) is proposed for 275 houses. 
Existing new housing to the north of Salisbury is already visible in views looking across from Figsbury Ring, a sizeable scheduled 
monument – and designated heritage asset – to the north east of the city. Site 1 also lies adjacent to Monarch’s Way, an historic 
route and long-distance footpath. From a landscape and historic environment perspective, we would not support the further 
northwards expansion of Salisbury in a way that would adversely affect the landscape setting of Figsbury Ring. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P233 
 

 
Consultee code:  
 

 
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: 
 

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
I do not feel that Salisbury should be allowed to grow and develop any more than is suggested in the Plan; maximum use of 
‘brownfield land’ should be made including use and redevelopment of Churchfields together with city centre car parks. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These priorities seem to be appropriately judged and well considered; I do wander however what has become of ideas, 
expressed in earlier local plans, for the need to review Churchfields as an ‘industrial and business location’ and to maybe move 
some, indeed all, of the companies based there to alternative and much more accessible sites elsewhere. 



 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not really – these are logical in the sense of their ‘proximity’ to the existing housing and developments in Salisbury but sadly they 
encroach onto greenfield sites around the city and in the case of the Downton Road sites into the ‘in-fill between communities’ 
that the plan supposedly tries to avoid. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Ensuring appropriate links with adjacent existing developments allowing for sustainable modes of transport – walking and cycling, 
the provision of active, public and shared forms of transport. 
Properties should be designed to ensure net zero carbon standards, to ensure plot orientation and the incorporation of renewable 
energy generation 
 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P234 
 

 
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):  
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
"I write to bring to your attention an important conservation issue concerning ""Site 6"", one of three 'preferred sites' in the above 
document (https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/media/5642/Planning-for-
Salisbury/pdf/WLP_Principal_Settlement__Planning_for_Salisbury_FINAL__14-01-2021_.pdf?m=637462976308230000 
Below, I have also attached a copy of the DEFRA map, with the almost square field of Site 6 marked on it, adjacent to the horse-
shoe-shaped lane of Britford with red icons marking listed properties. I also append photographs showing the area involved on 
the ground.  
I started life as an academic archaeologist and then spent most of my working life as the founder/director of a cultural tour 
operator which carried thousands of people to ancient sites all over the world. We became expert in understanding the impact of 
a site's surroundings on our visitors' experience, and I have since lectured on the subject at Tourism conferences in Portugal, and 
as part of an MA in Cultural Tourism at the American University of Rome.  
I am writing to each councillor personally because I believe a serious mistake is being made which could lead to substantial 
damage to the preservation of our historic landscape, both in terms of the conservation of the character of Britford as a unique 
rural village and for its contribution to the wider importance of Salisbury's own historic environment. I write to you because you 
are in a position to understand the point I make and have the power to prevent it. 



Along with Stonehenge, Salisbury is the other “jewel in the crown” of Wiltshire tourism. Tourism is not merely of great importance 
economically, it is the principal means by which ordinary people can appreciate and understand our historic environment. The 
whole point of conservation is to allow generation after generation to appreciate our heritage.  
A critical part of the attraction of Salisbury is its setting. The city is attractive to visitors on account not merely of the Cathedral but 
also the entire “package” consisting in the unspoiled Close, the fact of it being a planned mediaeval town, not to mention the 
beguilingly pretty setting among the water-meadows, made famous by Constable and countless others. Further building on its 
immediate environs, particularly in proximity to the water meadows, is increasingly destroying that status. Having spent my life 
bringing people to heritage sites, I can say confidently that first impressions are every bit as important as specific sites or 
buildings. The setting makes the site.  
I was horrified to discover that Site 6 was included as a 'Preferred Site' in the proposals document. This site of around 12 ha sits 
precisely between the edge of the Salisbury Conservation Area and the Britford Conservation Area. Although it has no apparent 
immediate historic value (at least not above ground) it is plays a vital role in providing the correct setting to the conservation 
areas at either side. 
I ask for your help to ensure that the Council ensures the protection of this field, and that it should make quite clear that this site 
cannot be developed, and that attempted development will be opposed by the council.  
The Background: 
Fewer than seven years ago, Wiltshire Council agreed to separate the conservation area of Britford from that of Salisbury. The 
Salisbury conservation document (Dec 2014) records why this decision was taken : 
""para 18.9   Britford is a small village with a very rural character and its own identity, even though it is just on the fringes of the 
suburbs of the city and forms part of the wider setting in terms of the watermeadows.  It has a very different character to anything 
within the city and is not considered to be a part of the city"" (throughout this letter, emboldened text represents my own 
emphasis) 
A ""very rural village"" cannot exist within a few metres of a suburban housing development such as proposed.  Such 
development would make an absurdity of the very reasons for which the Council adopted it for conservation in the first place. 
That is why the nature of separation which is required here is a piece of a farmland such as that which already exists. 
Below is a screenshot of part of para. 4 of the Conservation schedule of Britford, also adopted in December 2014, which explains 
more precisely why the separation of the two conservation areas was considered necessary.  
Summary 
Your Council decided comparatively recently to separate Britford from in recognition of many special aspects, not least because 
of its 'distinct character' and 'traditional domestic and farm buildings', but primarily because of its ""open, rural, landscape 
setting"".  



Although the technical term “green separation” does not feature in the text, clearly that is what members had in mind just as 
importantly as the question of the setting for both of the conservation areas. I do not propose to enter into a separate discussion 
of green separation but I do ask you to bear in mind that this is a separate and equally important issue. 
The Proposals do flag up serious and significant problems regarding Site Six on the Site Selection Report:  
p. 37  ""Heritage: development of the site would impact on the Salisbury Conservation Area, Britford Conservation Area, as well 
as impact upon the setting of the Grade II Listed Bridge Farmhouse and farm buildings in Britford. The site would impact on the 
rural setting of both conservation areas and approaches to medieval city. Development would contribute to erosion of the 
separate identity of Britford"".  
p. 37  ""Landscapes: the site contributes to a sense of separation between the suburban edge of Salisbury and the rural, low-
density, village of Britford. It forms part of the river valley setting and the rural approach to Salisbury from the southeast, across 
which there are clear views of Salisbury Cathedral. There is higher sensitivity to the north and east of the site due its contribution 
to the rural approach to Salisbury and historic water meadow landscape.""  
These two very real and significant objections appear then to be glibly dismissed: 
p. 42 ""Finally, concerns are also articulated about separation ... between Salisbury's urban area and Britford at Site 6. Once 
again it is believed that landscape mitigation and good urban design can accommodate such concerns for the longer-term.""   
This is manifestly not the case. If you are seeking to retain the ""open, rural character"" of an area, as Wiltshire Council agreed to 
do, you cannot build 220 modern houses and other buildings within a few metres of it:....not even with a strip of modern plantation 
between. [map] 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P235 
 

 
Consultee code: Other Advisory Bodies 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wiltshire Councillor for 
Laverstock, Ford and Old Sarum 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The Forward/Spatial Planning, over the years, has often taken the easy route of accepting green fields for development. In 
addition, those fields have been treated to 'urban' development, without recourse to the surrounding countryside and topography. 
The 'Brownfield' development has very often been by chance and viewed as 'Windfall'. This process encourages landowners and 
developers into spreading the city and not 'rebuilding', owing to costs. 
The place for towns and cities has changed, owing to this pandemic and its effects on how we do things. Online shopping, in all 
forms has become the norm and whilst travel will not be restricted in future, the council has tried (too quickly) to implement a less 
traffic initiative, for the city centre of Salisbury. There was a plan to redevelop the Maltings for retail and 'culture'. Perhaps now, 
the whole centre should be redefined. We will no require the volume of retail premises we have now and a new centre would only 
serve to isolate the existing retail. It is unlikely that developers would wish to start such initiatives, when all the major retail 
providers are either bust or contracting extensively. 



The answer to the question is that rather than any further greenfield sites, all the new housing requirements should be found from 
the Brownfield sites and this includes central car park. A bold move should embrace regeneration of the whole area surrounding 
Churchfields along Churchfields Road to Stephenson Road, with every brownfield up for redevelopment, including all the 
commercial units, which are largely eyesores. This is prime housing and leisure with river and meadow everywhere. It should be 
walled off from the commercial end of Churchfields and perhaps the redesign could help all the properties look inwards, away 
from the Churchfields commercial traffic. This could produce a good number of dwellings. Perhaps the WC Salisbury Depot could 
also be investigated to continue the theme. There are other, less central locations where a depot could be set up now. 
 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes although the landscape setting of Salisbury, which gives that iconic views from outlying places, is also dependent on those 
areas also being treasured and preserved. e.g Laverstock Downs views and their immediate surrounding farmland and at Old 
Sarum, the Airfield and land to Monarchs way provide high quality landscape views and should be equally protected. One begets 
the other. 
More green space, integrated in the new central developments. 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I refer to my previous answers and think that WC should work with SCC and their Neighbourhood Plan, to source the Brownfield 
sites and look again at the value of the Maltings, versus full blown retail, or redesign other retail streets for housing instead (more 
difficult). The council has offered Salt Lane and Brown Street car parks for development, in the past. Just because there is low 
hanging fruit, these are never used. Reverse that process and thinking! 
As for the sites chosen, aside from a general no to green field sites (we have lots already in the plan, so it is not as though we 
have not already got excess reliance on green field!), I will respond in more detail to the Site No. 1 at Old Sarum, abutting the 



nationally prized footpath/cycleway, Monarchs Way. NO DEVELOPMENT HERE - PROTECT THE GREEN BUFFER TO 
MONARCHS WAY AND THE PARISH AMENITY. 
First, although you point out that Salisbury Neighbourhood Plan is both relevant and important, going forward, it is less advanced 
than the Laverstock & Ford Neighbourhood Plan, which has been 3 years in the making and has a published document. You can 
find it here: www.Laverstock-Ford.co.uk/neighbourhood-plan.html 
This plan includes a very comprehensive and independent, professionally researched and documented Landscape analysis of all 
the vital, remaining landscapes and iconic views, in the parish of Laverstock & Ford. 
Some points it says: Any development within the parish should have low impact on the visual character of the landscape • Any 
development should not harm the historic setting of the Airfield Conservation Area • Any land already designated for development 
should be used in preference to developing green space • The balance between developed land, agricultural land, and public 
open space should always ensure that the semi-rural character of the parish is maintained. 
Within the existing plan, we have Riverdown Park (Hampton Park II) which provided 500 dwellings. Longhedge, was allocated for 
350 dwellings and another section 'in reserve'. However, I encouraged the Parish Council to work with the land promoters and 
develop the full site, in one go. This provided additional benefits and also not just half or no facilities. 673 dwellings well under 
way. In addition, 2 applications have been input to change the quantity by reducing the large homes and building more. This adds 
approx 30 more! Separate to that, the employment land, which proved unwanted and failed to attract any takers, has been given 
permission for an additional 65 dwellings. So the Longhedge total is now 768 or thereabouts not 350! 
The land at Monarchs Way is precious in parish terms - it is the last open farm fields at parish end and provides a landscape 
buffer between Monarchs way and the built areas of Old Sarum. This is complemented by parish council ownership of 34 acres 
adjoining those fields, on the Longhedge site - part of the negotiation by the parish to provide green space and a buffer. This 
enables residents to access Monarchs Way and any walkers on Monarchs Way have unaffected views of Old Sarum, Salisbury 
and most importantly to us, Laverstock/Cockey Downs. These views are spectacular and would be lost through the proposed 
development. 
Continued... 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Our requirement as local infrastructure for Old Sarum and Longhedge is a 3G pitch, using the proposed grass pitch and changing 
rooms at Longhedge, together with funds for a modular nursery building for Old Sarum Nursery, a locally run charity, within the 
school but turning folk away. 
All your facilities for sport highlight Salisbury needs and yet most of the housing has been placed or is coming to the north. The 
sports and leisure section should include Longhedge as the preferred site for the second 3G Pitch, to serve the east of Salisbury 
and not be confined by schools, which exclude the public uses. 
There are 3 GP surgeries, one of which has multiple branch surgeries across the City. There is a major shortfall in surgery space, 
particularly as one branch surgery left the city in 2020. 
We are told that the doctors surgery building is too small to meet modern needs, at Old Sarum. Let some of the land by the care 
home at Old Sarum or Longhedge be used to provide a much desired medical practice. 
Finally, there is a piece of WC owned land, at Old Sarum, on Mitre Way. This was for our Day Centre. The funds were removed 
by Cllr Thomson and taken to 5 Rivers. The land remains and is used for recreation, by local residents. A desire for some 
allotment places has been mentioned, recently, I ask that this land is handed over to the L&F Parish Council, to facilitate either 
community vegetables or allotments. It was previously going to be donated for the new Old Sarum Nursery expansion. 
All other sites considered have been rightly discarded, at Milford and the Old Sarum Airfield. I support these dismissals, as 
unsatisfactory. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
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Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Further to your intention to build 220 houses and parking in the beautiful village of Britford on the land adjacent to the footpath. I 
am emailing my objection to this plan. 
1. This would add to the traffic, which is already hefty on the Downton Road, and also, it would be dangerous having a road 
from the new development onto the Downton Rd. (I find it very dangerous just cycling along that road. Although the Bus lane on 
the otherside is good.) 
2. There wasn't any talk of Social Housing in the development? 
3. There is a flood risk, as it would be very near to the river. 
It is so important, as to the aesthetics of the Cathedral, when you cycle down the lane to Britford, that you look to your left and 
you have a beautiful vista of the Cathedral, that would all go...!! 
  
I hope that you have many objections to this plan. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The LPR low growth strategy for Salisbury with a focus on brownfield sites is to be welcomed. There should be a minimal focus 
on peripheral greenfield sites which form part of the unique & special landscape setting for Salisbury & the local area, & which 
contributes to maintaining not only the distinctiveness of the city environs but that of the surrounding smaller settlements. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
It is very disappointing that a key document, the county’s GBI Strategy has still yet to be published in full. Regrettably, this has 
meant that many opportunities have been missed to raise awareness of the value and importance of our natural capital ie. the 



essential ecosystem services needed to balance and mitigate the effects of climate change, the loss of biodiversity locally and 
support health and wellbeing. Effective networks of multifunctional GBI should have been established especially in Wiltshire’s 
principal settlements and market towns but that has yet to happen.  
Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership (SAGP) has therefore put forward proposals for establishing an effective, multifunctional, 
high quality green & blue infrastructure (GBI) which optimises ecosystem service delivery. We want policy makers & residents to 
understand and recognise that the local GBI, ie. the landscape and rivers provide the community’s natural capital which it 
depends on for resilience and economic viability going forward. SAGP consider this a key priority & would like to see the plan, 
‘Working towards a GBI Strategy for the Salisbury Area’ incorporated into the LPR settlement profile for Salisbury & details of this 
community generated plan with accompanying notes are attached.  
Salisbury has a high-quality landscape setting, an internationally important chalk river system flowing through the city, a world 
class cathedral and a number of other important historic features. It has grown rapidly in recent years with large housing estates 
around its periphery and is now facing predictable consequences in the absence of an effective GBI network. Retrofitting such 
infrastructure has its challenges both in practical & financial terms but in the face of the current crises and the very short period of 
time we have in which to deal with them, achieving such a network is becoming even more urgent. 
The SAGP plan identifies and highlights the need to safeguard and significantly enhance the biodiversity of key areas of the river 
valleys and the surrounding downland in order to optimise the delivery of the ecosystem services and including support for 
maintaining the local distinctiveness of the city & the surrounding smaller settlements.  
It also illustrates how a comprehensive network of linear walking and cycling routes or greenways (ie. planted where possible) 
could be achieved. These would connect up local green and blue spaces, improve community cohesion and accessibility, not 
only within the urban area but with the open countryside and surrounding neighbouring settlements. Wiltshire Council’s 
Countryside Access Improvement Plan advocated this approach, and it is regrettable that the plan has disappeared from recent 
strategic thinking about transport and movement (Is it in LTP4?). SAGP also consider there is an urgent need for a well-
considered tree and planting strategy for Salisbury to ensure that the character of its high-quality landscape setting is maintained 
and enhanced. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
N/A 
 



 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
N/A 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
N/A 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
SAGP are fully aware that local GBI needs to be well-designed, planned, and managed in order to be able to deliver a wide range 
of essential ecosystem services effectively. It is important that the major land owners appreciate this, landowners like Salisbury 
City Council & Wiltshire Council, & that land use planning & landscape design reflect this as well as land management & 
maintenance. These services, also known as ‘natural capital’, include temperature regulation, provision of shade and shelter, 
carbon capture/sequestration, biodiverse wildlife habitat and pollination services, connectivity for wildlife and people (green 
routes for active travel), amenity and an attractive landscape setting for the city, recreation and educational resources, 
maintenance of local distinctiveness, help in maintaining good air and water quality, supporting soil health, food production and 
natural flood management by absorbing water run-off, providing water filtration, nutrient management etc. 
 



 
Rep ID: Salis_P238 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Salisbury City Council 

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

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

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

 
SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Overall, the Salisbury City Council (SCC) who is also responding on behalf of the Salisbury Neighbourhood Development Plan 
Steering Group (SNDP SG) supports the recognition that expanding the city outwards is becoming increasingly difficult.  
However, the manner in which growth is expressed is unhelpful and does not comply with the requirements of the NPPF 2019 as 
explained below. 
The LPR sets out the following requirements/targets for Salisbury: 
1. Brownfield target:  410 dwellings (to 2031) 
2. Residual requirement  of 940 dwellings (to 2036) 
3. Success in brownfield delivery in this plan period may lead to fewer greenfield allocations in future LPRs. 
In addition, the Emerging Spatial Strategy states that: 



“The brownfield targets set out in the Local Plan will be the basis for housing requirements for designated neighbourhood areas 
at main settlements. Once adopted, these figures should not need retesting at the neighbourhood plan examination, unless there 
has been a significant change in circumstances that affects the requirement.” 
NPPF 2019 sets out how neighbourhood plans should approach the matter of meeting local housing requirements (emphasis 
added):  
“65. Strategic policy-making authorities should establish a housing requirement figure for their whole area, which shows the 
extent to which their identified housing need (and any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas) can be met over the 
plan period. Within this overall requirement, strategic policies should also set out a housing requirement for designated 
neighbourhood areas which reflects the overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and any relevant allocations. 
Once the strategic policies have been adopted, these figures should not need retesting at the neighbourhood plan examination, 
unless there has been a significant change in circumstances that affects the requirement.  
66. Where it is not possible to provide a requirement figure for a neighbourhood area, the local planning authority should provide 
an indicative figure, if requested to do so by the neighbourhood planning body. This figure should take into account factors such 
as the latest evidence of local housing need, the population of the neighbourhood area and the most recently available planning 
strategy of the local planning authority.” 
The SNDP SG requested a housing requirement figure to be supplied by the LPA on more than one occasion.  Officers indicated 
that this would not be possible since the figures were being finalised for the LPR and that in the meantime, the SNDP should 
make best endeavours to find land and that this would be sufficient for planning purposes. The SNDP SG had anticipated that a 
figure would be provided in the LPR.  This has not been done, and the result, set out below, is confusing for a number of reasons: 
1. The approach of using brownfield targets, which are acknowledged as not necessarily being achievable (and therefore not 
deliverable) is contrary to the requirements of paragraphs 65, 66 and 67 of the NPPF.  “Brownfield targets” cannot be equated 
with “housing requirement figures”. 
2. The brownfield targets and requirements are on different timescales (the former ending on 2031 and the latter on 2036).  
This is unhelpful and makes it difficult for the SNDP to work to its intended plan period of 2036. 
3. The term “brownfield” is being conflated with the term “windfall” and both are treated separately from “greenfield”.  Though 
“brown” and “green” sites are mutually exclusive, “brownfield” and “windfall” are not - it is possible for unplanned development to 
occur on greenfield sites in Salisbury City.  This is now important because there is no longer a secure 5 year housing land supply.  
To be continued.... 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Overall, it is very disappointing that the priorities make no mention of the Salisbury Vision which is on the SNDP website:   
https://www.salisburycitycouncil.gov.uk/images/pdf/salisbury-neighbourhood-plan/DOC73437_NDP_Draft_Vision.pdf 
The Salisbury Vision should be reflected in these place shaping priorities. 
i. Delivering opportunity sites, including The Maltings and the Railway Station, to ensure long-term city centre resilience  
SCC considers this to be a skewed first priority which overemphasises the work done by Wiltshire Council and does not provide 
scope for SNDP opportunity sites. 
SCC are concerned that the Maltings scheme is subject to significant delays that jeopardise its delivery.  This is a very important 
scheme, and integrally related to the River Park Project, and its success is key to Salisbury’s future prosperity. 
It is recommended that this priority be amended as follows: 
1. Sole emphasis on achieving success at the Maltings site and the River Park Project, as a key regeneration project in the 
City; 
2. Inclusion of the Railway Station in priority ii (Central Area Framework) since this is likely to proceed as planned and does 
not require to be the first priority. 
3. Acknowledge that the SNDP may also identify opportunities. 
ii. Realising Salisbury Central Area Framework measures to maximise the visitor economy and secure the place as a cultural 
destination  
This priority should be rewritten to include the Railway Station in the CAF, since the former is part of the latter and they both 
focus on the visitor experience. 
In addition, though the importance of the CAF and its objectives is acknowledged, there are other measures beyond “visitor 
economy” and “culture” that should be promoted through new development.  This priority should also include matters such as 
sustainable development that leads to a reduced carbon output, general economic improvement (not just tourism), a thriving City 
Centre, improved green and blue infrastructure, better sustainable transport options that lead to improved air quality and better 
health outcomes, and affordable housing for young people. 
The current wording is too limited and will not provide a suitably rounded framework for the SNDP. 
iii. Conserving the landscape setting of Salisbury, notably in terms of the city skyline and views to / from the cathedral and Old 
Sarum  
This is a good start but too brief to describe the complexity of Salisbury’s character.  This principle should address the richness of 
the landscape, the importance of Salisbury’s unique historic heritage and its historic fabric. 



iv. Maintaining separation and distinctiveness between Salisbury and Wilton, and between Salisbury and adjacent settlements, 
notably Ford, Laverstock, Britford, Netherhampton and Quidhampton 
This is unclear and should be redrafted.  This should be about supporting local distinctiveness not separation which is not a 
helpful term.  
Salisbury and Laverstock and Ford are already adjoined.  Site 1 in Laverstock is seen as within Salisbury according to the 
assessment, where it is considered a sustainable location, but for the purposes of this priority, it is separate. 
Britford is subject to greenfield allocations, notably with sites 6 and 7, that will bring the Salisbury settlement into its boundary, 
though in this review, there remain some green buffers.  There appears to be a logical conflict here that should be clarified.  
The recent allocation and permissions in Netherhampton, and the planned boundary changes will bring a part of Netherhampton 
into Salisbury parish. 
To be continued... 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 6  
Site 6 is the only site allocation in the Salisbury City boundary and NDP area.  It straddles the boundary with Britford Parish. 
SCC have met with Britford Parish representatives to discuss Sites 6 and 7 and have come to similar conclusions regarding the 
appropriateness of these proposed allocations.  Both Councils feel that the implications of the sites should be considered 
together. 
SCC considers the development on Site 6 to be unacceptable for a number of reasons: 
1. The addition of 220 houses and associated traffic will have an unacceptable impact upon the Harnham Gyratory which 
already suffers extreme congestion and is arguably not fit for purpose.  The existing congestion will be exacerbated as permitted 
development in Netherhampton comes on line, generating its own traffic.  The gyratory will be improved but SCC is extremely 
concerned that this will not be sufficient to cope with permitted development let alone additional traffic arising from development 
at Sites 6 and 7. 
2. The case that Site 6 is capable of sustainable transport links to the City Centre is overstated.  The A338 is a busy road 
and will not be an attractive cycle route.  There is an existing cycle path but this may become congested if an additional 220 
dwellings are built.  The proximity of the Park and Ride for Site 6 is misleading:  the A338 is an effective barrier between Site 6 
and the Park and Ride and it is unlikely that most residents at Site 6 would actually use the Park and Ride. 



3. The SNDP SEA Interim Report has flagged significant environmental effects for this proposed site allocation across a wide 
range of environmental indicators: 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity: The site is adjacent to the East Harnham Meadows SSSI and the River Avon Systems SSSI. 
Additionally, the River Avon SAC is approximately 250m to the north of the site. In this respect, the whole of the site is within 
SSSI IRZs for the types and quantum of development likely to come forward at this location. BAP Priority Habitats overlapping 
with these European and nationally designated sites include areas of lowland meadows and coastal and floodplain grazing 
marsh. Whilst there are no BAP Priority Habitats within the site itself, there are trees and hedgerows located along the site 
boundaries which contribute to local ecological networks. These features would need to be retained and enhanced (where 
possible) through new development areas. 
Climate Change: Development of the site will lead to inevitable increases in greenhouse gas emissions from an increase in the 
built footprint of the city and an intensification of uses at this location. The site is located at distance to the services and facilities 
in the city centre (c.2.2km walk or cycle to Salisbury Market Place). In this respect, an allocation at this location is perhaps less 
likely to reduce the need to travel by car for accessing day-to-day services and facilities (and associated greenhouse gas 
emissions). With reference to flood risk issues, the site is within Flood Zone 1 and mostly has a very low surface water flood risk. 
However, there is a significant area of land immediately to the north of the site within Flood Zone 3, which encompasses the 
network of ditches and drains surrounding the River Avon. There is a small area of land within the northern section of the site 
which has a high surface water flood risk. As the site slopes down to the north, an allocation at this location has the potential to 
exacerbate flood risk concerns within the surrounding area. 
To be contuned.... 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
For the identified preferred development sites at principal settlements, concept plans have been developed. Concept plans for 
each area show a way the land identified can be developed. They show the undeveloped land, areas suggested for development 
and possible locations for uses within them. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 



Local Transport Plan Review and Salisbury Transport Strategy 
Both Wiltshire Council's Local Plan and the 2018 Salisbury Transport Strategy refresh correctly identify that new housing 
development will increase pressure on Salisbury's road network - particularly the A36 and arterial routes. While some modest 
and seasonal modal shift to cycling, walking and public transport will occur and is very welcome, the inescapable reality remains 
that more houses will lead to more cars on Salisbury’s road network.  
Given this backdrop, SCC strongly urges that Wiltshire Council updates the Salisbury Transport Strategy and works in 
conjunction with Highways England to develop proposals to reduce the amount of through traffic in Salisbury - particularly on the 
A36. Although the A36 is being examined as part of a broader strategic study with the A350 in the government’s Road 
Investment Strategy 2 (RIS2), there is a need for greater recognition of Salisbury's specific transport problems and articulation 
that a specific solution for the city is required. Increased investment in junction improvements is welcome, but unlikely in and of 
itself to resolve congestion on key routes.  
The LPR fails to take adequate account of the step-change in transport and its relationship to land use planning, which is now 
underway. The recent report from the RTPI ‘Net Zero Transport: The role of spatial planning and place-based solutions. 
https://www.rtpi.org.uk/netzerotransport makes the point (para 1.1) that: “transport is the largest contributor to the UK’s 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and that while emissions from other sectors have fallen dramatically since 1990, those from 
transport have reduced by under 3%. In an average local authority, transport is responsible for 35.5% of all emissions, with the 
sector remaining 98% reliant on fossil fuels.”  The ‘Climate Change’  
report submitted as part of the Local Plan Review makes the point that in Wiltshire transport is responsible for some 40% of all 
emissions.  
Despite the imperative of giving consideration to transport solutions, which will contribute to the 2030 net zero carbon target, the 
Transport Review has failed to focus the contribution which transport issues make to the problem, or could make to the solution.   
It is suggested in section 4.4 of the Transport Review that one of the ‘Next Steps’ should be: “More explicit consideration of the 
carbon reduction agenda, including adoption of an ‘Avoid-Shift-Improve’ approach to reducing the need to travel, shifting to zero 
carbon modes and accelerating the uptake of electric vehicles”.  This needs consideration at an early stage of strategic planning 
and before drafting of a Transport Review, not afterwards.  
In addition, Covid 19 has led to changes in working patterns and it is likely that in future, more people will be working from home.  
It is also likely that there will be an economic downturn, particularly in the retail centre of Salisbury, and this should also be 
reflected in a review. 
Parking 
Green Infrastructure 
Formulating Alternative Development Strategies 
Assumptions, Para 19 



To be continued... 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Imrey’s Quarry (Quidhampton Quarry) 
Core Policy 20 currently identifies this site for 4 ha of employment use.  The SNDP is seeking to allocate this land as housing and 
is in discussion with the land owners regarding the deliverability of this.  Should the site be allocated, it would be helpful if the 
LPR were aligned so that the site would be identified as a potential residential area, or had the economic development 
expectation removed. 
Turning to some specific comments: 
Walking and cycling measures (3.2) 
Walking and cycling measures should take account of work being done in the LCWIP for Salisbury. 
Walking and cycling includes access to an improved network of countryside and urban Public Rights of Way.  A strategy was set 
out in Wiltshire Countryside Access Improvement Plan 2015–2025 Rights of Way Improvement Plan, but now, without 
explanation, appears to have disappeared from the evidence.  SCC considers this report to be relevant and worthy of 
implementation.  It should be included as evidence in the LPR. 
It is unclear how the ‘new walking and infrastructure’ shown in Figure 3-3 relates to the ‘eleven sections of new cycle 
infrastructure’ mentioned in the text, and whether the £10.46 million mentioned in Appendix G Estimated Scheme Costs will cover 
all of these schemes. There are a number of short-comings in the cycle infrastructure shown on Figure 3-3: 
• The Sustrans NCN cycle routes, which go from Wilton through Salisbury to Alderbury (NCN route 24) and the route from 
Salisbury Cathedral north via the Woodford Valley (NCN 45), have always been considered important links.  Parts of these routes 
(e.g. out to Alderbury and Wilton) are still missing, why are these not prioritised and shown on Fig 3-3?  
• The River Park Project for Salisbury offers opportunities for improving sub-standard parts of NCN 45.  This should be 
shown on Fig 3-3. 
• Some of the roads, where on-carriageway cycle lanes are shown, do not appear to be wide enough to accommodate such 
lanes, particularly if they are built to LTN 1/20 standards – e.g. Wilton Road, Devizes Road, South Western Road, Milford Mill 
Road. 
• In some cases, on-carriageway cycle lanes or segregated cycle tracks are marked in Fig 3-3 where previous cycle network 
plans (see Salisbury and Wilton Town Cycle map on https://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/transport-town-cycle-networks) have shown 
‘quiet streets’, which would not typically need such lanes (e.g. Heronswood, Bedwin Street/Bourne Hill, Estcourt Road).  



Rail Strategy (3.3.2) 
Access to existing stations is important, but the Transport Review should also give consideration to further rail improvements, 
such as those put forward in the SWLEP Rail Strategy Report (see SWLEP Rail Strategy Main Report on 
https://swlep.co.uk/about/our-strategies) 
In addition to service improvements (some of which would benefit Salisbury) the SWLEP Rail Strategy included 
recommendations for new stations in Wiltshire, including: Corsham, Devizes Parkway, Porton & Wilton (the latter being subject to 
results of a study on Porton).  These last two would be particularly relevant to Salisbury and would help to encourage a modal 
shift to public transport locally.   
Bus Strategy (3.3.3/3.3.4) 
This section should be expanded to include reference to Salisbury, in particular how routes can be extended/improved to serve 
the expanding settlement.  It would be appropriate to refer to changes in the role that Park & Ride sites, and associated bus 
services, might be able to make to contribute to modal shift.   
To be continued... 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



See attachment Salis_P239: Quidhampton Quarry (site S253) is not suitable or planned for housing (for full response see pdf 
attachment ref KenTaylorQuidhamptonPC_090321) 
Quidhampton Parish Council (QPC) supports the Wiltshire Council’s current designation of Quidhampton Quarry ( Site S253) in 
the long term plans, and supports the landowner’s plan expressed in the public consultation in 2017 to restore the site over 
several years by bringing in sterile construction waste from London to the Quidhampton rail sidings to refill the deep quarry, and 
ultimately create a wildlife and amenity area close to the village with pedestrian access. 
Background 
a) QPC and the Quidhampton public were consulted in 2017 by the quarry landowner and supported the plan which was 
presented. 
1) Ref https://www.salisburyjournal.co.uk/news/14463764.plans-for-quidhamptonquarry-unveiled/ 
2) See page 6 https://parishcouncil.quidhampton.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/160503-Quidhampton-Village-Newsletter-
May-June-2016.pdf.  
By 2019 the London contractor involved is understood to have bought the site. The further plans or timing are not currently 
known. 
b) In the days before the closing date of this consultation, residents saw reports that the site had been mentioned amongst other 
brown field sites by Salisbury City Council as a potential site for housing. QPC is unaware of evidence that would support such 
an idea. 
     Ref https://www.salisburyjournal.co.uk/news/19111376.salisbury-planning-committee-meetingrivals-handforth-  
     parish-council/ 
     ……….” disappointing to see the committee give its backing to housing development of 
     Quidhampton Quarry, which has already been rejected by Wiltshire Council due to the impact on transport and  
     biodiversity”. 
c) The site is believed by QPC to be unsuitable for housing given the nature of the site with a deep 
sludge-filled quarry, extensive sludge and tailings deposits on other parts of the site, and given the 
landowner’s plan for landscaped restoration over several years into an attractive wildlife and 
amenity area, with footpaths and landscaping, close to Quidhampton village with pedestrian access 
across the A36 from the village. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 



 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
See attachment Salis_P239: Safety on Lower Road Quidhampton ; the unresolved implications of short and 
long term housing plans for Harnham/Netherhampton. (for full response see pdf attachment ref 
KenTaylorQuidhamptonPC_090321) 
Quidhampton Parish Council (QPC) considers that housing plans, traffic assessment and infrastructure planning for both the 
short- and long-term need coordinated attention so that Quidhampton residents can be assured that traffic and pedestrian safety 
in Lower Road Quidhampton is improved rather than worsened by short- and long-term housing plans. The traffic assessment 
reported in 2019 for 640 homes in Harnham / Netherhampton (19 05824 OUT) was largely invalid because the high peak traffic 
flow in Lower Road itself, and other relevant traffic flows in and out of the A3094 were not included in the assessment. 
Background 
a) QPC has no specific comment on the sites highlighted for possible long-term housing included in the documents. 
b) However, the QPC pointed out in July 2019 that shorter term plans for housing in Harnham / Netherhampton have not been 
proven viable because of the impact of traffic on Lower Road Quidhampton, and are relevant to the long term housing and 
infrastructure plans: 
- 640 homes were proposed ( ref planning proposal 19/05824/OUT ) for Netherhampton. QPC provided a response requesting 
that planning be refused. The Traffic Assessment included as part of outline planning proposals was invalid because Lower Road 
had not been included in the Traffic Assessment, neither in the traffic model nor had relevant traffic flows in the area been 
measured. The implication is that the already maximum traffic flows of up to 240 vehicles per hour in one direction monitored by 
our Community Speed Watch Team in Lower Road Quidhampton, were not recognised in the Assessment, and would be 
increased by the proposed development and worsening pedestrian and traffic safety in the narrow village main street. 
- Nor, we had reported, was the impact of peak traffic coming over from the Chalke Valley and A354 to the A3094 at 
Netherhampton measured or modelled. This would increase not only traffic predicted on Lower Road Quidhampton going to and 
from Salisbury from the development, but also traffic predicted to go to and from Salisbury via the Harnham gyratory. 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Salisbury NHS Foundation Trust (SFT) and Salutem Developments Ltd (the Partnership) generally agrees with the proposed 
scale of growth identified for Salisbury. 
However, it will be vitally important to ensure that this growth is supported by suitable enhancements in social infrastructure (e.g. 
health and education provision). In respect of health provision, it is entirely appropriate that the implications of growth on primary 
health care should be given very careful consideration. However, additional demands on Salisbury District Hospital should not be 
overlooked, recognising that this serves a very large part of Wiltshire, as well as parts of Dorset and Hampshire. In addition, the 
ambitions for Salisbury to develop into a University City should be considered alongside the implications of future housing growth 
on education provision for children under the age of 18. 



In respect of the employment site, the Planning for Salisbury consultation document identifies that approximately 5 hectares of 
additional employment land is needed up until 2036, as it is noted that previously allocated employment land in Salisbury has not 
yet been implemented. However, this should not be viewed simply as a question of whether there is a quantitative need for the 
release of additional sites. Instead, consideration should also be given to the quality of existing (and future) sites – in particular, 
the importance of supporting a better range and choice of sites, the promotion of clusters, and ensuring deliverability. Provision of 
suitable and deliverable employment sites will be fundamental to achieving sustainable economic growth and attracting inward 
investment. 
Furthermore, it will be important to provide a balance between providing sufficient flexibility to support growth to deal with the 
impacts and the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic and certainty to support for strategic investments. It will therefore be 
important to test the deliverability of the housing and employment sites that are identified in the emerging draft Local Plan and to 
ensure that the plan is effective and justified (i.e. ‘sound’). 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We particularly support the emphasis that is given to the District Hospital site that is identified as 
draft Priority Viii: “Facilitating the regeneration of the District Hospital site to underpin its key role in 
the community and as a University-level skills provider for Salisbury”. 
However, the realisation of this objective will require acknowledgement that its role will be more 
than a District Hospital. Salisbury District Hospital plays a vital strategic role. In addition to providing general hospital 
services to the local population of around 250,000 people, it also provides specialist services 
across Wessex to a population of about three million people and further specialist Spinal 
Treatment and Rehabilitation services to a population of 11 million across southern England. 
Additionally, the hospital performs an important role in respect of education, R&D and life sciences. 
Some of these services and activities are at the cutting edge of medical research. 
A rapidly ageing local population is expected to increase the demand on hospital services which 
are already under considerable strain as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. The ability of the 
hospital to meet the high standards expected and operate efficiently whilst accommodating 
additional demand is constrained by the configuration of the estate and the age and condition of 
many of its buildings. Collectively these buildings are subject to a very significant maintenance 



backlog (c.£90m) and are unable to meet the continued ambitions for decarbonisation and energy 
efficiency. Consequently, there is considerable need for redevelopment of the hospital site.  As the Wiltshire Council is aware, the 
Partnership is on a comprehensive masterplan for the 
Salisbury District Hospital site to deliver the Salisbury Health, Education and Technology (HEAT) 
project. The aim of this project is to enhance the hospital site, creating a greener and more 
open/energy efficient environment, with the redevelopment of existing and creation of new 
buildings to provide improved facilities, including a new day care unit, maternity facilities including 
neonatal intensive care suite, cancer unit, intermediate care ward, dementia care unit, and 
rehabilitation provision. 
In addition, it will also facilitate the provision of other uses that have a complementary relationship 
with the hospital. This will create new employment opportunities across different skill levels and will 
include life-science, R&D and employment space and university-level education facilities. These 
uses will be provided in flexible, and shared buildings – an approach that is being used in a 
number of other settings, including Innovation, Impact and Business at the University of Exeter and 
the Knowledge Spa, which is located at the Royal Cornwall Hospital in Truro and is also part of the 
University of Exeter. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
We note that three preferred development housing sites have been identified; Site 1 (NE of Old Sarum), 
Site 6 (N of Downton Road) and Site 7 (S of Downton Road). The Partnership has no objection to the 
development of these sites in principle, subject to the detailed considerations set out in response to 
Questions SB4 – SB5 below. 
We also note that no sites are identified for employment development. In order to ensure that the 
identified quantum of employment development can be delivered, the Local Plan should seek to 
identify and allocate appropriate sites – this should include the allocation of Salisbury District 
Hospital site and associated adjacent land to the east as part of the proposed allocation that is 
detailed above. 
 



 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
In respect of Site 6 (N of Downton Road) and Site 7 (S of Downton Road), it will be important to ensure 
that their future development does not have any adverse impacts on the planned future 
development/regeneration of the hospital site. 
Site 7 does offer the potential to deliver an additional access to the hospital site from the north, 
which could act as a route into the site for emergency vehicles, and public transport, as well as 
pedestrians and cyclists. 
Work has already commenced on a transport strategy for the redevelopment of the Salisbury 
Hospital site. As is demonstrated in our accompanying reports, the redevelopment of the hospital 
site is not dependent on this northern access for its delivery. As such, if Site’s 6 or 7 (or indeed other potential allocations) did not 
come forward, it would not prejudice the delivery of the 
proposed HEAT project. However, a northern access route would provide a considerable benefit in 
terms of access for emergency vehicles travelling along the A338, and for public transport 
connections to the City Centre. 
It is felt that the reference made on page 10 of the Planning for Salisbury consultation document to 
“Walking and cycling links to Britford Park & Ride, Salisbury District Hospital and the city centre” 
fails to capture the potential benefits that could be achieved from the provision of an access for 
emergency vehicles and public transport between Downton Road and the hospital site. Therefore, 
if the land south of Downton Road (Site 7) is allocated for residential development, this link should 
be identified as a policy requirement and the current policy reference to “walking and cycling links 
to Britford Park & Ride, Salisbury District Hospital and the city centre” should be upgraded 
accordingly. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
It will be important to ensure that identified growth is supported by suitable enhancements in social 
infrastructure (e.g. health and education provision). 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
In addition to these representations, the Partnership’s has submitted representations to Wiltshire 
Council’s ‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’ Local Plan Consultation and has also submitted the following 
documents: 

 HEAT Project Salisbury - Vision and Masterplan Document (February 2021); 
 Demand Case: Salisbury District Hospital HEAT Site (February 2021); 
 Mobility Strategy (March 2021); 
 Illustrative Masterplan (Prepared by Gilling Dod Architects – Ref: 20-0001_P18F) 
 Illustrative Phasing Plan (Prepared by Gilling Dod Architects – Ref: 20-0002_P18) 
 Illustrative Green Infrastructure Plan (Prepared by Gilling Dod Architects – Ref: 20- 

0001_P18) 
These documents further outline the emerging vision for the hospital site and evidence the 
deliverability and potential benefits that the HEAT project can provide. 
We respectfully ask that Wiltshire Council consider the suite of submission documents and progress 
a site-specific policy for the Salisbury District Hospital site (including identified adjoining land) in its 
emerging Local Plan. The policy could be framed around the following principles: 
1. Planning permission will be granted for further hospital related uses, including the 
redevelopment of existing buildings to provide improved facilities on the Salisbury District 
Hospital site. 
2. Planning permission will also be granted for other suitable uses that have a complementary 
relationship with the hospital, including education and academic institutional uses, and life 
science employment and R&D as well as other supporting accommodation/facilities. 
3. A design guide which responds to the proposed masterplan will be prepared and agreed with 
Wiltshire Council and will inform the planning application process. 
4. The site will be expected to incorporate a significant proportion of publicly accessible open 
space. 
5. Planning permission will only be granted if it can be demonstrated that the development will not 
result in unacceptable impacts on the River Avon Special Area of Conservation. 



6. Development will be expected to provide mitigation measures and facilitate improvements to 
public transport to ensure that the proposals do not give rise to result in unacceptable levels of 
additional vehicle movements on the surrounding road network. 
We set out at Appendix 1 of the accompanying Vision Document examples of the policy wording 
that have been used in other local plans to allocate land at hospitals for the expansion of health 
facilities and the provision of associated development such as employment and education uses. 
We would welcome the opportunity to work with the Council and other key stakeholders in order to 
agree a suitably worded policy allocation that reflects the context and opportunities of the hospital 
site. 
[Full represenation in Council's possession as separate documentation] 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
It is not that long ago that Salisbury was voted among the top 10 cities in the world to visit by Lonely Planet, and in 2019 that it 
won the Sunday Times Best Places to Live. Tourism is central to its economic survival post pandemic. It is it’s extraordinary 
setting surrounded by countryside and watermeadows which makes this little city so special, such a desirable place for visitors to 
come to, and such a wonderful place in which to live and work. No wonder visitors love it. No wonder we all 
love it. 
And yet- one day pre-Covid it was deemed sensible to select two sites on the outskirts, at Britford (Site 6) and above the park 
and ride (Site 7) on the Downton Road to create over 300 new homes and a “country park“ . The effect on the landscape would 
be an irreversible and violent urbanisation both of Britford and Salisbury. Offering up a 40m sight line of the Cathedral Spire, 
visible to a passing car on the Downton Road for less than a second really isn’t the point. Offering a strip of plantation only 
marginally wider than the length of a bus is quite a challenge to effective visual separation of Britford from Salisbury. What does 
the ‘separation and distinctiveness’ of Britford mean to Wiltshire Council? Surely a single field isn’t too much to ask? 
Wham Bam. We are now at Stage 4 of the process. To smother Site 6 with 220 houses would be a catastrophic mistake. Site 6 is 
essential to the village of Britford and Britford Lane as it absorbs surface water run off from the houses above at Rowbarrow and 
from the Park and Ride. The field is partly flooded for several weeks of the year anyhow-have Wiltshire Councillors not been 
there? 
Recent ploughing was a complete mud bath. The site selection at stage two seems to have missed the bit in the wider 
assessment for flood risks ‘‘where development may increase risks outside the site itself’. Well, to anyone who cares, Britford 
can’t contain any more water! We need to build flood resilience for Salisbury, not create more issues. We need to be enhancing 
and preserving our landscape, and our heritage assets - steward our natural environment in a 
sustainable way. Wiltshire Councillors are elected to do this properly, and we rely on them to step up to the mark here. We have 
not yet even seen the impact on traffic and groundwater of 600 new houses on the Netherhampton road. The Environment 



Agency have stated that climate change will increase pollutant run off because of the frequency of heavy rain fall and that there 
will increasing storm discharges from sewage outlets. Sites 6 and 7 are in a Drinking Water Protected Area and a Nitrate 
Vulnerable Zone. Most of the houses in a Britford are not connected to the mains but depend on the aquifers for their water. This 
is the same water which is extracted for use by ourwider Wiltshire community. To build here, adjacent to two Conservation areas, 
and immediately above a Site of Special Scientific Interest is just crazy. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I have three suggestions: 
1. The Government has asked Wiltshire Council to provide 40,000 new homes by 2036. There is no need to go above and 
beyond beyond to get 45,000 homes. They have not requested 5,000 of these! The growth targets proposed are too much, too 
fast. 
2. It is a Wiltshire Council’s stated aim to use brownfield sites for development over greenfield land- but honestly, they are making 
a mistake in their assessments right now. The only field marking the delineation between the city and the village of Britford- 
adopted by Wiltshire Council as a Conservation Area in 2014- is now to have 220 houses. Pre-Covid there may have been fewer 
brownfield sites which could be developed in the centre -, sadly there are now very many; shops empty, and whole buildings 
silent. This Review is the obvious opportunity to make creative use of brownfield sites in the city centre. This is in line with the 
Committee for Climate Change 2020 Progress Report to Parliament urging the government to support a national plan to renovate 
buildings and construct new housing to 
high energy standards. It is a win win. 3. Wiltshire council MUST consider Sites 6, 7 and 8 as one parcel for development 
purposes so that Site 6 can mitigate the impact of site 7 and 8. Site 6 can be used as a Nature Recovery site, a Wetland or even 
be the site of the Country Park. This is a sensible strategic solution as 
it would have several benefits; It would promote flood resilience by not building houses which would increase run off; the 
Community Infrastructure Levy could be used to offset the housing development at sites 7 and 8, through planting of thirsty 
woodland to strip out phosphates and to promote biodiversity; and to 
improve Wiltshire’s 9% tree cover (less than national average). This would demonstrate a proactive strategy to lower carbon 
emissions. It would also retain Britford’s distinctiveness as a village which belongs to us all and is a vital part of our Wiltshire 
heritage. May Britford and Salisbury continue to 
attract visitors long into the future. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
We note the support for meeting development needs as far as possible on brownfield sites, in order to help minimise the loss of 
greenfield land.  As set out in our comments on the Emerging Spatial Strategy, we consider that the development potential on the 
Central Car Park and Maltings can meet or exceed on its own the suggested brownfield target of 410 homes in the ten years from 
2021-2031.   
We note the identification of a requirement for approximately 5 hectares of additional employment land up until 2036 to 
accommodate the growth forecast at Salisbury, but that sites to facilitate this business growth have yet to be identified.  We 
expect that the next version of the Local Plan Review will identify a site or sites where this additional employment land is to be 
delivered. 
We welcome the recognition of the Salisbury Central Area Framework in the development of the plan for Salisbury. 
 
 



 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We welcome the inclusion of delivering opportunity sites such as the Maltings and the Railway Station to ensure long-term city 
centre resilience, and the realisation of the Salisbury Central Area Framework to maximise the visitor economy and secure the 
place as a cultural destination.  We would suggest the wording of priority 2 could be amended to include other relevant policy 
such as the Maltings Masterplan (Cultural Quarter), and Cathedral Masterplan. 
We note the priority to identify suitable locations in the area to facilitate business growth that responds to needs.  We also 
welcome the inclusion of improving Churchfields and the regeneration of the District Hospital site as priorities.   
We would comment that relocation of uses at Churchfields that generate heavy goods traffic would be a significant contributor to 
achieving the objectives of improving the visitor experience and traffic flows in line with the CAF.  However, it is not immediately 
clear to us how the local plan review will address this (noting that alternative employment sites have yet to be identified) and in 
what other specific ways the area can be improved through positive policy promoting uses that would support the existing 
workforce at the site.  
We would note the contribution that the River Park scheme is already going to deliver in flood resilience as well as improvements 
to air quality and connectivity in line with priority 9, thanks in part to funding secured by the council in partnership with SWLEP 
working in collaboration with the Environment Agency. 
 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The Salisbury Report sets out a number of priorities for the City. Persimmon has two development sites in Salisbury (North of 
Downton Road and Fugglestone Red) that will help the Council meet a number of these objectives including: conserving the 
landscape setting of Salisbury (including views to / from the cathedral) (priority iii), including maintaining the separation and 



distinctiveness of settlements (priority iv) and the delivery of new housing (priority v), employment floorspace (priority vi) and 
infrastructure (priority ix). 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
SEE FURTHER COMMENTS 
Persimmon controls two development sites in Salisbury. One site is located to the North of Downton Road, and is identified in the 
Salisbury Report as ‘preferred development site’ 6. Persimmon’s Fugglestone Red site is identified as a ‘planning persimmon / 
completion’ site. This site is under construction, but there remains a number of phases which do not yet have detailed planning 
permission. These sites are discussed in greater detail below. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
1. Persimmon Homes (South Coast) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Regulation 18 Wiltshire Local Plan Review 
Consultation 2021. The South Coast office operates in the Southern part of Wiltshire (roughly the defined Salisbury Housing 
Market Area (HMA)). Persimmon Homes (Wessex) cover the remaining parts of Wiltshire and Swindon; the Wessex office may 
provide comments separately on the draft Plan. 



2. Persimmon (South Coast) has a number of sites with the Salisbury Housing Market Area which it is promoting for residential 
development. The draft Local Plan has identified Downton Road Salisbury (Site 6), which is in Persimmon’s Control, for an 
allocation of 275 dwellings. Persimmon’s Fugglestone Red site is identified in the Plan as a committed site. The Company is of 
the view, however, that the employment element of the site, which does not yet have detailed consent, could be reconsidered for 
mixed use residential led development. Subject to the detailed comments on the policies elsewhere in these representations, the 
Company firmly supports the identification of the Persimmon sites in the Plan, and we look forward to positive working with the 
Council to deliver the sites going forward. 
3. Persimmon also has interests in Salisbury Road, Downton site which has not been selected for allocation in the draft Plan. It is 
Persimmon view that this site should also be allocated in the emerging Plan. Persimmon Homes has produced Site Deliverability 
Statements for the Salisbury Road, Downton site (and the Downton Road, Salisbury site), which should be read alongside these 
representations. The Statements demonstrate that the both sites are sustainable and deliverable development opportunities that 
can be brought forward in the short term. [unabridged inforation available in full representation] 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Firstly, with the very recent change in planning rules by the government in doing away with the crazy algorithm approach have 
the proposals in the document taken this into account. It means that far fewer houses are now deemed necessary in the green 
belt areas and are to concentrate more on brown sites in large cities where facilities and infrastructure are more easily accessed. 
Concerns regarding the Salisbury City future plans. 
Traffic. 
• There are already traffic problems on the Downton Road side of the city when inbound on the A338. Further development 
will cause drivers to “rat run” through Nunton and Odstock 
This is already an issue in the villages with increased hospital traffic at peak times and shift changes. 
• Future development on the Netherhampton Road, Harnham will again cause increased tailbacks on the Harnham road 
approaching the Harnham/Newbridge junction. 
There is no scope to improve this access/infrastructure due to housing on both sides of the road. 
• We have no bypass between the A3o, A36 and A338 (as previous planned)and therefore all traffic has to go via the inner 
city roads to access these routes.  
These are already an issue at peak times. 
Shopping and Employment. 



• There are no jobs in Salisbury of any notability other than NHS. Corporate companies have left the city yet we increase 
housing with no prospect of more local employment. This amazes me as I believe we have a very smart workforce ready and 
willing to take up local jobs. 
• As more housing is built so the need for people to travel outside the city to places of work is necessary. This would require 
more traffic to cross the city to access the A30,A303, A36 & A338 from the proposed planning areas 6 and 7, also the large 
development already approved at Netherhampton and potentially area 8 in the future. 
• What has happened to the proposed new shopping mall for Salisbury as this would be required if large numbers of new 
housing in Salisbury and the surrounding area continues. 
• Why not modernise the Old George Mall by turning it into a more up to date indoor mall (as carried out in Basingstoke). 
This encourages people to shop all year round in the dry. 
The environment. 
• Where is all the water to come from to feed these new plans? The rivers are already at an all-time low in the summer with 
the extractions by water companies. 
• We are continually praising the city for its green principles yet with no employment we actually encourage more traffic use. 
• Where will all the sewage go? 
Tourism. 
• We boast one of the foremost tourist attractions in the UK yet Salisbury has become a very underinvested city looking 
extremely drab to visitors. News travels fast and reputations suffer drastically. 
• With the planning proposals, access to the city will become a real headache for tour companies to operate easily. 
• It is vital we protect all our historical sites including the airdrome, the location of which,  provides the continued isolation of 
Old Sarum, maintaining its majestic position with un cluttered views. 
(If I am interpreting the plans correctly the airdrome may now be protected in the proposals) 
In summary. 
The overdevelopment of a small city with lack of infrastructure and facilities with no future employment is a travesty and will make 
living and visiting the area far less appealing. 
Also, utilising all brown sires locally to reduce the use of green field development should be a priority. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Having only just heard about the Wiltshire Local Plan for land adjoining the A354 and Harvard Heights in Salisbury (no 8 in the 
Plan), we would like to add comments, please, if we may be allowed to do so at this stage.  
Developing this land for housing would be detrimental to an AONB and would negatively impact on the Salisbury skyline, which 
needs to be maintained. 
In addition this is an ancient site of special archaeological significance. 
It’s also important as a site of biological diversity as there are rare plants growing there. 
Finally, this open area is used by very large numbers of people for exercise, and is very important to the health and wellbeing of 
current residents in the surrounding locality. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
In addition to our comments on the Wiltshire Local Plan Review we sent to you yesterday March 9th we wish to add 
comments/objections to a further site in your document.  
SHELAA ref 3554b  Land E of Milford Care Home. 
Although we are pleased to see that two adjacent sites in the Milford Farm Area have been removed from further consideration 
on page 21 of your document there is a green tick indicating that plans for site 3554b should be taken forward. This seems 
nonsense as the triangle of land squeezed between the railway line and Milford Mill Rd is highly unsuitable for development We 
would say it is not at all easily accessible in its’ ‘secluded’ position. This quiet corner should be protected for its’ diversity of 
wildlife, many, birds ,badgers ,rabbits live in the hedgerow and embankment of the railway line. Housing here would bring with it 
the inevitable  noise, disturbance, and predation by cats which would soon destroy all of that. The road (only a country lane) is far 
too narrow to allow more than single file traffic and has become a congested rat-run due to avoidance of the endless top-start 
queues on Southampton Road. The lane is often flooded at the west end near Milford Bridge by the river Bourne. This bridge is a 
very narrow and vulnerable medieval structure Listed Grade 11 which has been damaged repeatedly in the last few years by 
over-use of large vehicles. At the Eastern end of Milford Mill Road, passage is also severely restricted by the narrow railway 
bridge as you report below. on page 39 of your document. A development here would have a very adverse effect on the adjacent 
Milford Manor care Home, (also a listed building) which should be allowed to continue to exist in as peaceful an environment as 
possible. Over-use of the lane also makes this very difficult and dangerous for Care Home visitors and carers walking out with 
patients who are likely to be in wheelchairs. 
Your report on pg.39 states the following : 
Major adverse effects (where mitigation is considered unachievable) are considered likely with this site for transport. It is 
therefore recommended that 
this site is not taken forward for further assessment  
Summary of likely significant issues: 
• Transport: access is considered unlikely to be achievable due to the need for expensive engineering and land constraints (rail 
tunnel widening, footway/ 
cycle way provision in third party land), against a small number of houses. There is no linking footway or cycle infrastructure and 
no sufficient access to 
public transport. Routes through the Milford Mill Road railway Tunnel are not considered appropriate given the lack of footway 
and lack of opportunity to 
make such provision due to the narrow structure 
• Environmental pollution: sensitive receptors include the adjacent Milford House Care Home, which is also a listed building, and 
the railway line – 



mitigation measures will be needed to reduce impacts on/from those. The rail ine is elevated and the impact of noise on amenity 
is likely to be significant 
• Minor or neutral effects are likely for biodiversity, land and soil, water resources, climate change, energy, heritage, landscapes, 
housing, inclusion 
and economy. 
It seems that the person who wrote the first report on page 21 did not make any  connection with the report on Pg. 39. 
We hope you can also consider these reasons for unsuitability of the site when you make your decisions on the consultation. 
 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Planning for Salisbury 
General comment on development in Salisbury 
The council needs to consider whether development at the proposed allocation sites fits within the strategic solution for the River 
Avon SAC catchment. For those sites that do not fit within the councils criteria for consideration in the strategic AA proposals will 
be required to demonstrate nutrient neutrality. 
All sites considered in the final pool for assessment have potential to impact on the River Avon International Site. 
Sites 6, 7 and 8 will also need to consider recreational impacts on the New Forest International site. 
Sites 6 (SHELAA S159 ) is directly adjacent to East Harnham Meadows SSSI, development at this site and potential impacts 
from recreational and air quality on the grassland communities should be considered prior to allocation. 
Natural England holds site specific reports and maps highlighting the value the site contributes to the councils objective to 
become carbon neutral by 2030. This site is valued as Grade 2 Best and Most versatile soils in the Agricultural Land 
Classification. Please see general comments on the value of soils below. 
Natural England has been made aware that this site demonstrates significant issue with surface and ground water, based on this 
evidence we do not concur with the Stage 2 assessment for flood risk. 
Natural England does not concur with the SA scoring for biodiversity, we believe that the sites proximity international and 
nationally designated sites, it’s sensitivities to water run-off and ground water change do not represent a minor adverse effect. 
Natural England would consider this is likely to be major and the scoring should be reassessed. 
Based on the information available Natural England does not support progressing this site as a preferred option site. 
Site 7 (SHELAA 3423, 3461) 
Alone this site may not represent a concern, however when combined with site 6 there may be an increase in local recreation 
pressure on the nearby accessible Britford Water Meadows SSSI. Development of this site would also lead to the ecological 
isolation of a nearby local wildlife site. Any allocation would need to ensure these potential impacts are avoided through design 
and support for the management of recreational activity on the SSSI. 
Site 8 (SHELAA reference 3421) similarly to site 7 mentioned above the inclusion of this site isolates a local wildlife site. 
Cumulative impacts are factored in to the SA scoring and should be amended and adjusted accordingly. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 



 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The council needs to consider whether development at the proposed allocation sites fits within the strategic solution for the River 
Avon SAC catchment. For those sites that do not fit within the councils criteria for consideration in the strategic AA proposals will 
be required to demonstrate nutrient neutrality. 
All sites considered in the final pool for assessment have potential to impact on the River Avon International Site. 
Sites 6, 7 and 8 will also need to consider recreational impacts on the New Forest International site. 
Sites 6 (SHELAA S159 ) is directly adjacent to East Harnham Meadows SSSI, development at this site and potential impacts 
from recreational and air quality on the grassland communities should be considered prior to allocation. 
Natural England holds site specific reports and maps highlighting the value the site contributes to the councils objective to 
become carbon neutral by 2030. This site is valued as Grade 2 Best and Most versatile soils in the Agricultural Land 
Classification. Please see general comments on the value of soils below. 
Natural England has been made aware that this site demonstrates significant issue with surface and ground water, based on this 
evidence we do not concur with the Stage 2 assessment for flood risk. 
Natural England does not concur with the SA scoring for biodiversity, we believe that the sites proximity international and 
nationally designated sites, it’s sensitivities to water run-off and ground water change do not represent a minor adverse effect. 
Natural England would consider this is likely to be major and the scoring should be reassessed. 
Based on the information available Natural England does not support progressing this site as a preferred option site. 
Site 7 (SHELAA 3423, 3461) 
Alone this site may not represent a concern, however when combined with site 6 there may be an increase in local recreation 
pressure on the nearby accessible Britford Water Meadows SSSI. Development of this site would also lead to the ecological 
isolation of a nearby local wildlife site. Any allocation would need to ensure these potential impacts are avoided through design 
and support for the management of recreational activity on the SSSI. 
Site 8 (SHELAA reference 3421) similarly to site 7 mentioned above the inclusion of this site isolates a local wildlife site. 
Cumulative impacts are factored in to the SA scoring and should be amended and adjusted accordingly. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Salisbury 
In line with our comments above on SPZs, please reconsider the allocation of Site 1 and site 12.  Where possible development 
should take place outside SPZs. A sequential approach should be applied, developing all available sites outside SPZs first, then 
using sites in SPZ3 and so on (similar to allocating sites based on the level of flood risk). 
Development site 1, is on the edge of Deans Farm SPZ1. This however is further from SPZ1 than the land highlighted in grey to 
the west of this site.  Site 12 is on the edge of Devizes Road SPZ 2 and 3. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Amesbury, Salisbury, Warminster, Devizes 
These areas are within the Hampshire Avon catchment which is currently failing protected area and WFD objectives because of 
elevated phosphorus. Increased phosphorus levels that may reach the Hampshire Avon as a result of the development should be 
offset in line with the Environment Agency and Natural England Hampshire Avon Nutrient Management Plan, Memorandum of 
Understanding and Local Authorities Supplementary Planning documents and other relevant documents/agreements. 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
The form and character of the town, within its wider landscape setting, and the availability of suitable sites should inform the 
proposed scale of growth. 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, 
including repurposing existing vacant sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the character 
of the town and in turn limit sprawl.  An ambitious brownfield first target is encouraged although the related future capacity 
(numbers/amount of brownfield development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the townscape. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
We broadly welcome these priorities. 
The Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan and a Heritage Topic Paper can help to further inform potential 
additions and in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, 
including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The Council should consider whether a strategic and up to date setting assessment is required to inform the promotion of suitable 
development sites. 
Site 1: Land NE of Old Sarum 
“The site’s landscape character is prominent and exposed, with few hedgerows, and assessment shows that any development 
would have to accommodate this successfully whilst taking account of the setting for Ende Burgh scheduled long barrow to the 
east of The Portway”. 
Without further expert assessment by the local authority as part of the plan making process and subsequent clear and 
appropriate response to the numerous heritage concerns, one must question how such development might successfully be 
accommodated in this sensitive and historic landscape setting.  
Currently the view of the local authority’s in-house heritage and landscape expertise isn’t apparent. We assume the planning 
history and evidence base associated with previous planning applications and development plans also continue to be relevant 
and may help inform the principle of development today. 
It isn’t clear how the indicative concept diagrams accompanying the consultation acknowledge or positively respond to the 
significance of numerous on and off-site heritage matters. [see attachment Sals_P251 for map].  
From our initial assessment we note that the barrow is not very well understood and could be Bronze Age or Roman, it could be 
one barrow or two. If Bronze Age, then it is likely to be part of a wider cemetery with other known barrows in the area (not 
scheduled as ploughed flat) including a large example on the north edge of the current development northwest of the Portway.  
Views to and from other Bronze Age monuments then becomes a factor of its significance. 



If Roman, then it is likely to be associated with the Portway Roman Road and may be part of a cemetery along the road here. 
There is a single ditched oval enclosure next to it which goes across the road.  This may be Roman, and it may define a 
cemetery. 
The barrow is a significant landscape feature sitting on a high point in the landscape and is visible from a wide area.  As a burial 
marker it was meant to be seen and to project power and control, the person buried here was important and they wanted to make 
sure everyone knew it. 
The undesignated barrows are the circles (single and double) forming a small cemetery.  The public space next to Norman Drive 
preserves these. 
The view from Figsbury Ring may also be important, as is (certainly) the relationship of the site to the adjacent Monarchs Way, 
and Old Sarum heritage assets within their wider landscape setting. 
The nations heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance, 
so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of existing and future generations. One must carefully 
consider whether further expansion of the current development off the Portway would accord with such national policy, 
legislation, guidance and advice to help protect such finite and nationally important heritage assets and their appreciation within 
context i.e. their setting. 
Site 6 & 7 Downton Road 
These sites to the south east of the city relate to several important heritage assets including the Woodbury scheduled monument 
and related undesignated and less known archaeology; Britford conservation area and associated listed buildings; the Salisbury 
conservation area, River Avon and meadows, and; the wider historic landscape setting including views of the Cathedral - all 
important matters to inform the relative suitability of these sites.  
It would be helpful to appreciate the thoughts of the council’s in-house heritage and landscape expertise on how such matters 
have informed these proposals, and any previous planning history that may still be relevant.  
It will be important to demonstrate how legislation, national policy, guidance and advice for the historic environment has been 
applied, and in particular how the Britford conservation area appraisal and management plan has been considered especially in 
relation to site 6. 
Certainly, further expert assessment appears to be required as part of the plan making process to better understand the 
extensive and important below ground archaeology, and to better explain a contextual and positive response to the historic 
environment that would be required, should the principle be deemed appropriate. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 



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

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
A strategic understanding of the history, character and landscape setting should inform the spatial distribution, capacity and 
specific allocations proposed. To do so a heritage topic paper is recommended including a strategic landscape setting 
assessment and up to date Conservation Area Appraisal to inform brownfield capacity and place shaping opportunities. 
Any further site assessment should be independent and robust, undertaken or commissioned by the local planning authority 
rather than relying solely on evidence provided by the promoter of a site. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to the historic environment, the town’s history, 
character, below ground archaeology and, in particular, its landscape setting. The Council should consider whether an up to date 
setting assessment for the town is required. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Salisbury 
For the Salisbury HMA, there is no explicit mention of the A36 or the A303 in the main Emerging Spatial Strategy document. 
However, in the Salisbury Principal Settlement document, settlement profile table, the Transport section highlights the benefits of 
the A36 as a route that avoids the city centre, but also notes that the A36 acts as a barrier to walking and cycling movement. The 
table notes under Opportunities that there is the possibility of major road funding and A36 junction upgrades. No further 
information is provided. It would be helpful to understand more about what is envisaged for the A36 beyond the Major Road 
Network (MRN) proposals, on which we are already engaged. There is one preferred development site adjacent to the A36, Land 
at Quidhampton Quarry. Highways England notes that quarry operations ceased over a decade ago and the site has not been in 
active use. We have significant concerns about the existing site access arrangements and further consideration regarding safe 
and suitable access for any proposed future use will be necessary for the site to be deliverable. 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
Planning for Salisbury 
35. This AONB Partnership notes that in addition to the existing approvals and 
allocations it is proposed to concentrate further development on three major 
sites. Two of these are on the south-eastern side of the city and a relatively 
short distance from this AONB. They are both quite substantial, but it appears 
they would not have a major impact on the setting of this AONB although they 
may be visible from some public Rights of Way within the AONB. They are 
likely, nevertheless, to increase recreational pressures on this AONB. This 
AONB Partnership does, therefore, recommend that, owing to the proximity to 
this AONB and the additional pressures on the natural beauty, each new 
dwelling makes a financial contribution to the management of this AONB. 
36. In addition, 185 ‘residual’ dwellings are proposed for 7 AONB villages in the 
Salisbury HMA. The pressures on this AONB from the Salisbury area are going 
to be quite significant, and those developments should contribute to sustaining 
the character and qualities of the landscapes that make this AONB so attractive 
to people. 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
Salisbury 
SB1: Scale of Growth & Brownfield Target & 
SB2: Priorities 
The approach to housing in the Salisbury appears to be that there is a realisation to a large extent that with a few, limited 
exceptions that there is now a need in the new planning period to look beyond the immediate edge of Salisbury to meet needs 
arising in the City. We note the Planning for Salisbury Paper which states “…there appear to be serious constraints to the further 
outward expansion of the city. Compared to the amount of land that needs to be planned for, the pool of potential development 
sites is limited. Preferred development locations at Salisbury are currently based on three new sites which are shaped by the 
landscape and access to public transport” – an approach for these sites with which we broadly fully concur and which between 
them meet 2/3rds of the lower housing requirement for the Salisbury HMA. 



Considering these constraints on the City, we therefore consider considerably more housing should be provided in a manner that 
enables sustainable transport within the city and then at settlements with good public transport accessibility. This approach 
should be in sequential manner in terms of the identified sites 1, 6, & 7, followed by higher density housing in the city centre to 
ensure the vitality and viability of the centre – and then Amesbury to meet Salisbury’s housing need. One only needs to look 
down the road to Southampton city centre which between 2001 and now has become the most high density and populated ward 
in the city which has enabled, covid aside, a burgeoning evening economy and reaped the benefits of reverse commuting to 
sweat the transport asset. 
This is why we fully support the approach of delivering opportunity sites such as Brown Street and part closure of Salt Lane Car 
Parks for redevelopment, primarily as housing but would also point out that the Maltings Redevelopment provides the opportunity 
for additional and higher density housing the city centre. The brownfield potential is therefore not fully explored and would 
propose that the LPA consider a brownfield site assessment with a view to increased urban living in Salisbury with its connectivity 
and not remote new developments. We consider this, in line with a revised approach to Amesbury could significantly assist to 
meet the housing needs of South Wiltshire. 
We support the Salisbury Central Area Framework which would need to be considered as part of any Local Plan Proposals. 
Perhaps, unsurprisingly, we support the concept of developing people friendly streets which promote access by sustainable 
transport including walking, cycling and public transport. We also support the other objectives of improving open space and the 
environment, creating vibrancy, bringing out the qualities and developing the character of the city – which in recent years has 
been lost and has contributed towards reduced footfall in the city centre. It is essential that these elements come together, with 
more city centre housing, to promote inward investment and enable a vibrant daytime and night-time economy that also promotes 
a rich and diverse tourism offer in the city. Whilst it is good that the document notes that “the city is well served by inter urban bus 
routes with regular services to Amesbury and West Wiltshire and a good high frequency bus network connecting suburbs to the 
city centre” with “five park and ride sites with frequent services (running late on four out of five sites)” (p22). It is disappointing to 
see that the design principles (p9) highlight the need for “networks of cycleways and rights of ways within new areas” and there is 
no mention of the need for these sites (certainly in the case of sites 6 & 7) to firstly enable bus access per se but also that the 
roads within the development to be able to accommodate buses. We would therefore propose that policies in relation to these 
sites include reference to the need to allow for bus access, traffic signal priority and also bus infrastructure improvements in 
terms of bus shelters and stops as set out at section 7.0 of this response funded through the development. 
The need to improve wayfinding and city centre legibility needs to be matched with more legible public transport networks and 
interchanges which make it better for residents and visitors alike. New developments in the city centre should financially 
contribute to these facilities. 
 



 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The Need for Additional Priorities in the City Centre beyond Housing Need 
Whilst we note the current plans for the Maltings and Central Car Park, we do consider the opportunity should be taken during 
the Local Plan allocations process to facilitate electric modes of transport as part of this redevelopment thorough a green 
charging hub - including a new bus depot which could include electric charging for the city’s bus fleet. In January 2020 three new 
electric buses entered service in Salisbury to test the ability of electric to meet the needs of the urban and inter-urban bus market. 
Whilst these trials are early days it is clear that the transfer of the internal combustion engine to electric and hydrogen is the way 
forward for powering transport, including buses in the medium to longer term. The current bus depot site on Castle Street does 
not lend itself to mass conversion to charging for electric due to overall layout, supply and spacing requirements. Accordingly to 
support the objectives of transfer of the bus fleet a new bus depot and charging facility needs to be developed in the city centre. 
Operationally the location of the existing bus depot is optimal and the efficiency of the location supports a lower cost base for a 
small city network which could not be supported further out of the city centre. Therefore any replacement facility would need to be 
located very close to the existing operational base that could accommodate a bus depot facility, whilst at the same time releasing 
city centre housing land. 
The existing bus depot site in Castle Street is now almost entirely surrounded by residential land uses as well as being allocated 
itself in successive Local Plans for redevelopment for residential use and has not come forward as housing land due to the lack 
of local nearby replacement depot facilities. The overall city network could not be supported from edge of city or out of city sites 
and therefore this process presents the ability to deliver such an integrated charging hub which includes a bus depot facility 
equipped for electric charging – or for the opportunity to be missed for a generation. 
Transport Key Features, Constraints and Bus Service Reliability 
The Salisbury City Centre Action Plan states the city should “prioritise places and spaces for pedestrians, cyclists and public 
transport over private cars. Promoting sustainable connectivity” on which we naturally concur and would like to see incorporated 
in the appropriate policies of the Local Plan. 
We agree with the concept of developing people friendly streets which promote access by sustainable transport including 
walking, cycling and public transport. One impact of People friendly streets during its brief implementation phase was that is 
started to show significant improvements in bus journeys times through improved flow of buses through junctions and networks 
which would have, in turn led to more people using buses, reducing the impact of the car on our historic city. 



The A36 and the congestion along it means rat-running occurs in the city, we note that the A36 signals have been transferred 
from WC to HE that there is the need for a clear vision for the A36 through the city – as without this it is hard to see how this rat 
running will be dealt with. To this end we would like to work with Wiltshire Council and Highways England on making bus priority 
happen across the A36 junctions so that time savings are enhanced. We have already successfully trialled such a system in 
Southampton and are currently trialling across Bournemouth and Poole. 
Measures to encourage modal switch from car to bus can be transformative. Bus priority measures can deliver 75% fewer 
emissions per bus passenger km than for car passengers. Bus priority is not only a successful measure to improve air quality but 
it also effectively tackles congestion, with one bus moving 10 times as many people as a car (based on average vehicle 
occupancy for both). 
Bus priority measures also enable more effective management of road space and speed up journeys offering high value for the 
taxpayer. Effective investment in bus infrastructure can generate up to £7 of net economic benefit for every £1 invested (Source: 
Improving Air Quality In Towns and Cities- why buses are an integral part of the solution, Professor David Begg, 2017). For these 
reasons, along with the identified peak hour delays and lack of bus priority noted in the 
transport constraints, new developments within the city development boundary (but not the city centre) should make a 
contribution to the Salisbury Transport Plan with the specific aim of introducing Traffic Signal Priority for buses alongside physical 
measures to improve journey times across the city. 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
SB3: Appropriateness of Sites & 
SB4: Aspects to Consider 
Please see response to Salisbury sites 1, 6 & 7. 
Site 1: North East of Old Sarum 
We SUPPORT the allocation of this site with SUGESTED POLICY WORDING. 
This site is part of an ever expanding encroachment into the countryside and Longhedge. However, this site at Portway is much 
further away from the developments being rolled out north of the Beehive Park and Ride Site. The site proposed is 1.2km from 
the Park and Ride site and the higher frequency inter urban services along the A345. The site close to the X67 along Portway but 
this operates once in the morning and twice in the afternoons and is not ideal to access this site. 



PR11/R11 runs close by along Sherborne Drive and we would only support development at this site if the site could 
accommodate the extension of the PR11 to this location – with the cost of the provision met by the developer for a period of time 
until the route can be established. 
Opportunities to serve this new site and maintain or improve services to the existing nearby sites would be enhanced by the 
provision of a bus-friendly through link between Portway and the A345 via the new development and the adjacent existing 
Longhedge development. The ability to develop PR11 into a route that serves Old Sarum, Longhedge and the new site would 
offer significant benefits provided through such a link. 
Site 6: North of Downton Road & 
Site 7: South of Downton Road 
We SUPPORT the allocation of these sites with SUGESTED POLICY WORDING. 
We support the allocation of these sites as they are close to existing inter-urban and park and ride bus services although we 
would like to see any policy wording reflect the need to access the sites by bus, rather than being close to the park and ride. As 
the Britford Park and Ride is at the end of the route it would make sense 
for any service to take a circular or “lollypop” routing to better enable bus access to and through both sites. 
From Downton Road we would suggest that the route could divert through the site north of Downton Road (site 6) before crossing 
into the Britford Park and Ride site, which with some engineering amendments could then also link into the site south of Downton 
Road and connections through to the General Hospital or Odstock Road to improve connectivity. This would also facilitate the 
use of the Park and Ride for use as a site also for Salisbury 
District Hospital as well as Salisbury City Centre. The plans provided as part of consultation are not very clear in terms of access 
to these sites but certainly this could be provided by a modal filter in favour of buses to prevent rat-running traffic and enable 
overall improved connectivity as a clear planning gain. 
We note the provision for a potential emergency gate to the general hospital at the southern edge of site 7 into SDH and 
therefore this would provide the perfect opportunity for improved bus connectivity to a fast developing site that needs to reduce 
overall parking provision in favour of healthcare which this site enables. The movement plan is rather poor in relation to this site 
and it should clearly include bus accessible routeings through sites 6 and 7 incorporating the park and ride as well as access for 
buses through a bus gate to the District Hospital and/or Odstock Road. 
Naturally there are levels differences through the park and ride site but also through to site 7 in particular but these could be 
overcome with good design. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 



 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Planning for Salisbury 
We have no specific comments on the plan, but note that the overriding impression given by it is the lack of emphasis on 
improvements in greener travel infrastructure, and any obvious plan to manage the inevitable increase in traffic, which is barely 
alluded to. 
Whilst there is some evidence of thought given to pedestrian access in proposed new developments, there is no overriding 
guiding principle of improving the quantity and quality of footpath and cycle routes to comprise an enhanced network across the 
city. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
3.1 Paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019) states that Local Plans should positively seek opportunities 
to meet the development needs of their area - as a minimum – but also be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change as well as 
any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas. This stance is also reiterated in the Planning Policy Guidance. 
3.2 Paragraph 9 of the Planning for Salisbury Consultation Document sets out that the new strategy relates to Salisbury only and 
proposes the requirement of 5,240 homes for the plan period 2016-2036. This equates to approximately 262 dwellings per 
annum. Paragraph 11 explains that when the number of homes already built and homes in the pipeline is deducted from this 
housing need, it leaves a further 940 homes to be accommodated up until 2036. 
3.3 We are supportive of the Council planning to meet their currently objectively assessed housing need, however we believe that 
this figure of 940 homes should be a minimum (our emphasis) figure in accordance with paragraph 11 b) of the National Planning 
Policy Framework and the Planning Practice Guidance. 



3.4 Salisbury is the only principal settlement within the southern section of Wiltshire District. 
Therefore, it should be looking to accommodate sufficient growth to support this section of the District. We believe the council 
should be more ambitious when planning growth and look beyond the plan period to provide sufficient growth going forward. As 
such, the Council should look to allocate additional sites for residential development in Salisbury. 
3.5 We agree that there should be a brownfield target to help accommodate growth in Salisbury, however this figure should be 
both realistic and achievable. Brownfield sites are notorious for taking longer to build out due to complications such as 
contamination and as a result are not always delivered in accordance with the required timeframe. One key example of this in the 
nearby Local Planning Authority of Winchester City Council, which given its historic nature draws parallels to Salisbury. In 2006, 
Winchester City Council allocated a city centre site known as ‘Silver Hill’ for redevelopment. However, due to the complexities 
involved in bringing such sites forward, this allocation has not progressed. It is considered that the same is likely to occur on 
allocated brownfield sites in Salisbury, particularly in the Town Centre where there is much archaeological interest. Therefore, we 
believe that the 410 homes that the Local Plan Review is proposing to build on brownfield sites in Salisbury in ten years from 
2021-2031 is not realistic or achievable. As such, the Council should look to further sustainable greenfield sites to accommodate 
the objectively assessed housing need. 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
3.6 We agree that sites 6 and 7, in particular site 7, are suitable sites to accommodate new 
residential development, together with associated infrastructure, in Salisbury. The sites adjoin existing residential development, 
with Salisbury Hospital to the south. Therefore, both sites are well related to the existing built up area and the allocation of these 
sites provide a comprehensive, logical, well thought-out addition to Salisbury. In addition, the allocated sites are located close to 
the existing park and ride and an extensive public rights of way network which will encourage healthy lifestyles as required by the 
social objective (Paragraph 8b) and Section 8 (Promoting healthy and safe communities) of the NPPF. 



3.7 With regards to Site 1, we disagree that this is one of the most appropriate sites for new residential development in Salisbury. 
The site is located some way to the north of the Salisbury City Centre and is considered to be in an unsuitable, and to some 
extent an isolated location. The site is surrounded by open countryside on all sides with the exception of the southern boundary 
where there is some residential development. Whilst we appreciate that the area of land to the west of the site has been granted 
planning permission, we believe that there are far more suitable sites which are available in more sustainable locations. One 
example of a more suitable site is the land at Britford Lane, Harnham which will be discussed in more detail later in these 
representations. 
3.8 We note that paragraph 30 of the Planning for Salisbury Consultation Document sets out that the proposed allocations will 
only provide two-thirds (approximately 610 dwellings) of the homes which need to be planned for in the Salisbury HMA over the 
plan period. Whilst we understand a Neighbourhood Plan for the city is underway and some brownfield sites will become 
available, but should not be relied on for the complexities they present as set out above, we do not believe that the Local Plan 
Review is robustly planning to meet the objectively assessed needs of the city. Therefore, at present the plan would not be found 
sound by an Inspector as it fails the ‘positively prepared’ test set out at paragraph 35 of the 
NPPF. 
3.9 In order to meet the ‘positively prepared’ test to ensure the plan meets the test of soundness, the Local Plan Review should 
look to allocate further greenfield sites which can achieve sustainable development. Land at Britford Lane, Harnham is an 
unconstrainted site which is available and suitable for development now. The site lies within the settlement of Harnham which is 
very well related to Salisbury City Centre. The site is in a highly accessible location with access to an extensive public rights of 
way network which provide links to Salisbury City Centre and the surrounding countryside. The site presents a key opportunity to 
helping to accommodate growth in Salisbury and should therefore be considered for allocation in the Local Plan Review. 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
3.10 Consideration will need to be given to many factors to ensure the sites are suitably and sustainably built out. One of the key 
considerations will be to ensure that the sites are sustainably developed to meet the three objectives of the NPPF set out in 
paragraph 8. 
3.11 The sites should be master planned in a way which provides a well-designed and safe environment which incorporates high-
quality areas of open space and sustainable connections to the wider area. The development of the sites should make efficient 
use of land whilst ensuring the density of development respects and enhances the surrounding landscape and existing built form 
in the site’s vicinity. Opportunities should be sought to enhance the biodiversity on site. Also, careful consideration will need to be 



given the adaptability of homes and opportunities should be sought to reduce carbon emissions and adapt to climate change. We 
believe sites 6 and 7 can achieve all these requirements, however we have reservations about the development of site 1. 
3.12 Site 1 would introduce built form in a relatively open landscape, and therefore to reduce its visual impact, much 
consideration would need to be given to the landscaping of the site. At present, the concept plan proposes some areas of 
planting, however we do not believe this is sufficient to reduce the harm on the surrounding landscape. Further landscape work 
should be undertaken to understand the impact of the development of the site on the surrounding landscape and the required 
mitigation measures which need to be included to reduce this impact. In addition, thought needs to be given to how the site could 
be developed to provide a distinctive edge and an ‘end’ to the built form of the northern part of Salisbury. 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
4.0 Response to Salisbury Site Selection Report  
Comments relating to land south of Downton Road 
4.1 We support the allocation of the land to the south of Downton Road and the Council’s pragmatic identification of the 
potential to combine several parcels of land in this area to provide a comprehensive development which would continue past 
growth patterns and contribute to meeting Salisbury’s objectively assessed housing need. 
4.2 Through the allocation of several adjoining sites at land to the north and south of Downton Road, the Local Plan Review 
demonstrates how it is comprehensively planning to meet the districts housing need whilst seeking opportunities to provide 
additional community benefits, such as the proposed nursery, GP surgery and country park which piecemeal development would 
not be able to. The two sites at Downton Road will provide a good contribution to the number of homes required in the Salisbury 
HMA in a sustainable location. 
Assessment of Land at Britford Lane, Harnham 
4.3 Land at Britford Lane, Harnham was considered in the site selection process under SHELAA reference 3435, however at 
Stage 2A and 2B it was not taken forward due to the Council considering that the development of the site would potentially be 
harmful to the landscape setting of Salisbury. A Landscape and Visual Appraisal has been undertaken together with a Heritage 



Impact Assessment to assess the impact of the development on Salisbury. The Landscape Report concludes that the site has 
potential for development, particularly in the eastern section. 
4.4 In a similar vein, the Heritage Impact Assessment concludes that the impact of the proposed development on the city of 
Salisbury Conservation Area will be slight to minor once the landscaping mitigation has been fully established. The following sets 
out our assessment of the land at Britford Lane, Harnham in light of the additional landscape and heritage work which see has 
been undertaken. [see Salis_P256 for table]   
Accessibility  
4.5 The site is in a highly sustainable location given its close proximity to Salisbury City Centre which would encourage 
walking and cycling and reduce the reliance on a private car, in turn encouraging healthy lifestyles in accordance with paragraph 
91 c) of the NPPF. Such a sustainable site provides a rare opportunity in a rural district and is in accordance with the approach 
set out in paragraphs 102 and 104 of the NPPF. The Site Selection Report concurs with our findings. 
Flood Risk 
4.6 The majority of the site falls within Flood Zone 1 as identified by the Environment Agency and as such is considered to be 
at a very low risk of flooding. A small section of the north-western corner of the site falls within Flood Zone 2, however the site 
would be appropriately master planned to avoid this area for development and to ensure there would be no risk of flooding to 
future residents. As such, flood risk does not prevent the development, or allocation of the site. The Site Selection Report site 
assessment agrees with this. 
Heritage 
4.7 The site lies within the boundary of the Salisbury City Conservation Area and as such, a Heritage Impact Assessment has 
been undertaken to assess the magnitude of impact of the proposed development on the Conservation Area and heritage assets 
within it. The report sets out that the impact of the proposed development on the setting of Britford Water-meadows and Churchill 
Gardens, a component of the City of Salisbury Conservation Area, would be Moderate/Large during the construction/initial 
operational phase of the development, reducing to Moderate/Slight once the proposed landscaping measures have been fully 
implemented. The report concludes that the magnitude of impact is assessed as Moderate during the construction phase but 
reducing to Minor once the landscaping mitigation has been fully established. 
4.8 The Heritage Impact Assessment also assessed the impact of the proposed development on the Cathedral Church of St 
Mary, a Grade I Listed Building, and the impact on the Sluice House and Eel Trap North of Manor Ditch which is Grade II listed. 
The Assessment concluded that the impact of the development of land at Britford Lane would be negligible to minor to both 
heritage assets. 
4.9 Therefore, we disagree with the Site Selection Report highlighting the heritage in ‘amber’ as the Heritage Impact 
Assessment has demonstrated that the development of the site would have a negligible to minor impact on the Conservation 



Area and heritage assets in the site’s vicinity. We request that the Council review the rating of the site in accordance with the 
submitted Heritage Impact Assessment. 
Landscape 
4.10 We disagree with the Site Selection Report highlighting landscape in ‘red’ and discounting the site on landscape grounds. 
A Landscape and Visual Appraisal has been undertaken and is submitted in support of these representations to demonstrate that 
the site is suitable for development. The site can therefore sensitively provide a landscape-led development with appropriate 
mitigation to reduce any harm on surrounding landscape. In particular, careful consideration can be given to the scale and 
massing of any development on the site to ensure it respects the surrounding landscape. 
4.11 In light of the above, it is considered that the site was wrongly discounted for allocation on landscape grounds and 
therefore the Council should review its conclusions. The site should instead be considered as ‘amber’ as there are a few 
landscape considerations which would need to be factored in for the development of the site. 
Traffic 
4.12 The Site Selection Report concluded at Stage 2A and 2B that the “parcel is located within 500m of a congested traffic 
corridor, and development would risk compounding this issue…”. Whilst it is recognised that the development of the site would 
increase traffic levels on the immediate highway network, mitigation measures could be identified to minimise travel demand to 
ensure that any development of the site is acceptable in transport terms. 
4.13 We therefore believe that through appropriate mitigation measures, and the sustainable location of the site reducing the 
reliance on a private car, the development of the site would not result in unacceptable impact on highways. As such, we believe 
the Council should reassess the rating of the traffic impact from ‘amber’ to ‘green’ providing appropriate mitigation is identified 
and agreed. 
Sustainability Appraisal of Land at Britford Lane, Harnham and Review of and comparison with other potential sites 
4.14 As we believe the site is suitable for development and should be taken forward for allocation in the Local Plan Review, to 
demonstrate the suitability of the site we have assessed the site against the 12 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Objectives. The 
scoring takes into account the technical work which has been undertaken and is submitted in support of these representations. 
[see Salis_P256 for tables] 
4.15 Taking account of the above, the following table provides a comparison between the site and the other allocations 
proposed in the Wiltshire Local Plan Review. [see Salis_P256 for table]  
4.16 The above assessment against the 12 sustainability appraisal objective’s ranks the site as the highest in terms of site 
sustainability performance when compared to the other sites considered against the SA objectives and as such, we urge the 
Council to consider the additional information submitted and review the site for potential allocation. 
4.17 In light of the above SA appraisal of the sites undertaken by the Council, only sites 1, 6 and 7 were taken forward for 
allocation in the Local Plan Review. We agree with sites 6 and 7 being taken forward for allocation, however we raise some 



concerns regarding the scoring relating to site 1. As set out previously, site 1 is located to the north of Salisbury City Centre and 
on the edge of the settlement boundary and therefore we raise concerns over impact on the wider landscape and the separation 
distances. 
4.18 We have reviewed the Interim Sustainability Appraisal Annex II – Principal Settlements Site Assessments to understand 
how the scoring has been arrived at in relation to site 1, in particular in relation to the assessment against SA objective 8 – 
Landscape. This objective requires development to conserve and enhance the character and quality of rural and urban 
landscapes, maintaining and strengthening local distinctiveness and sense of place. The assessment on page 81 of Annex II sets 
out that the surrounding landscape is characterised by large fields bound by low hedgerows with limited tree cover, which allows 
for expansive long-distance views. Whilst the immediate surrounds are undesignated, the Cranborne Chase AONB is located 
approximately 7.5km to the west of the site. The impact on this designation and the surrounding landscape have not been fully 
considered as there is no evidence to this effect and therefore we disagree that the assessment outcome for SA objective 8 is a 
minor adverse effect. 
4.19 We would also like to raise some concerns over the stage 4 assessment of site 1 against the place-shaping priorities 
(PSP) for Salisbury. Whilst we do not disagree that the development of the site would provide additional population to support the 
District’s economy and in particular the city centres facilities and services, we believe that there are more suitable, sustainability 
located sites which would provide more support for the city centre. With regards to PSP2 – Landscape Setting, this has been 
identified as a ‘strength’ of Site 1. We believe this is presumptuous given the limited landscape work undertaken on the site. The 
assessment even confirms that further effects depend upon effective mitigation and master planning. Therefore, at this stage, 
until further landscape work has been undertaken, we believe the site should be scored as ‘neutral’ or ‘weakness’. PSP3 – 
Separation and distinctiveness is also scored as a ‘strength’, we disagree with this assessment. Whilst we understand an area of 
land to the north may be designated as a ‘countryside gap’ following the sites allocation, the development of the site will result in 
a reduction of this gap and therefore the separation distance between Salisbury and The Winterbournes. Such an approach may 
be acceptable in the future when all other reasonable alternatives have been utilised, however at present with more suitable sites 
available such as the land at Britford Lane, we do not agree with this site being allocated and indeed being rated as a ‘strength’ 
against PSP3. 
4.20 In addition to the sustainability appraisal objective assessment, we have undertaken the following ‘Stage 4’ assessment of 
the site against the PSP’s for Salisbury to assist the Council in the plan-making process. [see Salis_P256 for table] 
4.21 In summary, it is demonstrated above that the land at Britford Lane, Harnham is a suitable and sustainably located site for 
residential development to help meet the objectively assessed housing need of Salisbury. The site provides an opportunity to 
sustain the existing businesses and services within the city centre through increased footfall and spending and the provision of a 
workforce through additional population. Therefore, the proposed development of the site would also have a positive impact on 
the local economy. The site would also maintain the separation from Salisbury and distinctiveness of Harnham and provide 



mitigation measures to reduce any landscape and visual impact. The site would also provide much needed affordable homes in 
close proximity to the city centre. 
  
4.22 The land at Britford Lane is available, suitable, achievable and deliverable in accordance with the definition set out in the 
NPPF and would provide many benefits to Salisbury and the wider district. 
4.23 In addition to the land south of Downton Road and the Land at Britford Lane, Harnham, all of the sites owned by Longford 
Estates are available for development now and are suitable, achievable and deliverable in accordance with the definition of 
‘deliverable’ in the NPPF. 
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SB1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? Should this figure be higher or 
lower? 
 

 
 

 
SB2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
SB3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
SB4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
SB9. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Salisbury? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
What scientific risk analysis has Site 6 been based upon? The water-levels near the river in Site 6 are already high in winter and 
regularly pond. With additional concrete and housing development in the area nearest to the A338, there are major concerns that 
the remaining area of field will be unable to absorb the additional run-off from both the existing Housing Development (south of 
the A338) and the new housing development project you propose. This is before one takes into account climate change with the 
strong likelihood of wetter winters into the future. Finally, should the Council decide to proceed anyway, what mitigation measures 
will be put into place to defend existing (and new) homes from flooding and ensure that they remain insurable and safe? 
Our contribution to the planning enquiry relates to the selection of Site 6 between the A338 and the floodplains/water meadows. 
This parcel of land has been an area of planning contention for many years (long before we arrived in Salisbury). Over the 20 
years we have lived in Britford Lane (abutting the field in question) we have monitored the field closely and have watched the 
increased ponding that has taken place with successive winters. We note that your planning proposal indicates that housing will 
be placed in such a way as to allow existing views of the cathedral from the A338 coming in from Downton. This is well designed. 
However, we remain particularly concerned about the high water levels in winter. When we carried out building work in 2010 
during the winter months, and attempted to install a rain water harvesting tank into our grounds, we very quickly reached the 
water table (at around 12-14 inches). The fields immediately alongside Britford Lane are designated as flood plains and we 
regularly have water levels up to the limit of the edge of the field. All of this is with existing levels of rain and river flow down to 
Salisbury. 



Can we recommend a professional (and non commercial) consultant team now be commissioned to properly (and accountably) 
investigate the likely river and flood plain capacity required for the next 50 years at least. The housing development south of the 
A338 (Odstock Estate) has already resulted in increased water being channeled down to the Site 6 area. Should Site 6 then be 
built upon, it is likely that the run-off of water down from the A338 can only continue to an already full water meadow and flood 
plain. There are of course mitigation measures that could be taken; for example, the developers could be required build a high 
enough bank to defend Britford Lane and Site 6. This however would also pass the problem on to Britford Village, Boddington 
and Downton. 
The development on Site 6 would in addition end the strategic gap between East Harnham and the village of Britford. 
Notwithstanding any planning design to maintain visibility of the Cathedral from the A338 the establishment of a housing 
community on Site 6 would put intense pressure on already overcrowded A338 traffic into Salisbury each morning and could 
require the council to take ownership of the unadopted road (Britford Lane) to 
  
develop an alternative link-road into Salisbury. This too would cause the loss of a protected status of Britford Lane as a site 
enjoying 'dark skies’. 
Site 6 has not been idle over the years. It has been successfully used for the growing of crops and is thus income earning and 
enjoys a range of wildlife. 
In principle the safest long term decision would be to restrict the building of new homes to areas of land that are significantly 
removed from the river flow systems that impact Salisbury. We recommend therefore the Site 6 be removed from the list of 
probable housing plots for development pending a thorough (and non commercial) scientific investigation. 
Thank you for inviting our contribution. We would be delighted to address any questions or comments that you may have. 
 

 


