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AGENDA SUPPLEMENT (1) 
 

Meeting: Cabinet 

Place: Council Chamber - County Hall, Trowbridge BA14 8JN 

Date: Tuesday 3 July 2018 

Time: 9.30 am 
 

 
The Agenda for the above meeting was published on 25 June 2018. Additional 
documents are now available and are attached to this Agenda Supplement. 
 
Please direct any enquiries on this Agenda to Will Oulton, of Democratic Services, 
County Hall, Bythesea Road, Trowbridge, direct line 01225 713935 or email 
william.oulton@wiltshire.gov.uk 
 
Press enquiries to Communications on direct lines (01225)713114/713115. 
This Agenda and all the documents referred to within it are available on the Council’s 
website at www.wiltshire.gov.uk  
 

 
 

5   Public participation and Questions from Councillors (Pages 3 - 90) 

 

 Colin Gale – Everleigh HRC 

 Housing Sites Allocations DPD 

 

1. Graham Hill 

2. Michael Roberts 

3. Norman Swanney 

4. Geoff Whiffen 

5. Steve Wylie 

6. Rachel Hunt 

7. Julie Baptista 

8. Tristan Stevens  

 

7   Site Disposal (Pages 91 - 94) 
 

- Question and Answer Sheet Proposal to transfer the ownership of Dairy 
House Bridge and Oak Tree Fields 

 
 DATE OF PUBLICATION – 2 July 2018 

http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/
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Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018  

Colin Gale 

To Councillor Bridget Wayman, Cabinet Member for Highways, Transport and 
Waste 

 

Pewsey Community Area Partnership (PCAP), Campaign to Protect Rural 

England (CPRE) and Pewsey Parish Council (PPC) Statement to Wiltshire 

Council Cabinet, 12 June 2018, on the status of Everleigh HRC 

PCAP/CPRE/PPC provided a statement to the Cabinet Meeting held on the 12th 

June in Salisbury on the status of Everleigh Household Recycling Centre. It was 

noted that the ‘Consultation on the Proposed Closure of Everleigh Household 

Recycling Centre’ had been issued the previous day on the 11th June. The groups 

had not had the opportunity to look at the consultation in detail but the initial belief 

was that the consultation may be unlawful. 

The chair of the Cabinet Meeting noted the point and placed an action on the 

Councils Monitoring Officer to investigate the legal status of the consultation as 

identified in the cabinet minutes. 

PCAP/CPRE/PPC have since fully reviewed the consultation and independently 

produced two separate documents, an assessment and an appraisal. Both 

documents concluded the same that it is believed that the consultation on the 

proposed closure of Everleigh household recycling centre may be unlawful. 

For transparency purposes the assessment and appraisal documents have been 

shared with the Monitoring Officer. Please can the Monitoring Officer advise if he has 

had the opportunity to consider the lawful status of the consultation and what his 

findings are? 

Response 

I am responding to the submission made by both Mr. Gale and the CPRE and 

Pewsey Parish Council regarding the consultation process being undertaken by 

Wiltshire Council in relation to the proposed closure of the Everleigh Household 

Recycling Centre. 

The Council has a legal duty to act fairly in all of its actions and decisions.  In some 

circumstances, compliance with that duty means that there is an obligation to consult 

prior to a final decision being taken.  
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There is no general duty on the Council to consult. It would clearly be impracticable 

for the Council to consult the public in advance of every decision that it made.  In the 

absence of any statutory requirements, there are no set criteria that specify when a 

public consultation exercise has tobe undertaken. However, there are certain 

situations where prior consultation would be expected.  

In view of the local public interest regarding Everleigh HRC, the Council has 

previously stated that it would consult the local community before any final decision 

were made as to the future of the site. This is why the current consultation exercise 

is taking place. The Council does not accept that there would otherwise necessarily 

be a duty to consult in this instance. 

Where a consultation process is undertaken, there are certain requirements that 

must be met. These have been developed by case law including, but not limited to, 

the case of Moseley v Haringey LBC 2014 that you mentioned in your submission. 

The general requirements set out in that judgement remain valid and relevant. The 

current consultation process being carried out by the Council meets those 

requirements. 

No decision has been made to close Everleigh HRC at this stage. The position is 

that the Council has identified that there would be considerable costs incurred in 

bringing the site up to an acceptable standard and that therefore its preference 

would be to cease to operate the site. The Council therefore has a preferred option 

for the site, which is its closure, and it is now seeking the views of local residents and 

users of the site on that proposal, before any final decision is made. It is perfectly 

reasonable and lawful for the Council to have a preferred option and to seek 

comments on that option.  

Where a public body is consulting on a preferred option, it has a duty to explain what 

other options were considered and why those other options was not supported. The 

Council has done this in the questionnaire and the linked information, which provide 

details of the reasons why closure of the Everleigh HRC is the preferred option and 

why the other options were not considered suitable. This information is sufficient for 

members of the public to make reasoned comments on the Council’s proposals and 

the rationale for them.  The Council does not accept that it has failed to provide 

sufficient information to enable the public and users of the site to comment on the 

proposals and the reasons for them. Nor does it accept that the phrasing of the 

questions affects the validity of the consultation process. It is clear that the public are 

being given an opportunity to say whether they agree with the proposed closure of 

the Everleigh HRC (taking into account the reasons for the proposal and the other 

options that were considered) or not. If they do not support it, they are able to say 

why, again by reference, if they so wish, to the other options that were considered. 

The public are also able to comment on the effect of the closure on them, if it were to 

go ahead, which again is a relevant consideration for the Council when making its 

final decision.   
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It would not be appropriate to restrict the consultation to local residents. This is not a 

case where there are specific users of a service (such as a proposal to close a 

residential care home) where there are clearly only a limited number of identifiable 

people affected. In this case, the consultation is open to anyone, although the 

responses can be identified by location. Again, this is entirely appropriate for this 

type of consultation. 

Clearly, no consultation process is perfect and there will always be ways in which it 

can be improved. The issue here is whether the process is lawful, in terms of the 

factors set out by the Courts. Having considered the points raised in your submission 

to the Environment Select Committee, the Council remains satisfied that the 

consultation process that it is undertaking is lawful and does give the public the 

opportunity to comment properly on the proposal and that those comments will be 

taken into account before any final decision is made on the future of the Everleigh 

HRC. 
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Ref 18-01 

Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018  

Graham Hill - Trowbridge 

To Councillor Toby Sturgis, Cabinet Member for Spatial Planning, 
Development Management and Property 

 
Question (1) 

(a) Can cabinet make public the results of the full County Planning Archaeologist report 
in relation to site 3565 and relate it NPPF 169 and 170 and has an enquiry been 
made as to the likelihood of a PPG16 order being issued?  

(b) Are Cabinet aware of the disjunct between protections recommended by the Wiltshire 
Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA), Natural England and the Environment 
Agency and the outline proposals to develop site 3565?  

(c) Through what mechanism were members of the public informed and invited to make 
additional contributions to the consideration of the Draft Housing Allocation 
Proposal? What was the published timescale and where can these comments be 
found?  

 
Response 

a) Paragraph 169 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to have up to date 

evidence about the historic environment and to use this to assess the significance of 

heritage assets. Following advice from Historic England on plan making a high level 

Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) has been carried out to provide evidence to inform 

the plan on sites with specific heritage sensitivities. This HIA includes assessment of the 

proposed allocation H2.6 Southwick Court (SHELAA site 3565) and can be found in the 

supporting documents for the Cabinet report1.  

 

Further detailed heritage assessment will be carried out to support any planning 

application and this is set out under paragraph 5.5 in the draft Wiltshire Housing Site 

Allocations Plan and proposed change 22 (PC22) which states that this further work 

“should include archaeological assessment where necessary”. If significant 

archaeological remains are found during the evaluation there may be a requirement for 

preservation insitu which will inform the layout of the site at the planning application 

stage. 

 

Paragraph 170 of the NPPF requires landscape character assessment to be carried out 

and for this to integrate historic landscape character considerations. The HIA has taken 

into account the wider historic environment and the setting of assets in its assessment of 

this site. 

 

                                                           
1 
https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/s143827/Heritage%20Impact%20Assessment%20LUC%20March%202
018%2015052018%20Cabinet.pdf  
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Ref 18-01 

PPG16 has been superceded by the NPPF. 

 

b) In its response dated 17 September 2017, Natural England considers that “significant 

uncertainty remains around the significance of these [i.e. the 6 allocation sites at 

Trowbridge, including site 3565] for bats”. The essence of its concern is that in the 

absence of detailed survey, it is not possible to know the amount of land which might 

need to be set aside for mitigation and therefore the capacity of the sites for housing 

cannot be certain.  

 

The Council considers that Southwick Court (site 3565) is capable of supporting 180 

dwellings, as the major bat commuting route is likely to be along the Lambrok Stream 

which will be protected within a corridor of habitat at least 50m wide which is necessary 

to accommodate flood zones 2 and 3. The Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy is in 

preparation to guide mitigation for the proposed allocations at the planning application 

stage. Progress with this document is described in the Addendum to the Wiltshire 

Housing Site Allocations Plan Pre-Submission Draft (June 2017) Assessment under the 

Habitats Regulations dated 4 May 2018.  

 

Natural England acknowledges that such a mitigation strategy would be capable of 

addressing impacts caused through habitat loss / deterioration and recreational 

pressure. Natural England is involved in the preparation of the Strategy and ultimately 

will need to agree it as being adequate to ensure no adverse effects on the Bath and 

Bradford on Avon Bats SAC.  

 

The Environment Agency response dated 22 September 2017 includes comments for 

site 3565. Provided the sequential approach is applied and development is restricted to 

Flood Zone 1, the Environment Agency has no objection to this allocation. It makes 

various recommendations in relation to flood risk assessment and recommends that the 

Lambrok stream corridor is enhanced for biodiversity. This is consistent with the 

approach the Council would expect developers to take in relation to flooding and 

biodiversity.  

 

Further to the considerations of representations in September 2017 it is not, therefore, 

considered that there is any disjunct between the agencies. 

 

Note that comments made by the EA in relation to the River Avon refer to the Hampshire 

Avon, rather than the Bristol Avon and are therefore not relevant to Trowbridge 

allocations. 

 

c) With regards to the Pre-Submission draft consultation in June 2017 the approach to the 

consultation is set out in the Regulation 22 (1) (c) Report May 2018.  

 

The invitation for additional comments to be made on the draft Plan following Cabinet on 

15th May was made though a Wiltshire Councillor briefing note and made available to all 

Wiltshire Councillors and Parish and Town Councils. It was a specific opportunity to 

further consider the Schedule of Proposed Changes and supporting information.  

Cabinet requested that town and parish councils were included, as well as Wiltshire 

Council councillors. Members of the public were not specifically informed but the town 
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and parish councils provide a channel of communication for local communities. These 

additional comments have been responded to and published through a report in the form 

of an Addendum to the Cabinet Meeting for 3rd July and can be found here - 

https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/ieIssueDetails.aspx?IId=78391&PlanId=0&Opt=3#AI77768 

Where members of the public have responded these can also found here. 
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Ref 18-01 

Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018  

Michael Roberts - Trowbridge 

To Councillor Toby Sturgis, Cabinet Member for Spatial Planning, 
Development Management and Property 

 
Question (2) 

I refer to Site 3565, H2.6 Land East of the A361 at Southwick Court and ask the following 

question:  

Are Cabinet aware of paragraph one of the NPPF Sequential Test which reads: 
 
This general approach is designed to ensure that areas at little or no risk of flooding 
from any source are developed in preference to areas at higher risk. The aim should 
be to keep development out of medium and high flood risk areas (Flood Zones 2 and 
3) and other areas affected by other sources of flooding where possible. 
 

And its direct relationship with the Environment Agency Flood Plain assessment for site 
3565? 
 
Response 

a) The Wiltshire Housing Sites Allocations Plan (WHSAP) and its supporting evidence has 

been published in advance of Cabinet to allow councillors, interested parties and 

members of the public to review the documentation before the meeting on 3rd July. The 

supporting evidence presented includes the Trowbridge Community Area Topic Paper1 

and the Sustainability Appraisal (Annex 1 – A.8)2, which set out the full assessment of 

potential site allocations at Trowbridge. In addition the map (see attachment A1) has 

been circulated to all Cabinet Members.  

 

In relation to the proposed allocation at Southwick Court (Policy H2.6), flood risk has 

been assessed through the site selection process and this has included a review of the 

Environment Agency Flood Maps and the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment3 

which show that part of the site is within Flood Zone 2 / 3. Assessment of the site has 

also included consultation with the Environment Agency who have confirmed that there 

would be no objection to the development of the site, provided that development is 

directed outside of the identified areas of Flood Zone 2 and 3.  

                                                           
1 https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/s143992/Trowbridge%20CATP%20May%202018%20FINAL%2016-
05-18.pdf 
2 
https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/s143288/Sustainability%20Appraisal%20Report%20Annex%20I%20M
AY%202018.pdf 
3 
http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/planningpolicyevidencebase/evidencebasewest.htm#West_Wiltshire_planning_p
olicy_evidence_base_SFRA-Anchor-2 
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In respect of surface water drainage Wiltshire Council is the Lead Local Flood Authority, 

and the Council’s drainage officers have also been involved as part of the site 

assessment process. As set out in the Sustainability Appraisal (Annex 1 – A.8) 

assessment for the site, the susceptibility of parts of the site to surface water flooding is 

acknowledged but this is not considered to stifle the development capacity of the entirety 

of the site, as mitigation measures can be put in place to address surface water flood 

risks. It is expected that where appropriate, the development of the site may need to 

make provision for on-site surface and foul water drainage solutions and network 

improvements are likely to be required to prevent storm/sewer flooding. In addition it is 

anticipated that any future development of the site would incorporate Sustainable 

Drainage Systems (SuDS) to control the risk of surface water flooding from impermeable 

surfaces. A drainage strategy at the planning application stage would be expected to 

fully address all surface water management issues. 

 

Paragraphs 5.79 through to 5.82 of the Plan, set out a range of matters that will need to 

be addressed to deliver a comprehensive, high quality development scheme. This 

includes ensuring built form development is directed away from critical flood zones 

associated with the Lambrok Stream. 

 

In respect of this matter, the draft Plan has been prepared in conformity with the policies 

of the Wiltshire Core Strategy and National Planning Policy Framework and responds 

accordingly to the advice provided by the Environment Agency and drainage engineers 

within the Council. 

 

Page 12



Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018  

Norman Swanney - Trowbridge 

To Councillor Toby Sturgis, Cabinet Member for Spatial Planning, 
Development Management and Property 

 
Question (3) 

a)  With particular reference to Site 3565 of the Housing Allocation Plan, is the whole 
Cabinet now fully aware of the Environment Agency Flood Plain analysis entitled 
“South Court Farm” [sic] and with Paragraph: 015 Reference ID: 7-015-20140306 of 
the NPPF/Environment Agency Directive in relation to the non-disturbance of flood 
plains? 

 
b) Southwick Court, site 3565, is a notified flood plain and the NPPF Sequential Test 

forbids by statute, building on functional flood plain unless there is no other land.   Is 
it therefore Wiltshire Council’s position that there is no other dry (non-floodplain) land 
left in Trowbridge which can be nominated for development in the Housing Allocation 
Plan, instead of Site 3565? 

 
Response 

a) The Wiltshire Housing Sites Allocations Plan (WHSAP) and its supporting evidence has 

been published in advance of Cabinet to allow councillors, interested parties and 

members of the public to review the documentation before the meeting on 3rd July. The 

supporting evidence presented includes the Trowbridge Community Area Topic Paper1 

and the Sustainability Appraisal (Annex 1 – A.8)2, which set out the full assessment of 

potential site allocations at Trowbridge. In addition the map (see attachment A1) has 

been circulated to all cabinet Members. 

 

In relation to the proposed allocation at Southwick Court (Policy H2.6), flood risk has 

been assessed through the site selection process and this has included a review of the 

Environment Agency Flood Maps and the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment3 

which show that part of the site is within Flood Zone 2 / 3. Assessment of the site has 

also included consultation with the Environment Agency who have confirmed that there 

would be no objection to the development of the site, provided that development is 

directed outside of the identified areas of Flood Zone 2 and 3.  

 

                                                           
1 https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/s143992/Trowbridge%20CATP%20May%202018%20FINAL%2016-
05-18.pdf 
2 
https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/s143288/Sustainability%20Appraisal%20Report%20Annex%20I%20M
AY%202018.pdf 
3 
http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/planningpolicyevidencebase/evidencebasewest.htm#West_Wiltshire_planning_p
olicy_evidence_base_SFRA-Anchor-2 
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In respect of surface water drainage Wiltshire Council are the Lead Local Flood 

Authority, and the Council’s drainage officers have also been consulted as part of the 

site assessment process. As set out in the Sustainability Appraisal (Annex 1 – A.8) 

assessment for the site, the susceptibility of parts of the site to surface water flooding is 

acknowledged but this is not considered to stifle the development capacity of the entirety 

of the site, as mitigation measures can be put in place to address surface water flood 

risks. It is expected that where appropriate, the development of the site may need to 

make provision for on-site surface and foul water drainage solutions and network 

improvements are likely to be required to prevent storm/sewer flooding. In addition it is 

anticipated that any future development of the site would incorporate Sustainable 

Drainage Systems (SuDS) to control the risk of surface water flooding from impermeable 

surfaces. A drainage strategy at the planning application stage would be expected to 

fully address all surface water management issues 

 

Paragraphs 5.79 through to 5.82 of the Plan, set out a range of matters that will need to 

be addressed to deliver a comprehensive, high quality development scheme. This 

includes ensuring built form development is directed away from critical flood zones 

associated with the Lambrok Stream. 

 

In respect of this matter, the draft Plan has been prepared in conformity with the policies 

of the Wiltshire Core Strategy and National Planning Policy Framework and responds 

accordingly to the advice provided by the Environment Agency and drainage engineers 

within the Council. 

 

b) As set out above, the Council recognise that there are parts of the site which fall within 

Flood Zones 2 and 3. With this in mind, the potential developable capacity of the site has 

been adjusted to reflect that only the land outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3 will be 

developed. This is reflected in the supporting text to the policy, which requires that built 

form development is to be directed away from critical flood zones associated with the 

Lambrok Stream. 

 

This approach is consistent with the Sequential Test required by the National Planning 

Policy Framework, which aims to steer new development to areas with the lowest 

probability of flooding (Flood Zone 1). 
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Ref 18-01 

Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018  

Geoff Whiffen - Trowbridge 

To Councillor Toby Sturgis, Cabinet Member for Spatial Planning, 
Development Management and Property 

 
Question (4) 

(a) Can cabinet please make public the results of the wildlife scoping report in relation to 
site 3565. 

(b) Could I please have an explanation as to why my questions on 15th may, how many 
written objection how many email objection and how many comments in favour of site 
3565 were received also how many signed the petition, have not been answered. 

 
Response 

a) The evidence for the site selection process incorporates consideration of wildlife and 

ecology considerations.  In particular ecology and wildlife evidence for proposed 

allocation H2.6 Southwick Court (SHELAA site 3565) can be found in the Sustainability 

Appraisal for Trowbridge Community Area, specifically page 1150 of the following 

document - 

https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/s143989/Sustainability%20Appraisal%20Report

%20Annex%20I%20MAY%202018.pdf 

 

It can also be found in the Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) June 2017 and the 

addendum to that document from May 2018, which can be found on the following links: 

 

Habitat Regulations Assessment June 2017: 

https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/s143825/Assessment%20under%20Habitat%20

Regulations%20June%202017%2015052018%20Cabinet.pdf 

 

Addendum to Assessment under the Habitats Regulations (date of addendum 4th May 

2018):  

https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/s143825/Assessment%20under%20Habitat%20

Regulations%20June%202017%2015052018%20Cabinet.pdf 

 

b) The Cabinet question on the 15th May requested data on the number of objections that 

were received by electronic and paper means. Data was provided on the overall number 

of electronic and paper responses for Southwick Court. A differentiation was not made 

between whether those responses were in support or objection. This data is provided 

below.     

 

The figures below are based on the number of individual consultees that have responded 

to the pre-submission consultation. Their representations have also been split up into 

individual comments (so one consultee may have made numerous comments) – figures 
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can also be provided by comment if necessary. In total 318 comments were made on 

Southwick Court by 88 consultees. 

Number of consultees objecting to Southwick Court - 81 

Of these: 

34 were by email 

42 were by letter 

5 were direct into the consultation portal on the web 

 

Number of consultees supporting Southwick Court - 2 

Of these: 

2 were by email 

0 were by letter 

0 were direct into the consultation portal on the web 

 

5 consultees made neutral comments or provided technical information. 

 

Signed Petition: None received 
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Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018  

Steve Wylie - Trowbridge 

To Councillor Toby Sturgis, Cabinet Member for Spatial Planning, Development 
Management and Property 

 
Question (5) 

(a) In September 2017 my wife and I jointly submitted 8 comments on the Draft WHSAP. 
I think that qualifies us as ‘proper consultees’. So, why is it that Wiltshire Council has 
never responded to any of those 8 comments, never given us any update on the 
progress of the Plan, and never given us notice of any Planning Committee, Cabinet 
or any other Wiltshire Council meeting being convened to discuss this topic? How 
can Wiltshire Council claim it has run a legitimate, transparent consultation process 
whilst employing this modus operandi?  
 

(b) Site 1021 Church Lane, Trowbridge: 

- adjoins 7 Listed Buildings whose outlook and environs are protected by the Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990; 

- contains an Ancient Monument (MW173579) protected by the Ancient Monuments and 

Archaeological Areas Act 1979; 

- incorporates important historical hedgerow dating from at least the 17th Century which 

cannot be disturbed and is protected by the Hedgerows Act 1997; 

- is on, or immediately flanked by Environment Agency identified flood zones 1,2 and 3 

alongside the Lambrok Stream. 

 So, why is site 1021 Church Lane still included in the WHSAP?  

(c) The presence of the rare and internationally protected Bechstein’s Bat stopped 
development at West Ashton in the areas where they were found. An independent 
expert survey carried out in Church Lane in 2017 has evidenced that Bechstein’s 
Bats also commute and forage in site 1021 Church Lane. This is not surprising as it 
is believed that they live and nest in the adjacent Southwick Country Park. Given the 
precedent established at West Ashton not to develop sites where Bechstein’s Bats 
are present why is site 1021 Church Lane still included in the WHSAP?  
 

(d) On Friday 22 June 2018 Church Lane residents received a leaflet from RPS Planning & 

Environment (whoever they are), announcing a public exhibition of the planning application 

for residential development on site 1021 to take place on Thursday 5th July. What planning 

regulations and good practice guidance are breached by holding such an event before the 

WHSAP has been debated by Cabinet, before it has been considered by full Council, and 

before the independent Inspector has considered the validity of the whole WHSAP?  

 
Response 

a) The regulations1 that govern the process of plan making do not stipulate a requirement 

that the Council is obliged to respond to each and every objection submitted in response 

                                                           
1 The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)(England) Regulations, 2012 
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to consultation exercises.  The Council is required to prepare a statement before it 

submits its plan to the Secretary of State that sets out: 

Regulation 22 (1) (c) 

(i)which bodies and persons the local planning authority invited to make representations 

under regulation 18, 

(ii)how those bodies and persons were invited to make representations under 

regulation 18, 

(iii)a summary of the main issues raised by the representations made pursuant to 

regulation 18, 

(iv)how any representations made pursuant to regulation 18 have been taken into 

account; 

(v)if representations were made pursuant to regulation 20, the number of representations 

made and a summary of the main issues raised in those representations; and 

(vi)if no representations were made in regulation 20, that no such representations were 

made. 

 

Officers have accordingly prepared a Statement - Regulation 22 (1) (c) Report May 

2018.  It addresses each and every representation received in order to identify the Main 

Issues2.  Indeed, these main issues and full copies of all representations received to 

date will be submitted to the Secretary of State for independent scrutiny. 

 

b) These specific issues have been raised through your question have been considered 

through the plan making process by officers. However these matters will also be 

considered in detail through the independent examination process. 

 

c) A resolution to grant permission (subject to Section 106 legal agreements) for 

development of 2500 dwellings etc at Ashton Park, West Ashton has been passed 

following assessment and redesign work to ensure, beyond reasonable doubt that 

development would not impact on Bechstein’s bats. This species breeds in Green Lane 

and Biss Woods which lie close to Ashton Park and the bats fly across the development 

site to access other necessary resources, such as food, water etc. Redesign work 

focused on minimising the effects of recreational pressure by locating dwellings outside 

an area where it is considered that frequent visits would generate unacceptable 

recreational pressure. Mitigation work focused on protecting roosts in the woodlands, 

retaining and buffering the likely bat commuting corridors through the site and offsetting 

residual impacts through the creation of a strong green infrastructure scheme.   

 

It is likely that all of the allocation sites in the Plan are used by Bechstein’s bats in much 

the same way that Ashton Park is used i.e. for commuting and foraging, with possible 

roosting, especially temporary night roosts. Features at Church Lane which hold 

potential for foraging and commuting include; Framfield, boundary hedgerows and the 

Lambrok Stream. In addition, there are a few mature trees which could provide roosting 

opportunities (e.g. rot holes, cracks, fissures etc) either now or in the future.  

 

Safeguards in the Plan demonstrate that all these features will be retained and buffered. 

In addition, the Council is preparing the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy in order to 

                                                           
2 Regulation 22 (1) (c) (v) 
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provide offset habitat for impacts that are likely to occur at a landscape scale as a result 

of the in-combination effects of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, the Plan and windfall 

development. In this way the Council has adopted the same approach in the Plan as it 

has done to the Ashton Park development.  

d) In accordance with the legislative requirements and the Council’s Statement of Community 

Involvement (Chapter 5, para 5.15) the Council encourage applicants of major applications 

(more than 10 units) to undertake public consultation in the local area before submitting a 

planning application. The planning application process is separate from plan making. However 

it not unusual for developers to undertake consultation on their proposals while a plan is being 

prepared. The Council is not always able to influence the timings and decision made by 

developers. Irrespective of what a developer does now, there will still be an appropriate public 

consultation if a planning application were to be submitted. 
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Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018 

Rachel Hunt - Trowbridge 

To Councillor Toby Sturgis, Cabinet Member for Spatial Planning, Development 
Management and Property 

 
Question (6) 

(a) Bat Corridors at Site 1021  

I note from amendments to the Draft Strategy that site 1021 has been extended to allow 

mitigation land for bat corridors and that the plan states that these corridors will be 

inclusive of gardens. Modern gardens are well lit, social spaces which are not suitable for 

dark corridors. Also, there will need to be a planned maintenance and monitoring process 

for these very rare bats, which is clearly not possible if the “dark corridor” is owned by 

different house owners. Wiltshire Councils (Bat Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)  

Planning Guidance for Wiltshire) regarding the protection of bats states that:  

All mitigation land should be transferred to a single responsible body and should be 

visible and accessible to facilitate effective compliance, monitoring and 

enforcement. It is not acceptable to rely on land in multiple and / or private 

ownerships e.g. private gardens, as appropriate management of such features cannot 

be secured for the long term – conditions would be unenforceable. Clearly, gardens 

should be excluded from the bat corridors on site 1021. Can the Council confirm that 

the bat corridors  including those which run adjacent to all the hedgerows, will not 

include gardens and will be transferred to a single body for compliance, monitoring 

and enforcement? 

(b) Listed Building Preservation 

Can the council confirm that the outlook of the 7 listed building will be maintained following any 

development of site 1021? St John’s Church and adjoining buildings currently have wide 

ranging views across the surrounding countryside which would need to be preserved in 

accordance with the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990; 

(c) Brownfield Sites  

Can the council offer residents of Trowbridge reassurances that brownfield sites such as 

Bowyers (which has not yet confirmed it residential quota), will be developed before any 

greenfield sites are approved for planning? At site 1021 there is an allocation of just 45 

houses. If this allowance can be fulfilled by current brownfield sites, presumably planning 

would not be granted on this site. Please comment. 

(d) Continued lack of response to requested information by Wiltshire Council  

On the 19th June 2018 a letter and email was sent to Baroness Jane Scott and Spatial 

Planning regarding the flawed process carried out by Wiltshire Council with regard to the 

Draft Strategy. In this letter I requested answers to several questions before the Cabinet 

Meeting on the 3rd July so that I could prepare questions in an informed manner. I have 

had no response from spatial planning and a brief acknowledgement that the letter had 
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arrived from Baroness Scott’s Secretary. This is just another example of Wiltshire 

Councils flawed approach to consulting and responding to residents. I would request that 

no further decision are made regarding the HSAP until a full response to these queries 

has been received. 

 
Response 

a) Lambrok Stream is likely to be an important commuting corridor for bats and it will be 

protected from any development by virtue of the flood plain which is between 25 and 

60m wide within the allocation boundary. In order to function efficiently, the floodplain 

must have no obstructions such as garden fences. The intention behind extending the 

site to include the floodplain is to respond to Natural England’s suggestion that this area 

should be used as on site mitigation for bats.  

 

The long-term management of such land, will be a matter of detail to be determined at 

the planning application stage. However, this could be through a management company 

associated with the development. 

 

Any planning applications submitted for the proposed allocation at Trowbridge will be 

subject to further assessment under the Habitats Regulations (HRA) and will need to 

demonstrate there would be no adverse effect on the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats 

SAC by following the mitigation principles established in the HRA for the draft Plan. At 

Church Lane it is anticipated that impacts arising from developing land outside the 

floodplain will be offset in the bat commuting corridor and through the Trowbridge Bat 

Mitigation Strategy.  

  

b) The draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan and supporting evidence in the 
Heritage Impact Assessment recognise the importance of the heritage assets of 
Church of St John (grade II listed), associated church school and school master 
house (grade II listed), 344 Frome Road (grade II listed, former farm/weavers 
cottages) and Rose Villa (grade II listed) and their settings.  
 
Proposed change 47 (PC47) sets out the considerations for planning applications on 
this site: 
 
“The layout and design of the site would need to give great weight to 
conserving the significance of these heritage assets and their setting to 
minimise harm. Access to the site must be sensitively designed and 
accommodated in manner that minimises harm to heritage assets.” 
 

Any proposed development of the site would therefore need to ensure that great weight 
is given to the listed buildings and their setting. 

 
c) Brownfield sites in Trowbridge can come forward alongside greenfield development but it 

is not possible to place reliance on brownfield development only as greenfield sites are 
also needed at the town in order to ensure sufficient housing land supply. 
 

d) A full response to the letter of the 19th June was sent on Thursday 28th June from Cllr 

Sturgis.  
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Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018  

Julie Baptista - Trowbridge 

To Councillor Toby Sturgis, Cabinet Member for Spatial Planning, Development 
Management and Property 

 
Question (7) 

(a) Reference Schedule of Proposed Changes to the Pre-submission Draft {May 2018) 

which was presented at the Cabinet Meeting in May.  

In this document PC49 – Housing Allocation H2.5 Upper Studley, Trowbridge says: 

Approximately (2.33 crossed out) 2.27 of land at Church Lane allocated for the 

development of approximately (20 crossed out) 45 dwellings ...........’ 

Has this site 3260 – Upper Studley, been confused with site 1012 – Church Lane, 

which is a much larger site, also in the parish of Upper Studley, and does have an 

allocation of 45 dwellings? 

I look forward to receiving your response and hopefully a correction to the Proposed 

Changes document.  

 

(b) Re. site 3260 – Upper Studley 

Question 1 

The Bechstein’s bat, native to the UK, is classified as vulnerable on the IUCN Red 

List, and is identified as a UK Biodiversity Action Plan Species; this means it is a 

conservation priority on both a local and national scale. It is also listed on Annex II of 

the EC Habitats Directive, which requires designation of Special Areas of 

Conservation (SAC’s) to promote important populations. The population in Green 

Lane / Biss Woods is recognised as the second largest population in Britain. 

The site 3260 – Upper Studley is known to be frequented by Bechstein’s bats, is 

boarded on 2 sides by mature broad leaf trees and at the bottom of the site is the 

Lambrok stream. All essential, not just for Bechstein’s, but for all the bats from Green 

Lane / Biss Woods whilst on their nightly forage. 

This is a small site – 2.27ha necessary mitigation will further reduce the site by 16m 

in all directions to ensure protection for the trees, flooding from Lambrok stream and 

screening for existing residential gardens. 

How will Wiltshire Council ensure necessary mitigation measures are 

implemented appropriately on site 3260 – Upper Studley when the net 

developable area will be so much reduced?  

 

(c) Question 2 

It is unlawful to disturb bats anywhere, roosts, flight lines or foraging areas. Any 

disturbance to trees on a potential development site is particularly damaging for 
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Bechstein’s bats, identified as one of the rarest mammals in Europe, as they are tree 

dwelling woodland bats. Any mitigation measures, such as planting new trees will not 

be effective in protecting these bats as Bechstein’s prefer old growth broadleaved 

woodland. 
How will Wiltshire Council ensure safe access and egress to site 3260 – Upper 
Studley without cutting down mature trees potentially effecting the roosting 
sites used by Bechestein’s bats and risking possible prosecution?  
 

(d) Question 3 and 4 
When will the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy be available? 
Why was it not realised several years ago that some kind of mitigation strategy 
might be required for Trowbridge?  

 
Response 

a) The evidence used to support the proposals in the draft Plan published in 2017 was 

based upon the delivery of a relatively low density of 30 dwellings per hectare. Officers 

then applied mitigation measures to address potential environmental issues. This 

resulted in a conservative proposal at the time to deliver 20 units.   

 

Since the consultation exercise, officers have considered all comments received in 

respect of the draft allocations. The proposal to recommend that the deliverable housing 

quantum be raised to 45 is premised upon evidence that technical issues such as 

drainage, landscaping and bat protection can be fully addressed and still deliver a higher 

quantum.    

 

In a wider sense, the recommendation to increase the deliverable quantum for the 

proposed Upper Studley site reflects the advice set out in current and draft revised 

national planning policy. Paragraph 17 (Core planning principles) of the National 

Planning Policy Framework stresses that development proposals should use land 

effectively. Indeed section 11 of the latest consultation draft of the National Planning 

Policy Framework reinforces the need to maintain this stance on the use of land.   

 

The two sites have not been confused and the proposed capacity of each site is based 

on an assessment of the constraints on each site, consultation responses and making 

the most efficient use of land. 

 

b) The necessary mitigation measures will be secured by virtue of the fact that the 

development will be considered under the Habitats Regulations 2017 before any 

application to develop the site is determined. The initial screening will take a 

precautionary approach in considering whether the application is likely to lead to 

significant effects, referring to the HRA completed for the HSAP and the mitigation 

requirements identified in the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy. If significant effects are 

likely an appropriate assessment will be undertaken where the development will need to 

demonstrate, beyond reasonable scientific doubt that there will be no adverse effects on 

the Bath and Bradford on Avon Bats SAC. Natural England will be consulted if an 

appropriate assessment is undertaken and regard will be taken of their representations, 

as required by the Regulations.  
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It is considered that although the density had been increased it is still considered that the 

site at 2.27 hectares can provide appropriate mitigation and deliver approximately 45 

homes. The mitigation and form of development will be determined through the planning 

application process which will be guided by the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy.  

  

c) It is not unlawful to remove trees, sections of hedgerows etc where planning permission 

has been granted to do so provided that a derogation licence is obtained where section 

43 of the Habitats Regulations 2017 may be infringed. The planning authority has a duty 

to further the conservation of biodiversity under sections 40 and 41 of the NERC Act 

2006 and to determine planning applications in a way that complies with its legal 

obligations, national policy and government guidance e.g. Government Circular 2006/05. 

The developer is responsible for ensuring a licence is obtained where required, e.g. a bat 

roost is affected. 

 

Planning authorities have an added obligation where European Protected Sites are 

potentially affected by development, as is the case for greenfield applications in the 

Trowbridge area. In this situation authorities must screen and if necessary carry out an 

appropriate assessment under section 63 of the Habitats Regulations 2017. Mitigation 

measures can be taken into consideration in such assessments. The HRA for the draft 

Plan establishes that where losses of habitat are unavoidable, these will be offset by 

habitat creation measures according to criteria identified in the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation 

Strategy. Once this strategy is accepted by Natural England, applications which meet its 

criteria will be required to demonstrate that they will not adversely affect the Bath and 

Bradford on Avon Bats SAC, before they may be lawfully approved.  

 

d) Data indicating the importance of the woodlands in South Trowbridge for breeding 

Bechstein’s bats and linking them to hibernation sites included in the Bath and Bradford 

on Avon Bats SAC did not come to light until survey data was submitted with the 

application for the Ashton Park development in 2015. The significance of the findings for 

Ashton Park became apparent during the appropriate assessment for that development 

in 2016 and the implications for the draft Plan were identified through its appropriate 

assessment in June 2017. Since then the Council has worked closely with Natural 

England and local bat specialists to identify the scope of the strategy and it is now being 

taken forward by a specialist consultant. It is expected that the Trowbridge Bat Mitigation 

Strategy will be available at the time of the Examination in Public. 
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Wiltshire Council 

Cabinet 

3 July 2018  

Tristan Stevens - Crudwell 
Vice Chair of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group  

 
To Councillor Toby Sturgis, Cabinet Member for Spatial Planning, 

Development Management and Property 
 

Question (8) 

Topic Paper 2 accepts that the Housing Site Allocations Plan should only allocate sites 
where there is a strategic priority to do so and that, where there is not, neighbourhood plans 
are the most appropriate means to assess local needs and plan growth at large 
villages.  Topic Paper 3 shows that substantially more than 5 years housing land supply 
exists in the North and West Wiltshire Housing Market Area and that at least 206 more 
homes have been built or permitted (when the recently approved Cotswold Community 
development is included) than are required in the Malmesbury Community Area up to 2026 
already.  A local housing needs survey has been produced to inform the Crudwell 
Neighbourhood Plan.  This identifies a need for 20 to 25 homes.  A call for sites was 
organised and consultation on the site options has been undertaken.  We will soon be 
releasing a draft neighbourhood plan which will meet the identified local need.  The officer’s 
response to Crudwell Parish Council’s representation made since the May Cabinet meeting 
accepts that there is a case for recommending the deletion of the Ridgeway Farm 
allocation.  Does Cabinet agree that the localism agenda is best served by deleting the 
proposed Ridgeway Farm allocation from the Housing Site Allocations Plan, to allow the 
Crudwell Neighbourhood Plan to determine where to meet its local housing need? 
 
Response 

Topic Paper 3 indeed shows that there is currently a 5-year housing land supply in the North 

& West Wiltshire HMA. However one of the objectives of the Plan is to ensure a 5-year 

supply can be maintained throughout the remaining plan period. Table 3.4 of the Topic 

Paper 3 Addendum (May 2018) shows that without additional land allocation, a 5-year 

supply cannot be demonstrated beyond March 2024 in this HMA. Housing figures for 

Community Areas in the Wiltshire Core Strategy are expressed as ‘indicative’ requirements 

and are not a cap on development. This allows the Council and local communities preparing 

neighbourhood plans to respond positively to proposals for sustainable development in line 

with the supporting text for Core Policy 2 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy.  

The officer’s response to Crudwell Parish Council’s representation made since the May 

Cabinet meeting recommends making no change to the Plan and therefore retaining 

proposed allocation H2.13 Ridgeway Farm, Crudwell in the Plan. Whilst the draft Crudwell 

Neighbourhood Plan is yet to reach the Regulation 14 stage, it is acknowledged that good 

progress has been made. However, in the interests of ensuring that the overall housing land 

supply position across the North and West Housing Market Area is sustained it is 

recommended that the proposed allocation be retained at this stage.  
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Question and Answer Sheet 

Proposal to transfer the ownership of  

Dairy House Bridge and Oak Tree Fields 
 
 
 
1. Do you know who the new owners will be and do you have someone lined up to 

purchase the sites? 
 

These are only proposals at this stage. As the sites are currently not for sale we have no 
one lined up to take on these sites and at this stage would not have an idea who may 
express an interest if the proposal to transfer the ownership of these sites is agreed by the 
Council’s Cabinet. 

 
2. Will the Local Authority continue to be the landlord? 
 
If the proposal to transfer the ownership of these sites is agreed, Wiltshire Council would no 
longer be the owner or landlord after the transfer.  
 
3. Has anyone expressed an interest in purchasing the sites? 
 
Not at this stage. We have, however, been contacted in the past by people expressing an 
interest in taking on ownership of the sites, but these enquiries have not been taken 
forward.    
 
4. Will we all be evicted? 
 
No one will be evicted should the Council transfer the sites and we would like to reassure 
tenants that any transfer of ownership will only be on the condition the sites remain as 
Gypsy and Traveller sites.  The only circumstance in which action might be taken by the 
Council before a transfer is for breach of your existing Mobile Homes Act Agreement. 
 
5. How will the Council ensure that the new landlord invests into and improves the 

sites? 
 
As part of the assessment of bids we will evaluate the bidder’s proposals for investment into 
these sites. 
 
6. How will you ensure the sites remain as Gypsy and Travellers sites? 
 
We will seek to ensure this through the terms of the transfer. 
 
7. Why are you abandoning our gypsy and traveller community? 
 
We are committed to ensuring the sites remain Gypsy and Traveller sites.  By transferring 
ownership, the future of the sites can be secured. A new owner can bring in new investment 
and ensure site improvements.  We will continue to retain ownership of 50 other pitches 
elsewhere in the County. 
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8. Could the rent and service charges be put up? 
 
Following any transfer of ownership the Council will not be able to influence either the rent 
or service charges. However, in regard to rent the landlord will need to comply with the rent 
review requirements contained within the Mobile Homes Acts and for service charges it is 
normal practice for the landlord to justify the charges based on actual costs from the 
previous year and follow the terms of your existing Mobile Homes Act Agreement. 
 
9. What will happen to my current rent arrears and notices? 
 
It is normal practice for any new landlord to take on the current liabilities including any 
current rent arrears and to continue with any arrangements including suspended 
possession orders. 
 
10. Will we be asked to remove our own caravans and purchase ones owned by the 

new owner? 
 
We understand that this would be a breach of your existing Mobile Homes Act Agreement, 
which will be binding on the new owner.     
 
11. Will we have the option to purchase our own plots or the sites? 
 
If the sites are placed onto the market anyone would be able to express an interest in taking 
on the ownership of the sites, although we are not seeking to transfer plots or parts of the 
site in isolation.   
 
12. Can the Local Authority consider closing both sites and create new ones 

elsewhere? 
 
There is no intention to close these sites at the current time. 
 
13. What would be the cost to improve these two sites? 
 
Depending on the extent of the works the costs to the Council is estimated between £3m 
and £7m. 
 
14. When will the council be discussing and making this decision about this proposal 

and will we be able to attend this meeting to express our views?  
 
The decision will be made at Wiltshire Council’s Cabinet meeting on Tuesday 3rd July 2018 
at County Hall Offices in Trowbridge.  This meeting will just deal with the principle of 
transferring ownership and will not have any details of future owners. 
 
15. Will the residents from both sites be able to attend the Cabinet meeting being 

held on Tuesday 3rd July 2018.  
 
Wiltshire Council’s Cabinet meetings are public meetings and anyone is able to attend.  
When the agenda has been confirmed for this meeting we will provide all residents with a 
copy. 
 
If you would like to attend this meeting or if you would like the opportunity to speak please 
ensure you make contact with William Oulton to confirm your attendance.  William can be 
contacted using the following email:-  
 
William.Oulton@wiltshire.gov.uk 
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16. Would the Council consider selling Dairy House Bridge and moving the residents 

from this site onto Oak Tree Fields as well as utilising the Transit site 
 
The Council does not wish to see a reduction in the amount of available pitches for Gypsy 
and Travellers and the sale of Dairy House Bridge would firstly reduce the total number of 
pitches and will also not raise sufficient funds to ensure that Oak Tree Fields was 
refurbished to the required standard.  
 
17. When will you be carrying out a site meeting on our pitches for all residents 
 
Following initial feedback from the engagement sessions, it has been agreed that we will 
attend both sites on Wednesday 23rd May, starting at Oak Tree Fields at 9.30 and then 
travelling to Dairy House Bridge.  Cllr Toby Sturgis the Cabinet Member with the 
responsibility for Gypsy and Travellers will be attending with the Heads of Operational 
Housing, Nicole Smith and Head of Housing Strategy and Assets, Janet O’Brien 

 
18. What are the reasons for the Council not being able to refurbish these sites when 

it was confirmed in 2014 that all sites would be refurbished 
 
It was our intention to complete a full refurbishment of all 5 gypsy and traveller sites across 
Wiltshire.  All sites required this work as all were in poor condition.  As part of a phased 
programme of investment phase 1 included the refurbishment of Lodehill, Fairhaven and 
Thingley, which are all now complete.  When this work was originally undertaken, the 
Council had access to significant amount of grant funding from the Homes and Community 
Agency.  This funding covered the majority of the works, without which the council would 
have faced significant challenge to fund the costs from existing Council budgets. 
 
Funding was secured to support works to the remaining two sites.  However, when the 
works were tendered, the tender prices were significantly in excess of the grant funding 
secured leaving a £3m funding gap.  Due to the lack of funding available within the 
Council’s capital budget the project was then unable to proceed and the funding had to be 
handed back. 
 
19. Is it not possible to sell some of the Council owned social housing stock to help 

fund the refurbishment of the Gypsy and Traveller sites 
 
The council social housing stock are assets that belong to the Housing Revenue Account 
(HRA).  Any money that is made following the disposal of any social housing stock owned 
by Wiltshire Council can legally only be used for the benefits of tenants who are included 
within the HRA.  The Gypsy and Traveller sites are part of the Council general fund and 
therefore we are not legally able to use HRA funds to invest in these sites 
 
20. Is it not possible to sell the transit site and use the money to invest and refurbish 

Oak Tree Fields and Dairy House Bridge? 
 
The value that will be obtained from the sale of the transit site would not be enough to 
refurbish either site.  

 
 

21. Is it possible for the Council to repair the sewers on the Oak Tree Field site and 
allow the residents to carry out all other repairs on the site? 

 
The council would like to see the standards of both sites brought up to the required level to 
provide suitable conditions for all residents and ensure the site complies with the standards 
as described in the Mobile Home Act.  This is one of the main reasons why we are 
considering the transfer of ownership as a new owner will be able to raise funds to invest 
which the Council is unable to do.  
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22. Has the Council considered any other options than to sell the sites? 
 
For the past 12 months the Council has been doing work in regard to a number of options.  
In considering these options we have had in mind a significant improvement required on 
both sites, the long term investment requirements on the sites as well as compliance with 
the Mobile Homes Act and the assessment of need for gypsy and traveller pitches across 
Wiltshire.  The options considered have been:-  
 

 Do nothing 

 Minimal refurbishment and drainage improvement 

 Improvement of pitches  

 Transfer of ownership of sites 
 

23. Why is the cost to carry out the refurbishment on these sites so expensive? 
 
The refurbishment works for both these sites were out to tender for any contractor to submit 
a bid to complete the required works.  It was unfortunate that the Council only received one 
bid and this quote was very high. 

 
24. What will happen if the sites are not sold? 
 
If it is agreed that we proceed with the transfer of ownership of these sites and within a 
reasonable period the sites do not sell or no offers are received we would need to re-
evaluate the options and go back to cabinet for a further decision  
 
25. Why are we not able to buy another piece of land to build a new traveller site? 
 
The council doesn’t have sufficient funds to purchase land and build a further Gypsy and 
traveller site  
 
26. Is it possible to increase the pitches on Oak Tree Fields and move the residents 

from Dairy House Bridge onto the Oak Tree field site, making use of the transit 
site and paddock if needed? 

 
It is our intention to ensure we retain the current number of pitches for Gypsy and 
Travellers.  Closing Dairy House Bridge would mean a reduction in the overall pitch 
numbers available across Wiltshire.  The sale of Dairy House Bridge site would not provide 
enough funds to bring Oak Tree Fields up to the required standard as well as the 
refurbishment that would be needed to accommodate the residents from Dairy House 
Bridge.  
 
27. Would the council consider a community land trust? 
 
Yes the Council is prepared to consider a Community Land Trust  
 
28. If it was possible for the residents to create a community land trust would the 

council consider a discounted price?  
 
If residents wanted to consider a community land trust then a discussion could take place in 
regard to the transfer value. 
 
29. Will the sites be sold as one? 
If the proposal to transfer the ownership of the sites is agreed then the sites will be sold 
separately.  Dairy House Bridge as one lot and Oak Tree Fields and the transit site as 
another.  A purchaser could consider purchasing both sites or just place a bid for one. 
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