
Having reviewed the planning application in full I would like to submit no adverse comments 
on the application.  

Richard Romero 
Environmental health officer 

Appendix 4. 



Dear Ms Howles 

S/2009/1527/FULL  

Please accept my apologies for the late submission of Wiltshire Wildlife Trust’s response, I have been out 
of the office a great deal in the last few weeks.  

WWT is happy to support this proposal – it does not deliver as much as a more ambitious scheme to 
underground the road infrastructure might have done, but given the financial constraints this proposal 
represents a significant step forward.  

We are pleased to see the attention paid to a sustainable and energy efficient design for the visitor 
centre, and the use of chalk grassland seed mixes and sward management for the new turf. We also 
welcome the proposed removal of recreational vehicle traffic from the Byways in the area which will add 
significantly to its tranquillity and to the opportunities offered to visitors to fully experience the chalk 
grassland environment.  

I hope this is helpful  

Yours sincerely  

Bill Jenman  

Head of Biodiversity 

Wiltshire Wildlife Trust 

Elm Tree Court Long 

Street Devizes Wilts 

SN10 1NJ Direct Dial 

01380 736061  



 

Berengaria Order of Druids Lyceum of Isis and Sekhmet of the 
Stars Flat 3, 20 St David’s Rd, Southsea, Portsmouth, Hants, 

PO5 1QN  

Judy Howles Area 

Development Manager 

Wiltshire Council 61 Wyndam 

Road Salisbury Wiltshire SP1 

3AH  

31st October 2009  

Dear Ms Howles  

DECOMMISSIONING OF THE EXISTING VISITOR FACILITIES AT 

STONEHENGE  

Further to my letter of 26
th

 October 2009, I have the additional comments to 

make with regards to these above proposals:  

!) We have studied your proposed planning statement and policy 

statement in fine detail, despite the adverse effect on some ancestral 

monuments. We feel that in such an area of crowded archaeology, the 

proposed plans are reasonable.  

2) However, we have noticed on the aforementioned plans, that there is only 

provision for parking/access for approximately 3-3,500 people.  While during 

seven of the 8 specific holy days, this access would appear to be sufficient at 

present, it would be entirely inadequate to support the expected 30,000 

worshippers who would wish to be to be at their temple for the occasion of the 

summer solstice.  

3) How does English Heritage propose to accommodate the extra visitor numbers 

and supporting traffic on this most important holy day, which lies at the centre of 

millions of people’s faith worldwide? We propose that a sensible solution would 

be the addition of extra parking facilities as currently provided by English Heritage 

on said holy day.  

4) Remembering equality for access, provision for the disabled, elderly and 

infirm, it maybe that with the rapid growth of paganism as a whole worldwide 

and the fastest growing religion in the world, that future provision for co-

ordinated parking access may be necessary on the other 7 holy days, notably 

the winter solstice, which is likely to be the first other religious holy day to 

overwhelm current proposed parking facilities.  

5) Please note the Drove is currently used for parking, as it is the only parking 
facility available on the said 8 holy days, due to the fact that we are  



locked out of the present parking facilities, bearing in mind that most of our 
ceremonies are outside of business hours.  

Thank you once again for letting me act as a consultant on this project, and if I 

can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to get in touch.  

Yours sincerely  

Sarah Rooke, BA 

Archdruidess 

Priestess Hierophant  



 

Berengaria Order of Druids Lyceum of Isis and Sekhmet of the 
Stars Flat 3, 20 St David’s Rd, Southsea, Portsmouth, Hants, 

PO5 1QN  

Judy Howles Area 

Development Manager 

Wiltshire Council 61 Wyndam 

Road Salisbury Wiltshire SP1 

3AH  

26th October 2009  

Dear Ms Howles  

DECOMMISSIONING OF THE EXISTING VISITOR FACILITIES AT 

STONEHENGE  

Thank you for your letter dated 19 October and the associated CD Roms. 

Having reviewed them and looking at what is available on the website, I have the 

following comments to make:  

1) Has this document had an Equality and Diversity Impact Assessment?  

2) You make reference to people using more public transport like the trains and 

buses, how are these going to be improved?  Are there going to be more buses 

or trains put on?  

3) You make reference to people cycling or walking to the Stones. Are you 

serious???? Have you ever tried walking to the stones from Amesbury and 

counted the times almost been run over/landed in a ditch? And that’s just during 

the daytime. Take that context to the solstices and equinoxes….And imagine a 

mother with children – health and safety needs to be looked at here, otherwise 

the place will become a hotspot for accidents and probably fatalities.  

4) Which brings me to how are the solstices and equinoxes going to be 

managed? I asked this question back in Oct 2004 and I still haven’t had an 

answer. If you are on about blocking access to the Drove, where do you expect 

people to park?  

5) What provision for the elderly or disabled is being planned? I see scant 
evidence of this and though it was mentioned, nothing has been said how it will 
be achieved – again, it needs an Equality and Diversity Impact Assessment. 
Another question asked back in Oct 2004 6) What first aid facilities will there be 
on the new site? Again, another question from Oct 2004  



7) How are you planning on conserving the archaeology? Since there is a lot of 
stuff of historical importance around the WHS of Stonehenge, and I don’t just 
mean the Stones or Airman’s Cross. Another question originally from Oct 2004  

8) How are the species designated as national and scientific importance at the 

Site of Special Scientific Interest and Special Conservation Area going to be 

conserved– as there are some species indigenous to that area – once again, this 

is a question from 2004  

9) Are there going to signposts for those walking? If you expect people to walk, at 

least help them out here because I certainly wouldn’t have a clue how to get from 

Woodhenge to Stonehenge on foot. Also it would do my back in, but that’s 

another story…Another reason for an Equality and Diversity Impact Assessment  

10) Will there be educational facilities and activities for children and visitors to 

learn about the past? I am thinking along the lines of interactive like what they 

have in the Mary Rose Museum that are both informative and fun.  .  

Thank you once again for letting me act as a consultant on this project, and if I 

can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to get in touch.  

Yours sincerely  

Sarah Rooke, BA 

Archdruidess 

Priestess Hierophant  



 



 

 Lansdowne House  

Mrs Judy Howles Area Development Manager Wiltshire Council 61 Wyndham Road Salisbury 

Wiltshire SP1 3AH. 30
th

 October 2009  

Dear Mrs Howles,  

Planning Application S/2009/1527/FULL: Decommissioning of existing visitor-facilities and a section of 

the A344; erection of a new visitor-centre and other associated works at Airman’s Corner and 

Stonehenge  

We are pleased to have been consulted on this application. As you will know, we have been involved in 

proposals for Stonehenge for over a decade and are currently represented on the Stonehenge Advisory Forum 

which helped to produce the Stonehenge Management Plan.  

CPRE wishes to ask for more time in which to respond to the above application. Unfortunately, it is not possible 

for us to ensure full study of the extensive documentation or arrange for meetings and a draft response to be 

circulated to committee in the time at present available to us. We would like to ask for at least another two 

weeks, if not more, and hope that you will be willing to grant us this extension.  

We hope that the Council is intending, in any event, to re-advertise the scheme as a departure application, 

owing to its obvious incompatibility with:  

The World Heritage Convention (notably Articles 4 and 5);  

UNESCO Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention, (notably Guidelines 

96–99, 104 (even though Stonehenge has no buffer zone, the implication is that the setting of a WHS 

requires additional protective measures); 108, 109, 112, 119, etc., all dealing with ‘Protection and 

management’;  

Structure Plan Policies HE 1 and HE5 (in relation to protection of the WHS and its  

Wiltshire Branch CPRE, Registered Charity No 211318, is working for a beautiful and living countryside It 

is active locally and membership is open to all  

 
Long Street  

President:  Mr J Bush OBE  Devizes  

Branch Chairman: Mr George McDonic MBE, BL, DIPLPT, FRTPI, DPA, FFB  Wiltshire SN10 1NJ  

 Direct Dial: 0117 975 0663  



monuments and their settings from development which by its scale, siting and design would have an 

adverse impact on them); Structure Plan Policy C9 (protection of the character and scenic quality of 

the Special Landscape Area); Salisbury District Local Plan Policies CN20 and CN24 (protection of 

the settings of Scheduled Ancient Monuments, the WHS landscape and its monuments); Salisbury 

District Local Plan Policy C6 (protection of the high quality landscape of the Special Landscape 

Area); and  

Stonehenge WHS Management Plan Aims and Policies that deal with implementation of the primary 

purpose of the plan which is to protect effectively the WHS and its OUV and enhance the visual 

characteristics of the landscape setting of its monuments (Management Plan para. 1.3.1).  

The Management Plan specifically states (para 14.5.26) that ‘The location and design of any proposed 

visitor facilities must ensure that they avoid adverse impact on the WHS, its setting and the attributes 

of its OUV’.  

The list of ‘departures’ outlined here is by no means exhaustive. We have sought to highlight in particular some 

of the constraints in planning for the new visitor facilities at Stonehenge, since ‘The OUV of a WHS indicates its 

importance as a key material consideration to be taken into account by the relevant authorities in determining 

planning and related applications’ (CLG Circular 07/2009 (on the Protection of World Heritage Sites), para. 8). 

The Circular underlines the due weight that should be placed on policies to protect a WHS (Ibid., para. 12).  

Our view is that the size, design and lighting of the proposed visitor-centre and associated works, including the 

highly visible car and coach parks, would be such as to severely damage the OUV of the WHS; indeed the 

applicant has admitted that the scheme would impact adversely on it (ES, para.5.7.27). Unlike the applicant, 

however, we believe that the obligations of the World Heritage Convention, and the aims of the Management 

Plan and planning policy for the WHS are not to make improvements in one part of the WHS to the detriment of 

other parts of it, rather that improvements are to be effected across the whole of the Site.  

The choice of Airman’s Cross for visitor-facilities, in the open countryside of the Special Landscape Area and 

the WHS, was not ideal: for obvious reasons, any new development here would need to be extremely low key 

and not impact upon the OUV of the WHS by adversely affecting views within it and into and out of it. We 

would like not only to see the application re-advertised as a departure application, but also to ask for it to be 

called-in for full examination in public, owing to its conflict with policy and the Management Plan for the 

WHS.  

Information absent from the application documentation We believe that more information is needed on such 

matters as the siting of external lighting associated with the scheme; the practical operation of the visitor-

transit vehicles (turning circles and sufficient room at road junctions appear to be lacking); the possible pipe 

line required for mains water at the new visitor-centre; and the pedestrian route to the henge along the A344 

that it is proposed would be shared with the visitor-transit vehicles.  

Most important, however, we note that an Appropriate Assessment is required under European legislation in 

respect of the SAC associated with the River Till, and that this Assessment must be undertaken before  

Wiltshire Branch CPRE, Registered Charity No 211318, is working for a beautiful and living countryside It 

is active locally and membership is open to all  



determination of the application. We do not understand how this can be achieved without the necessary 

information regarding water abstraction/supply and waste and surface water removal that is still lacking (ES, 

10.1.7–8; 10.3.22; 10.4.9, 10.4.33; etc.). In the interest of natural justice, we consider that the Appropriate 

Assessment should be available as a part of the application so that we may comment on it, if necessary. 

Discussion of the Appropriate Assessment and any Statement to Inform the Appropriate Assessment (also 

missing from the ES) might most helpfully be considered at a Public Inquiry – which would also draw out all the 

information needed to make a fully informed decision on the application.  

We shall be copying this letter to the Government Office for the South West.  

We look forward to receiving your reply.  

Yours sincerely,  

(Signed) John Blake  

John Blake Secretary, CPRE 

Wiltshire Branch  

Wiltshire Branch CPRE, Registered Charity No 211318, is working for a beautiful and living countryside It 

is active locally and membership is open to all  



 



Response (OBJECTION) on behalf of the Cycling Opportunities Group for Salisbury 

(COGS) to planning application for construction of a new Stonehenge Visitors Centre at 

Airmans Cross (S/2009/1527FULL)  

The application to resite visitors' facilities to Airmans Cross from the present location creates 

difficulties for those wishing to access them by cycle, on foot or horseback because the new 

centre will be further away from most local centres of population than at present. It is 

acknowledged in both the Transport Assessment (TA Sections 2.3.4, 4.4.1, 7.1.1, 7.1.2 and 

7.1.3 and Table 2.1) and Outline Travel Plan (OTP Sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.4) that the A303(T) 

presents barriers to access at present and will continue to do so under the new proposals. As 

a general aim, the opportunity to improve access for sustainable means and vulnerable road 

users should be taken at the time of major developments and funding sought for this from the 

developer by the Planning Authority.  These issues are not addressed or mitigated in the 

application and therefore we OBJECT to the proposals.  

Highways and RoW issues  

We welcome the proposals to remove motorised traffic (with exceptions) from the Rights of 
Way (RoW) in the World Heritage Site (WHS) and the maintenance of access for cyclists over 
the existing route of the A344 from Stonehenge Bottom to Byway 12 after the removal of the 
road surface. However, we are concerned that the status and replacement surfacing of the 
A344 course between Stonehenge Bottom and the existing visitors' centre has not been 
specified. Section 7.2.4 of the Transport Assessment (bullet point one) refers to unnamed 
partners who will be asked to agree to a permissive right of cyclists to use the A344 course.  
We would like reassurance that this will be forthcoming, but we also consider that an 
alternative to permissive rights is essential to preserve the right for cyclists in the future and 
that bridleway or byway status is more appropriate.  This is of particular importance for cyclists 
approaching from Shrewton and the west who otherwise would have to use the A303(T), but is 
also a key route for cyclists, walkers and horseriders approaching from Amesbury or Salisbury.  
The access gate must be open at all times to allow use of the former A344 even when the 
Stones and Visitor Centre are closed.  A reinforced grass surface is proposed (Transport 
Assessment 4.5.1).  Since the terrain in this section is a moderately steep slope, this must be 
an all-weather surface suitable for  



cycles with narrow tyres (road, touring and children's bikes) as well as off road cycles 
(MTB). This will also have the advantage of allowing good access for wheelchairs and 
prams from other parts of the WHS.  

Notwithstanding the right of cyclists and pedestrians to access the Stones from  Stonehenge 

Bottom, the problem of accessing this point from local centres of population and crossing the 

A303(T) is not addressed in the application.  Closure of the junction of the A303(T) / A344 and 

realignment of the A303(T) is designed to ease traffic flow and speed  between the Countess 

and Longbarrow roundabouts. Traffic density will be increased as a result of stopping up the 

junction at Stonehenge Bottom.  These factors increase severance and decrease safety for 

cyclists, pedestrians and horseriders at the junction where they are most likely to cross if 

approaching the Stones/VC from Amesbury or Salisbury.  At present, hatching in the road 

offers some refuge from traffic whilst cyclists and pedestrians attempt to cross the road, but the 

proposal is to remove this completely forcing people crossing having to negotiate both 

carriageways at once. Equally, access across the A303(T) at Byway 12 (acknowledged to be 

an important route for pedestrians through the WHS and access route from settlements to the 

north) and Byway 11 (a key off-road route for cyclists and walkers approaching via the 

Woodford Valley at Lake from Salisbury, but truncated at the A303(T)) will become more 

hazardous if traffic density and speed increases. Since one of the primary aims of the WHS 

Management Plan is to increase access for sustainable modes of transport and to increase 

accessibility for all visitors to all parts of the WHS, the application should be REFUSED until 

these severance issues are addressed.  

We would propose the following to mitigate the increased severance caused by the  

changes at Stonehenge Bottom  

H a controlled crossing of the A303(T) for walkers, cyclists and horseriders  

H upgrading of the footway continuation from Stonehenge Road running alongside the  

southern curb of the A303(T) to a shared use cycle and footway up to Stonehenge  

Bottom  

H 40mph speed limit between the end of the dual carriageway to the east of the  

A303T/A344 junction and Longbarrow roundabout  

Additionally to mitigate the effects of increased traffic and speed on the A303(T) at its 

junctions with Byways 11 and 12  



H extension of the shared use path to Byway 11 and a permissive path joining it to 

Byway 12 with a controlled crossing or tunnel at the Byway 12 junction H 40mph speed 

limit between the end of the dual carriageway and Longbarrow roundabout  

By these means the aims of improving access to all parts of the WHS to all users can be 

accommodated as well as fulfilling the obligations on the highways authority to promote 

sustainable transport, improve RoW where these are severed or truncated and comply with 

planning guidelines. In conjunction with the present application much is being proposed by the 

Highways Agency to improve conditions for motorised transport and it is  scandalous that 

nothing has been proposed for improvements to sustainable modes, promoting modal shift or 

encouraging access for vulnerable users. This is a project that will be an international 

showcase and it is incumbent on the relevant authorities (Wiltshire Council, the Highways 

Agency and English Heritage) to make it an outstanding example of how to improve conditions 

for all. The lack of provision in this respect forms the basis of our objection to the application.  

Cycle Parking  

Secure cycle parking is an important factor in determining peoples' transport choices and we 

welcome the inclusion of some spaces at the new Visitors' Centre.  However, the minimum 

number consistent with the size of development seems to have been chosen.  This needs to 

be increased by at least 100% to show commitment to sustainable travel. Additionally, if 

cyclists are to access the WHS via a crossing of the A303(T) at Stonehenge Bottom, provision 

of an further equal number of cycle parking stands at the residual facilities near the Stones is 

essential.  In both cases the stands should be of an approved design and covered. Secure 

lockers will also be required at both locations so that touring cyclists' belongings can be 

stored.  

Outline Travel Plan  

The present OTP is not compliant with the relevant policies and plans set out in Chapter 3 of 
the document and planning permission must be REFUSED until this is rectified. The  



lack of compliance forms further grounds for our OBJECTION to the planning application  

We welcome the recognition that an exemplary Travel Plan is necessary for this development. 

However, the Outline Travel Plan (OTP) submitted with the planning application IS NOT 

exemplary and it is very disappointing that Wiltshire Council officers have allowed such a 

weak document to form part of it. The Guidelines quoted in the OTP (p11) have been updated 

and reissued in April 2009  

http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/sustainable/travelplans/tpp/goodpracticeguidelines-main.pdf  

and must be used to guide the re-submission of a full Travel Plan before planning permission 

can be granted. The developers (EH) seem to think that a full Travel Plan is something that 

can be put in place after the Visitors' Centre is open (section1.1.6), but it should be part of the 

planning process without which permission should be refused, implemented in advance of the 

Centre opening and subject to monitoring and review from the day of opening. In addition 

default mechanisms need to be part of the planning obligations as a last resort if the 

outcomes are not delivered.  



 

12 November 2009 Department of Community Services  

Wiltshire & Swindon History Centre  

Cocklebury Road  

Chippenham  
Wiltshire  Head of 

Development Services  SN15 3QN 
Development Services Your ref: S/2009/1527/FULL and 61 Wyndham Road S/2009/1528/LBC Salisbury 
Our ref: MPK/NJD/09MPK263 Wiltshire SP1 3AH FAO: Mr Adam Madge  

Dear Mr Madge  

With reference to: Stonehenge Environmental Improvements 
Planning Applications S/2009/1527/FULL and S/2009/1528/LBC  

Thank you for the consultations on these applications dated 19
th 

October.  

General Comments  

I understand that the scheme will deliver substantial environmental benefits for Stonehenge WHS 

and is in keeping with the aims and policies in the 2009 Stonehenge WHS Management Plan. The 

removal of existing facilities and the A344 in particular, will significantly improve the setting of 

Stonehenge, the Avenue and other monuments in the vicinity. However, the removal of the A303 

should still be a long term aim to complete the improvements. I agree with the conclusion of the 

Environmental Statement that the benefits of the scheme do outweigh the ‘disbenefits’. The new 

facilities on the whole have been designed in a way that minimise their impact on the attributes of 

Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the WHS.  

An extensive phase programme of archaeological investigation has been undertaken across the 

areas of the site affected by the proposed scheme. This has included desk assessment and 

surveys. At Airman’s Corner, this included trial trenching and hand dug test pits. The archaeological 

evaluation and investigations and the resultant Environmental Statement do provide the 

Archaeology Service with adequate information to make a response on the planning application.  

Buried Archaeology  

An archaeological mitigation and recording strategy has been prepared as part of the Environmental 

Statement (Appendix A.5.8). The strategy identities a number of mitigation measures in various 

locations related to the construction phase of development works. The measures will include 

watching briefs, excavation and recording work. The mitigation strategy is adequate and will need to 

be implemented by means of a planning condition. A number of separate Written Schemes of 

Investigation for the mitigation measures will have to be approved by this Service prior to work 

commencing.  



I suggest that Wiltshire Council condition WL26 is used:  

No development shall commence within the application area until:  

a)  A written programme of archaeological investigation, which should include on-site 
work and off-site work such as the analysis, publishing and archiving of the results, has 
been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority; and  

b)  The approved programme of archaeological work has been carried out in 
accordance with the approved details.  

Visual Impact on Extant Monuments  

Although the scheme has been designed to minimise adverse impacts on the attributes of OUV, 
there will be some adverse visual impact on some key monument groups within the WHS which 
express attributes of OUV. The visual envelope of the proposed visitor centre and car park at 
Airman’s corner, the Greater Cursus and barrows, the Lesser Curses and barrows, and the barrows 
on the north side of the Winterbourne Stoke Group.  

It is likely that the building will be present for the medium to long term. The visual impact on the 
above monuments of what is a substantial new building needs to be mitigated further. The 
landscape setting and landscaping strategy could be modified to reduce the impact of the new 
building. The potential adverse impact on the setting of key monuments of proposed street lighting 
in the new car park and at the Long Barrow roundabout and at Airman’s Corner needs careful 
consideration and mitigation.  

Yours sincerely  

Melanie Pomeroy-Kellinger 
County Archaeologist  

Direct Line: 01249 705511 Fax Number: 01249 705527 
Email: melanie.pomeroy-kellinger@wiltshire.gov.uk  

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

SOUTH WEST REGION  

Dear Mr Madge  

AIRMEN'S CROSS AT JUNCTION OF A344 AND A360, SALISBURY, 

WINTERBOURNE STOKE, WINTERBOURNE STOKE, WILTSHIRE, SP3 4DX  

Notification under Environment/DCMS Circular 01/2001 Town and Country 

Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 1995 Application for 

Planning Permission by English Heritage.  

Airmen’s Corner land South East of the junction of the A360 and A344 Salisbury 

SP3 4DX Application No S.09.1527.FULL  

Decommissioning of existing visitor facilities and a section of the A344; the 

erection of a new visitor centre, car park, coach park and ancillary services 

building and related highways and landscaping works.  

Notification under Environment/DCMS Circular 01/2001 

Application for Listed Building Consent by English Heritage  

Airmen’s Cross at Junction of A344 and A360. 

Application No S/2009/528  

Relocation of the Airmen’s Cross memorial.  

The List of Documents received, upon which this advice is based is as set out the 

full planning application.  

29 QUEEN SQUARE BRISTOL BS1 4ND  
Telephone 0117 975 0700 Facsimile 0117 975 0701 
www.english-heritage.org.uk  

English Heritage is subject to the Freedom of Information Act. All information held by the organisation will be accessible in 
response to a Freedom of Information request, unless one of the exemptions in the Act applies.  

 
 
Mr Adam Madge  

Direct Dial: 0117 975 0663  

Wiltshire Council South  Direct Fax: 0117 975 0684  

Planning Office   

61 Wyndham Road   
Salisbury  Our ref: P00080089  

Wiltshire   
SP1 3AH   

 26 November 2009  

  more sympathetically designed low-key and single-storey building(s) that blend into the 



 

SOUTH WEST REGION  

Thank you for your letters of 19 October notifying English Heritage of an application for 

planning permission by English Heritage relating to land at Airmen’s Corner south east of 

the junction of the A360 and A344 Salisbury SP3 4DX and an application for listed building 

consent by English Heritage to move the Airmen’s Cross at the junction of the A344 and 

A360.  

We do not intend to comment in detail on these proposals but we offer the following 

observations to assist with determining the applications.  

English Heritage advice  

We confirm that these applications by English Heritage  

• were the subject of pre application discussion within English Heritage  
• were considered against the standards we apply in advising on planning 
applications  
• are submitted with the corporate support of English Heritage.  

With reference to the impact of these proposals on the historic environment, you are 

particularly referred to sections 5.8.11 and 5.8.12 of the Environmental Statement which 

fully represent the view of English Heritage. Our overall view of the impact of the 

application on the historic environment is set out in section 5.8.13 which is worth quoting in 

full:  

“On balance, taking into account the benefits of the proposed development in 

sustaining the Outstanding Universal Value of the Stonehenge WHS, the overall 

cumulative effect of the Scheme would have a Large Beneficial impact”.  

With reference to the listed building consent application to relocate the Grade II listed 

Airmen’s Cross, you are referred to section 5.6.58 of the Environmental Statement. This 

memorial dating to1912 has been relocated at least once already during a previous 

reconfiguration of the road junction. The proposed new location will allow visitors to access 

it more safely than at present, and is nearer to the original crash site, the event which it 

commemorates.  

Next steps  

We advise that this case should be determined in accordance with government 

guidance, development plan policies and with the benefit of any further necessary  

29 QUEEN SQUARE BRISTOL BS1 4ND  
Telephone 0117 975 0700 Facsimile 0117 975 0701 
www.english-heritage.org.uk  

English Heritage is subject to the Freedom of Information Act. All information held by the organisation will be accessible in 
response to a Freedom of Information request, unless one of the exemptions in the Act applies.  



SOUTH WEST REGION  

conservation advice locally. It is not therefore necessary for us to be consulted again on 

this application.  

Yours sincerely  

Amanda Chadburn  

Inspector of Ancient Monuments E-mail: 

amanda.chadburn@english-heritage.org.uk  

29 QUEEN SQUARE BRISTOL BS1 4ND  
Telephone 0117 975 0700 Facsimile 0117 975 0701 
www.english-heritage.org.uk  

English Heritage is subject to the Freedom of Information Act. All information held by the organisation will be accessible in 
response to a Freedom of Information request, unless one of the exemptions in the Act applies.  



 Lansdowne House  

Long Street President:  Mr J 

Bush OBE Devizes Branch Chairman: Mr George McDonic MBE, BL, DIPLPT, FRTPI, DPA, FFB Wiltshire SN10 

1NJ  

Tel: 01380 722157 Email:      

wiltscpre@btconnect.com Web site: 

www.wiltshire-cpre.org.uk  

Mrs Judy Howles Area Development Manager Wiltshire Council 61 Wyndham Road Salisbury Wiltshire 

SP1 3AH. 25
th

 November 2009  

Dear Mrs Howles,  

Planning Application S/2009/1527/FULL: Decommissioning of existing visitor-facilities and a section of 

the A344; erection of a new visitor-centre and other associated works at Airman’s Corner and 

Stonehenge  

At a meeting of our Executive Committee this week, it was agreed that I should formally register CPRE’s 

objections to the proposals put forward in the above application. It was very much regretted that it had been 

difficult if not impossible for most of the Committee members to acquaint themselves adequately with the 

application documentation in the time available.  

I wrote to you on 30 October about the application and received an answer from Mr Madge, dated 2 

November. I respond to his comments within our response below.  

As mentioned in our earlier letter to you, CPRE has been involved in proposals for Stonehenge for over a decade 

and is currently represented on the Stonehenge Advisory Forum which helped to produce the Stonehenge 

Management Plan. We are therefore conversant with planning policy and the Management Plan for the World 

Heritage Site (WHS) and are not in agreement with the Council that the proposals do not constitute a 

departure from planning policies for the WHS and Special Landscape Area. The list of planning 

considerations given in our earlier letter on the proposals could be expanded considerably to support our view 

that the proposals now before us are a serious departure from the safeguards we have been advised by 

Government should be in place to protect the WHS and its Outstanding Universal Value (OUV).  

The applicant has admitted that the scheme would impact adversely on the WHS and its attributes of OUV 

(Environmental Statement, para.5.7.27); so there can be little doubt that our views are shared by English 

Heritage in this respect.  
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It remains our view that the size, unnecessarily prominent ‘flagship’ design and lighting of the proposed 

visitor-centre, together with the impact of the associated works, including the highly visible car and coach 

parks, and the improved roundabouts, would be such as to severely damage the OUV of the WHS, 

including the settings of the Site and its monuments. The scheme would clearly not enhance the high quality 

landscape of the Special Landscape Area. The proposals for lighting the roundabouts at Airman’s Corner and 

Longbarrow Crossroads are particularly insensitive, especially as the Management Plan aims for a reduction in 

light pollution at the WHS (Policy 3l (p.102) and para. 14.4.19), in order to protect that attribute of its OUV 

which is related to the skies and astronomy (Attribute 4; see Management Plan, p.28).  

We are disappointed that detailed proposals for the scheme were not brought first to the Stonehenge Advisory 

Forum where our input might have encouraged a more acceptable scheme to have been brought forward.  

Although the site chosen at Airman’s Corner is not well suited to the purpose, being in the open countryside of 

the WHS and Special Landscape Area, we would be prepared to accept it on a temporary basis, so long as the 

scheme were amended to meet the strict requirements of development in a visually sensitive location such as 

this.  

We suggest the following amendments:  

Concerning information missing from the application  
There is still missing or inadequate information which we believe is required to make a fully informed 

judgment on a number of important issues.  

More information is still needed for comment on such matters as:  

 (i)  the siting of external lighting associated with the scheme;  

 

(ii)  the practical operation of the visitor-transit vehicles (turning circles and sufficient room at road 

junctions appear to be lacking);  

(iii)  the possible pipe line required for mains water at the new visitor-centre and the archaeological 

implications of this proposal;  

(iv)  the pedestrian route to the henge along the A344 that it is proposed would be shared with the 

visitor-transit vehicles, rendering the experience both unattractive and potentially dangerous for walkers; 
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(i) 

 more sympathetically designed low-key and single-storey building(s) that blend into the 

landscape and are not highly visible from a distance;  



 

 

 (v)  detail concerning the entrance doorways for the timber-faced ‘pod’ for the visitor centre;  

 

(vi)  how much might be seen of the ‘hub’ building in views from the wider landscape, especially if it 

is to be lit (this ‘underground’ area is currently screened by a structure that apparently will no longer be 

required);  

(vii)  A Green Travel Plan setting out proper provision for cyclists and walkers and a range of choices 

for travelling to the Site and entering it at various locations. The siting of the visitor facilities so far away 

from any bus and train station renders them unsustainable from a walker’s or cyclist’s point of view. 

More cycle racks should be provided and an A303 pedestrian/cycle underpass should be included, 

possibly at Stonehenge Bottom. Management Plan Policies 4c and 4d, and paras. 14.5.3 and 14.5.4 

demand wide dispersal of visitors around the Site.  

Appropriate Assessment  
We are puzzled by Mr Madge’s comments concerning this aspect of the scheme since such an Assessment is 

required under European legislation in respect of the River Avon SAC. The Environmental Statement (Table 

7.1) indicates that an Appropriate Assessment is considered necessary by English Nature in respect of ‘the 

impacts on the aquifer in relation to surface water, potable water supply and foul drainage’. The Appropriate 

Assessment must be undertaken before determination of the application but at the present time the necessary 

information regarding water abstraction/supply and waste and surface water removal is still lacking (ES, 10.1.7–

8; 10.3.22; 10.4.9, 10.4.33; etc.) and may not be available for some months. In the interest of natural justice, we 

continue to believe that the public should be informed that an Appropriate Assessment has been undertaken, and 

all its requirements have been fulfilled, before the application is determined; and that the document itself should 

be available at the same time so that we may comment on it, if necessary.  

In conclusion  
We have asked the Government Office for the South West if they would consider recommending a call-in for this 

application. We believe that the obvious conflict between what is proposed and the planning safeguards for the 

WHS; the lack of information on a number of crucial issues; and the inadequacy of provision for cyclists, and 

routes for walkers in the wider landscape of the WHS, are all matters that need to be considered more fully. The 

democratically agreed intention to protect and rehabilitate the WHS and its Outstanding Universal Value through 

the planning process may otherwise be in question.  

We suspect that the shortage of time in which to complete the proposed works by 2012 has engendered undue 

urgency in relation to the application; and the only possibility now of fair consideration of the scheme would be 

through deferral of a decision by the Council until such time as our concerns are met by amendments to the 

scheme and provision of the missing information – or a full hearing at a Public Inquiry which would draw out 

all the information needed to make a fully informed decision.  

Yours sincerely,  

John Blake Secretary, CPRE 

Wiltshire Branch  

cc. Mr Ian Wallis, GOSW  
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Date: 24 November 2009 

Our ref: Your ref: 
S/09/1527  

Adam Madge Development Services Wiltshire Council 61 Wyndham Road Room 118 

Salisbury Block 3 Burghill Wiltshire Road SP1 3AH Westbury on Trym  

Bristol 

BS10 6NJ  

0300 0601679  

Dear Mr Madge  

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT AND PLANNING APPLICATION 

FOR PROPOSED VISITOR CENTRE AND ASSOCIATED 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS AT STONEHENGE  

Thank you for consulting Natural England on the Environmental Statement 

and Planning application for the proposed new visitor centre and 
environmental improvements at Stonehenge.  

Natural England supports the overall aims and objectives of the 
Stonehenge Environmental Improvements alongside the commitment to 

integrated management and the protection and enhancement of the 
natural and historic environment and landscapes within the WHS. Natural 

England supports the principal elements of the proposal to a) improve the 
visitor facilities and interpretation of the World Heritage Site (WHS) and 

b) the closure of the A344 and associated enhancements adjacent to the 
Stones.  

We would like to make the following comments on the Environment 
Statement and planning application details supplied. There are several key 

areas where the design solutions/ detailed designs have still to be worked 
up and it has therefore been difficult to comment in full. Our response 

below has highlighted the need for further information details required so 
we can fully assess the scheme or whether proposed mitigation will be 

sufficient.  



In recognition of the aims of the European Landscape Convention to which 

the UK has signed up to and the World Heritage status of Stonehenge, 

Natural England would like to see an exceptional solution of high 

environmental and sustainable design standard that reflects the 

uniqueness of the site. We believe that the final option should also look to 

maximise environmental gain not just mitigate for potential impact.  

Landscape Character and Visual Amenity  

Natural England expects high standards of site restoration around the 

stones and site planning and design of new infrastructure associated 

with the visitor facilities. In many respects, particularly around the 

stones, the consultation process and the current proposals, have 

achieved this.  

The Stones  

The landscape context for the stones will be significantly improved by the 
removal of the existing visitor facilities that are currently so close to the 
stones, and by the landscape restoration work. Natural England welcome 

the fact that the proposals keep the service and access infrastructure at 
this site to a minimum, because the historic landscape character is 

expressed through wide views, natural landform punctuated by the 
archaeological features and open grassland.  

It will be imperative that the works are implemented appropriately so that 
the restoration of the existing road to grassland, and the associated 

verges, is as sympathetic to the existing/adjoining grassland sward as 
possible; an appropriate seed mix and grazing management should be 

specified to achieve this within a certain period of time; the annual 
management regime will affect the appearance of the grassland.  

We feel that thought should be given to alternative materials for the 
pedestrian access surfacing into the immediate area of the Stones. 

Artificial green finishes to most materials used in the countryside can be 
very difficult to blend effectively with natural vegetation and is likely to 
look incongruous until the finish has bleached/weathered over years. Other 

options such as a dark coloured aggregate or preferably consideration of a 

grass seeded, robust geo-textile matting suitable for pedestrian use may 
be more appropriate. It would be helpful if alternative options could be 

provided for consideration by the parties involved, rather than one 
proposed solution.  

The new infrastructure for the visitor centre –design and 
connection with the landscape  

We welcome the systematic, logical approach taken to the selection and 

site planning of the new facilities. Natural England has been closely 
involved with the decision-making process throughout. The coach park, a 
potentially conspicuous component has been well planned into the 

landscape, being situated on previously disturbed ground, utilising the 
existing belt of mature beech trees and with new planting to mask the site 

(see below). This is a site that might otherwise have been available  



for the car park/visitor centre, but will now accommodate the coach 

park.  

The visitor centre design has not been quite so easy to track during the 

design process, and whilst the footprint for the building had been evident 
in the conceptual design stage, the architectural design -and the 

relationship with the landscape context -has not been evolved through the 
same degree of wider discussion. The result is that while the car park and 

access road fit more organically into the land form,  

the building and associated paving appear to be „at odds� both with the  

grain of the land form (i.e. the building straddles the head of the 

shallow valley) and the overall aim to reduce the visual impact of the 

building (i.e. the use of a canopy that increases the perceived height 

and mass of the building – particularly from the middle distance). A 

model of the building to scale, in the context of the landscape would 

assist in these judgements and facilitate better stakeholder input.  

Also, whilst the building has some interesting features in the twist to the 

canopy roof and the irregular pattern of the supports, it does not relate 
very strongly to the surrounding landscape, as might be expected of a 

visitor centre within the Stonehenge World Heritage Site. (this may have 
been the intention re the design philosophy-re light and reversible, 

deferential to the Stones) The building does have some similarity in scale 
to the modern barns found in the area, although the barns are positioned 

and designed with shelter from wind and rain in mind. The proposed 
design appears to relate to a more benign climate than can be expected in 
the vicinity of Salisbury Plain where the exposure to the elements is a 

significant constraint on landscape and building design. In this respect it 
may be appropriate to consider lowering the height of the roof and 

shaping the roof to sweep down to deflect the wind and protect visitors; 
this would also offer some scope  

to make some reference to the local vernacular and visually „anchor�  

the building into the landscape.  

The paved areas associated with and external to, the building are very 

rectilinear in contrast to the more organic pedestrian approach paths. We 

would advise that further consideration is given to the variety (e.g. use of 

a simpler palette) in paving materials. Paved areas around the building 

should be sympathetic to the surrounding landscape and the proposed 

regular „apron� of paving creates an abrupt boundary against the 

adjoining landscape; therefore there may also be scope to soften the lines 

of paving within and around the building (relating to the curves in the 

roof).  

A more organic, natural character could be reinforced by the use of some 

selective scrub vegetation planting in the vicinity of the building and the 

car park. The shallow valleys in the surrounding landscape often contain 

some scrub vegetation, and planting or natural regeneration of scrub has 

been discussed at the conceptual stages of the project, where this did 

not conflict with the archaeological value.  



Scrub vegetation would also help to blend the car park into the 

landscape, break up views of the cars and help to improve the landscape 

context of the reconstructed Neolithic dwellings that may otherwise be 

perceived as incongruous with the visitor centre. Was consideration given 

to using such scrub when combining the options 2 and 5 of the 

preliminary designs? It would be useful to model this option or provide 

detailed reason for why it was discounted.  

With regard to the building / Visitor centre design were other design 

options, use of sustainable green building materials, green roof 

considered ?: this is not outlined in the Design and Access Statement.  

Large coach park adjacent to existing line of beech trees.  

We would advise that the planting should be designed to give an external 
shape that is sympathetic to the surrounding landscape, using locally 

characteristic plant species rather than a standard alkaline-tolerant 
planting mix such as Prunus spinosa (blackthorn) and Crataegus 

monogyna (hawthorn), Cornus sanguinea (dogwood), Corylus avellana 
(hazel) and Viburnum opulus (guelder rose) and Viburnum lantana 
(wayfaring tree).  

Landscape Management Plan  

We support the intention to produce a detailed Landscape Management 
Plan. This should set out the full details of the planting and landscape 

design details and longer term management proposed to achieve the 
desired screening, landscape and biodiversity objectives. The landscape 

design plan should be an holistic integrated document covering historic 
environment, wildlife, access and landscape considerations. Natural 

England would welcome the opportunity to comment on this document. 
The Management Plan should be a legally enforceable requirement of 

planning approval. To enable full evaluation /assessment of the impacts 
and proposed mitigation the Landscape Management plan should be 

agreed by the relevant parties and consultees before a final planning 
decision is made.  

Decommissioning of the A344, existing Visitor Centre and car 

park  

The proposals for the site of the existing visitor centre and car park have 
been well designed and will make a tremendous benefit to the landscape 

around and the setting of the Stones at Stonehenge. The proposed use of 
suitable chalk grassland species rich grassland mix will also have a 

biodiversity benefits. We would however raise the following points 
regarding the detail:  

We note in the current proposals that it is not intended to remove the 

existing road surface in total along the length from Byway 12 and on the 
site of the old car park. I could not find an explanation the documents for 

why this is the case. We would recommend that it would be more 
sustainable and enable better establishment of the desired  



sward to remove the surfacing along the entire length not required for 

transit vehicles and car park rather than just puncturing the existing road 
surface and over topping with topsoil. Was thought given to this but 

discounted for practical reasons? Has there been experience of good 
longer term establishment using this technique?  

More detail regarding the proposed methods and species is required. We 

would welcome the opportunity to comment on the methods set out in the 
Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), Ecological 

Construction Management and Monitoring Management Plan (EEMP) and 
Landscape Management Plan.  

With regard to the selected use of a sports rye grass seed mix on areas 
susceptible to high visitor pressure/ footfall-have alternative amenity/ 

sports turf mixes been investigated that would blend with adjacent existing 
recreated grassland and which would require less watering to sustain 

them.  

Lighting  

Sections 6.6.7 and 6.6.9 of the Landscape Section of the Environmental 

Statement summarise the landscape and visuals impact of the lighting 
associated with the operation of the new visitor Centre and associated car 

parking and other infrastructure. The sites are not only located at the 
margins of the World Heritage Site largely characterised by its historic 

landscape with tranquillity, open views and dark skies, but also the wider 
landscape is open and relatively sparsely populated with few points of more 

intensive lighting. The impact of lighting especially with regard to the new 

roundabout at Airman�s Corner (and Longbarrow roundabout) is a concern 
to Natural England, as potentially one of the largest new impact in terms of 

visible infrastructure by day( 19 columns) and light pollution at dusk/ night 
time/dawn. Horizontal cut off to prevent spill of upward lighting may not be 

enough to avoid flare from the site. We are pleased to see that this issue is 
being addressed and the intention is identify the optimal number, design 

and height of lighting columns. Initial proposals for lighting design have 
been given within the ES and Design Statement. The final scheme has yet 

to be finalised. We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the final 
details. The final lighting design needs to minimise the impacts of road 

lighting on the night sky and surrounding landscape, through the use of 
baffled/ directional lighting, automatic dimming of lights during periods of 

low traffic and other appropriate lighting technologies to keep visual 
impacts to a minimum.  

The final lighting design should be agreed prior to planning approval and 

final strategy included as a legally enforceable planning condition.  



NATURE CONSERVATION  

Protected Species  

The ES has indentified the key species and habitats which could be 

adversely impacted by the proposed development. The proposed 

mitigation and amelioration proposed as set out in sections 7.4.2 to 

7.4.4, 7.4.18 and the draft Construction and Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP) should prevent impact on the protected 

species recorded. The final CEMP should be agreed in advance and 

implementation secured by appropriate legally enforceable means or 

planning conditions.  

Mitigation Measures  

We would endorse the avoidance / minimisation measures set out in 

section 7.4.2. With regard to the statement regarding the Dew pond will 

its proposed use as a soak away adversely impact on the potential of this 

pond as a habitat?  

Amelioration/ reduction Measures  

Natural England support the production of a Construction Method 

Statement (CMS) and Construction and Environmental Management Plan 

(CEMP). These documents should be agreed in advance of any planning 

decision. If planning approval is given the implementation of the agreed 

plans should be required as legally enforceable planning conditions. (See 

comments regarding the River Avon and River Till SSSI / SAC below).  

The draft CMS has identified the main key issues and suggested suitable 
mitigation/ method statements. However further information is required 

e.g.full final details of SUDS, ECMMP etc before the impacts on the River 
Avon and River Till SSSI / SAC can be fully assessed. This additional 

information will be needed before a planning decision is made and as part 
of the Appropriate Assessment.  

7.4.5 Hydrological mitigation-see below – more data is required to 

inform the Appropriate Assessment.  

We endorse the proposals to use local seed/ hay for habitat creation/ landscape 

work and local native trees and shrubs as part of the planting proposals. Specific 

details will need to be agreed.  

7.4.6 Ecological Monitoring and Management Plan (EMMP)  

Again we support the production of this document and integration of land 

management with visitor access and circulation. As will other proposed 

plans and proposed mitigation, If planning approval is given there should 

be subject to implementation of these plans as a legally enforceable 

planning condition. The key details should be agreed prior to a planning 

decision being made.  



Operational Impacts 7.4.7- Visitor Access- Public access and 

impact on birds other wildlife.  

Natural England agrees with the key bullets in this section, particularly the 

need to carefully manage the access to protect nature conservation 

features. The intention to interpret the wildlife and wider landscape is 

particularly welcome.  

The proposed visitor Management strategy should look in more detail at 

the potential access/ disturbance impacts on the key bird and other 
species. We would support its production and implementation, which 
should be assured through suitable legally enforceable conditions.  

7.4.10/ 7.4.11-Waste water/ surface water drainage  

We would welcome the SUDS and other measures outlined to minimise 

water consumption and potential pollution. The final waste water and 

surface water drainage strategy documents will need to be agreed in 

consultation with EA/NE prior to planning decision to ensure they will 

achieve the mitigation required. A suitable legally enforceable condition 

should be used to ensure the implementation should planning approval be 

granted.  

7.4.17 Lighting – Natural England agree with that measures should be 

taken with regard to lighting design and timing of operation to minimise 

impact on stone curlew, foraging and commuting bats and other birds. 

This element should be included in final lighting design and strategy to be 

agreed in advance and implemented as a legally enforceable condition.  

We welcome the proposed calcareous habitat creation and use of native 
trees and shrubs as set out in section 7.4.19, 7.6.15 and Design Access 

Statement. The ES does not however state how much grassland is to be 
created versus the area lost and area of improved grassland to 
“enhanced”. There is currently no detailed specification of what enhanced 

will entail. The details should be included in the CEMP, EEMP and 
Landscape Management Strategy.  

Salisbury Plain SSSI/ SAC/ SPA  

Based on the evidence presented in the ES, it is not envisaged that the 
development itself would have any direct effects on the designated 

features. Changes in visitor usage could however impact on potential 
future stone curlew nest sites. Provided the suggested mitigation as set 

out in section 7.4.7, 7.6.10 we would agree with the conclusion that there 
should be no likely significant effect on the SAC/ SPA. Precise details of the 

required mitigation should be agreed as part of an integrated Access 
Visitor Management Strategy. This should be produced prior to a planning 

decision being and made in order to confirm the assessment. Planning 
permission should be subject to the production and implementation of the 
strategy.  



River Till and River Avon SSSI/SAC  

The nature conservation importance of the River Till and River Avon 

System Site of Special Scientific Interest and Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC), arises from the range and diversity of riparian habitats and 

associated species. The SAC qualifying features include one habitat (the 
watercourse characterised by floating Ranunculus (water crowfoot) and 

Callitricho (starwort) vegetation) and five species  

(brook and sea lamprey, bullhead, salmon and Desmoulin�s whorl  

snail). All are dependent upon the maintenance of high water quality and 
surface and ground water flows. The habitat quality is sensitive to nutrient 
enrichment.  

Given the proximity of the above European Protected Sites and potential 
impacts, the proposed development will need to be subject to  

the Appropriate Assessment process in accordance with the 

Habitats Directive and Regulations (The Conservation (Natural 

Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended)).  

The ES has identified the potential indirect impacts on the River Till. 

The information in the ES is however currently insufficient to fully 

assess the likely significance e.g.  

I  Page 6 of the Water and Waste Water Strategy states that the 

aquifer needs further investigation to determine whether it can 

support the abstraction rate from the aquifer.  

I  Further detail is required on the predicted water usage and 

impact of the demand for water, potential pollution expressed in terms 

of impact on the flow and water quality conservation objectives site 

specific standards.  
I  The planning application does not clearly set out the difference 
between the current water consumption and that expected in the new 

visitor centre and hub. We would also query the amount of water 
needed for irrigation at the Hub. Is this amount of water needed – How 

was it calculated? Could other methods/ solutions be designed to 
reduce this level of use without impact on the archaeological 

conservation of the site (e.g. use of alternative seed mixes?)  

I  Further detail on the design and operational arrangements for 

mitigation measures proposed for the construction and operational 

stages and for management post construction are required in order for 

Natural England to be satisfied. The detail will need to be agreed with 

the Environment Agency and Natural England.  

I  Ground water heat pump-are there any potential impacts re 

temperature changes of water circulated back into the aquifer?  

ACCESS AND GREEN TRAVEL PLAN  



Natural England supports the objectives within the planning application to 

encourage the use of more sustainable uses of transport to reach the 
Visitor Centre and explore the wider landscape. This is an aspiration of the 

WHS management Plan. With this in mind would it not be possible to 
include more facilities for cyclists rather than provide the minimum 

required? The development and implementation of an integrated Green 
travel Plan is welcomed.  

I hope the above comments are helpful. Please contact me if you have 

any queries.  

Yours sincerely  

Stephanie Payne Conservation and Land 
Management Adviser  



 

Mr Adam Madge 

Development Control 

Planning Office 

Wiltshire Council 61 

Wyndham Road 

Salisbury SP1 3AH  

25th November 2009  

Dear Adam Madge,  

STONEHENGE VISITOR CENTRE & CAR PARK:  

ICOMOS-UK Response to Application S/2009/1527  

ICOMOS-UK welcomes the chance to comment on this application which it sees as 

substantial progress towards providing much needed improved visitor reception arrangements 

at Stonehenge. The following views are those of the organisation and reflect the revised 

Stonehenge Management Plan, the World Heritage Planning Guidance Circular, and the 

UNESCO World Heritage Operational Guidelines, 2005.  

In 1986 when Stonehenge was inscribed on the World Heritage List (as part of Stonehenge, 

Avebury and Associated sites), the State Party gave assurances that ‘the closure of the road 

which crosses the avenue at Stonehenge was receiving serious consideration as part of the 

overall plans for the future management of the site’. We are delighted that the A344 is to be 

closed where it passes the Stones, some 23 years after the assurances were given.  

We put forward our detailed comments on the proposed scheme under the following 

headings:  

 

1. Aim of the new Visitor Centre and proposed access route  

2. Consultation  

3. Visitor Access/Tourism and Landscape Strategies  

4. Permanence of proposed building  

5. Siting of the proposed building and car park  

6. Impact of the proposed Visitor Centre and Car Park on the WHS  



7.  A 344 Approach to Stones  

8.  Function of the Visitor Centre  

9.  Local Communities  

10. Conclusions  



- 

 



 

 

1.  Aim of the new Visitor Centre and proposed access route: As well as ensuring that 

Outstanding Universal Value (OUV), authenticity and integrity are sustained, we consider 

that the overall aim of the new visitor centre project must be to:  

• Optimise benefits  by allowing greater understanding of, and access to, the 

whole World Heritage site (WHS)  

• Allow visitors to appreciate the Stones in an inspirational way  

• Contribute to improved landscaping of the WHS related to the visual inter-

linkages of monuments in the landscape  

• Contribute to better management of visitors in line with the carrying capacities 

of key parts of the WHS  

The scheme must therefore provide substantial cultural as well as environmental 

benefits. As presented the scheme is said to have cultural dis-benefits, as it impacts 

adversely on OUV, but that these are said to be outweighed by benefits for visitors. 

We do not consider that such dis-benefits are acceptable and moreover do not consider 

that are necessary if the scheme is modified.  

The visitor centre needs to be truly sustainable in cultural, economic, environmental 

and social terms in the way its design concept meets the needs of visitors and the 

needs of the WHS, through delivering benefits to both.   

ICOMOS-UK considers that a major intervention within the WHS, largely 

funded by public funds, should contribute major cultural (and environmental) 

benefits. We consider that the proposed Visitor Centre should deliver cultural 

benefits related to major landscape improvements in relation to the monumental 

and visual attributes of the WHS, to major access benefits for visitors to the 

wider landscape, and to better visitor management that will help improve the 

conservation of the WHS.  We also consider that it is essential that it does not 

cause dis-benefits in terms of adverse impact on the attributes of OUV.  

We consider that the first of these benefits could only be achieved with 

considerable modifications to the overall design of the proposed building, car 

park and screening; in essence a ‘down-grading’ of the scheme so that it is lower 

key, recessive, sits well in the landscape and does not impact adversely on the 

attributes of OUV. The second and third benefits need to be achieved  

- 

 



 

through the way the centre operates in terms of it being more than a visitor 

service provider. The dis-benefits can be removed by changes to the design and 

landscaping.  

2.  Consultation We are disappointed that the process for designing the visitor centre has 

not involved more engagement with stakeholders, in the spirit of consultation envisaged in the 

Management Plan, and in line with English Heritage guidance on pre-application discussions 

for major applications. Early discussions, at the time the brief was being drawn up for the 

Architect, could, in our view, have allowed for an understanding as to how a new building and 

car park could be put on the Airman’s Corner site without adverse effects on OUV, through 

articulating clearly the attributes of OUV. These adverse effects and possible mitigation are 

discussed in more detail below.  

ICOMOS-UK considers that with early consultations, the adverse impacts on 

OUV of the proposed Visitor Centre could have been avoided.   

3.  Visitor Access/Tourism and Landscape Strategies: We consider that a visitor centre 

would have benefitted from being developed within the frameworks of Visitor 

Access/Tourism and Landscape Strategies for the overall WHS.   

An Access Strategy could have set out aims for how visitors might gain access and 

understanding of the attributes across the whole of the WHS, and thus how a Visitor 

Centre could contribute to providing enhanced understanding and access – as 

envisaged in Policy 4d of the Management Plan – across the whole WHS, and through 

encouraging green transport – walking, cycling and the use of buses.  

ICOMOS-UK considers that an overall Access Strategy that relates the 

proposed Visitor Centre to enhance access and understanding of the whole 

WHS should now be developed.  

A Landscape Strategy could have evaluated the current landscape of the WHS, both 

for use, such as grazing, arable and tree planting, and for visual aspects such as views 

and panoramas. On  the basis of these evaluations, a Landscape Strategy it could have 

set out a medium term vision for the overall landscape that encompassed enhanced 

views between key attributes and enhanced key views out of the WHS – as envisaged 

in Policies 3d, 3h and 3i- and improved  tree planting in the overall landscape. Such a 

vision would have allowed understanding as to  
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how a Visitor Centre and car park might be screened so as to contribute towards 

agreed overall landscape improvements.   

Without either of these strategies in place, there is, in our view, a danger that the 

Visitor Centre will only provides narrow access to the Stones, will not be linked to 

wider landscape access, and that the screening of the Visitor Centre and car park will 

incorporate elements that do not contribute positively to visual inter-linkages between 

key attributes of OUV, to key views out of the property, or to improvements in the 

overall visual character of the property.   

ICOMOS-UK considers it essential that the landscape proposals for all three 

elements of the site – visitor centre, car and coach parks – should be interrelated 

and related to a Landscape Strategy, which should now be developed.   

4.  Permanence of proposed building Although the initial proposals for the Visitor 

Centre were for a short-term, interim building, with a life span of up to 25 years, we consider 

that what is now being proposed, in terms of scale of intervention, size, complexity, and 

particularly cost, cannot justify so many resources being spent for such short-term benefits: 

this would be inherently unsustainable in terms of the amount of energy expended.  We 

therefore consider that the building must be considered, to all intents and purposes, as a 

permanent structure.  

5.  Siting of the proposed building and car park Although we support in principle the 

site at Airman’s corner, given the open nature of the proposed site, we consider that caveats 

set out in our response to the Options appraisal for the Visitor centre (in October 2008) are 

highly relevant:  

1 A large car park for 800 cars would only be acceptable on the edge of the 

WHS if not visible in the wider landscape  

2 All buildings will need to be carefully sited, have sensitive low key designs 

and minimal light spillage  

3 Car parks will need to have maximum area of grass surface  

4 The Visitor Centre, restaurants, shops, and car parks will need to be as small as 

possible  

5 The Visitor Centre should promote access into the wider WHS landscape, 

particularly the arable reversion areas, through a detailed access and knowledge 

strategy  

6 Further detailed work will need to be undertaken to assess the impact of any 

proposals on the attributes that carry OUV.  
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We consider that all of these elements should have been included in the overall brief 

for the current project and are concerned that the current proposals cannot be said to:  

• Be low key  

• Have minimal light spillage  

• Include maximum grass coverage and adequate screening in the car 

and coach parks  

• Be as small as possible, yet adequate in scope  

• Promote wider access to the landscape  

• Be based on a clear articulation of the attributes of OUV that will be 

affected  

ICOMOS-UK supports the concept of a Visitor Centre being sited at 

Airman’s Corner, subject to modifications to its design and landscape 

arrangements – as set out below.  

6.  Impact of the proposed Visitor Centre and Car Park on the WHS We consider 

that it is essential that the proposed Visitor Centre and Car Park is assessed for any 

negative impact on the attributes of OUV, and for positive impacts on visitor access and 

enjoyment.   

Not all aspects of the WHS are related to OUV: those that are, known as attributes 

have been set out clearly in the revised Stonehenge Management Plan.   

In our view, the starting point for evaluating impact must be an assessment of the 

attributes of OUV that might be affected by the proposals, including the strong visual 

inter-relationships of monuments, which appear to reflect their careful and deliberate 

placing in the landscape. It is important to acknowledge that although the proposed 

site is on the edge of the WHS this does not mean that it is not an extremely 

important part of the site: the more that has been discovered about the area, the more 

interesting and significant it has become.   

The key attributes affected by the proposals are the:  
• Lesser Cursus and associated barrows  

• Cursus and associated barrows, particularly views out from the western 

end of the Cursus to the west (as shown in Figure 9)  

• Northern Winterbourne Stoke Barrows  

• Visual links between each of these and particularly views from the major 

visual axis between the northern Winterborne Barrows linear group and the henge 

site just south of the Cursus  
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If these attributes are to be conserved, then it is essential that the proposed 

building does not impact adversely on them.   

We consider that it is essential that any interventions on the site should sustain 

the OUV, authenticity and integrity of the WHS through protecting the 

attributes of OUV.  

In ICOMOS-UK’s view, the current designs for the proposed building, car park 

and roundabout will impact adversely on the attributes of OUV (which include 

visual links between monuments). We further consider that these adverse 

impacts could be avoided by changes to the design of the proposed centre, car 

and coach parks, and roundabout. Such changes should limit the height of the 

building, the light spill from it, the screening of the visitor centre, car and coach 

parks, and the lighting on the new roundabout.  

6 a) Height of the building and light spill: The roof of the building rises to 8 metres and 

with its light grey steel membrane cover is designed to be a striking addition to the 

landscape rather than a structure that is low key and recessive. It will have a major 

negative impact on views on the attributes listed above and the views between them, in 

respect of its height and the light spill from it.  

We consider that the current style of the building with its tall, widespread, 

curved roof is fundamentally unsuited for the open landscape site and creates a 

disturbing interception of the gentle valley landform. We consider that the two 

proposed low buildings within the over-sailing roof structure should be roofed 

separately and reflect the idiom of farm buildings sitting low in the landscape.  

In ICOMOS-UK’s view, the height of the building should be reduced to a level 

that ensures that it does not impinge on downward views west from the Cursus 

(as shown in Figure 9), on views from the major visual axis between the northern 

Winterborne Barrows linear group and the henge site just south of the Cursus, 

and on views between the northern Winterborne barrows and the Lesser Cursus 

and barrows.  Further, when the roof is re-arranged lower in the landscape, the 

colour should be amended to ensure it is not light or reflective.  

The proposed building has two main sides: one that faces the car park and one that 

faces towards the Stones. The latter should not intrude into the landscape.  
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ICOMOS-UK considers that the side to the car park could be permeable and 

with  limited light spill but that the side facing towards the Stones should be as 

blank as possible with no light spill, as should the two other sides. The building(s) 

should be surrounded by a substantial native thicket of chalkland shrubs and 

small trees, two to three times the surface area of the building, to provide 

effective cover and light suppression from the Cursus and from other attributes, 

(with archaeological evaluation prior to determining the precise shape of the 

planting). If seeing the position of the building from a distance is considered 

desirable, a flagpole would suffice.  

6 b) Proposed Road Access and Car Parking Proposals  There are two aspects of these 

proposals that are cause for concern: light pollution and tree screening.  

Light pollution:  

The proposed lighting scheme for the Airman’s Corner roundabout and the 

improvements to the Winterbourne Stoke roundabout (up to 18 lights for each) 

would be exceptionally damaging in terms of light spill on dull days and early 

evenings. We understand that the number of lights is advisory only. We consider 

that there should be no roundabout lighting and only ground level lighting in the car 

and coach parks. Traffic lights would be preferable to street lighting.  

Currently the WHS is remarkably unspoilt by light pollution. We consider 

that it would be highly regrettable if the proposed visitor centre, parking 

areas and ancillary roundabouts, were to adversely effect this situation.  

Tree Screening:  

Had a Landscape Strategy been developed, it would almost certainly have concluded 

that the overgrown beech hedge alongside the A344 at Airman’s Corner was an 

undesirable addition to the landscape, as seen from the Cursus and in terms of views 

south from the Lesser Cursus.  

We are therefore concerned that this landscape feature has become a key part of the 

landscape screening proposals for the proposed coach park. First the overgrown 

hedge is not sustainable in the long term and secondly it looks unattractive in the 

landscape views from the Cursus and blocks views south from the Lesser Cursus.  

ICOMOS-UK considers it essential that the landscape proposals should not rely 

on the existing overgrown beech hedge and that it should be removed and  
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replaced by low-growing trees such as thorn or blackthorn that do not block 

views across the shallow valley west of the Visitor Centre.  

Further we consider that the proposed screening to the north of the coach park is 

unattractive in following tightly the boundary and should be extended to form an 

extensive native copse to screen the coaches without intercepting views from the 

Lower Cursus to the Winterbourne Barrows.   

For the new car park which is on the north facing slope, we consider that native 

shrub and small tree planting should envelope and spread beyond the parking 

areas to provide complete screening from key attributes.  

Overall we consider that the screening for all three areas – visitor centre, car 

park and coach park – should be merged to create an overall low-growing 

dispersed thicket, typical of chalk downland.  

7.  A 344 Approach to Stones The current proposals are to take the land ‘trains’ along the 

current tarmac of the A344 until just past byway12. The remainder of the A344 will be 

grassed over but with a reinforced surface that can take vehicles. The existing car park will 

have grass put over the tarmac.   

We consider that the land ‘train’ should stop to the west of byway 12, rather than 

crossing it, in order that the by-way can form a divide between the pedestrian only 

areas and the downgraded road.  

We are concerned that the width of the current tarmac A344 does not make for an 

attractive feature in the landscape nor an attractive and inspirational approach to the 

Stones.  

We consider that the remaining A344 road should be narrowed, by allowing 

grass to grow over the edges, that all white lines and signage should be 

removed, and that the surface should be covered with gravel coated resin to 

give it a more modest feel.  

8.  Hub Building The hub building is necessary to provide certain resources near the 

Stones. We do however consider that the current designs for a sunken building within a ‘hole 

in the ground’, fenced around its edge, need amending to ensure that the overall site  
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and particularly the fence, do not impact adversely on views from the Avenue as it 

nears the Stones.  

We consider that the ground around the hub (which has already been disturbed) 

should be landscaped to create an inward sloping profile around the rim, to 

allow the perimeter fence to be sited at the lower edge of the inner slope, with its 

top no higher than the level of the main landscape, so as to ensure that the fence 

is not seen from the Avenue.  

9.  Function of the Visitor Centre Although we appreciate that the way the visitor centre 

functions is not entirely a planning matter, we do nevertheless consider most strongly that the 

Visitor Centre should be a discreet gateway providing access to the wider WHS – physically, 

intellectually and emotionally – but that is should also be part of key part of the management 

processes for sustaining the attributes of OUV, by  managing carrying capacity and tourism 

congestion at peak times  and enhancing the overall visitor experience. It is not evident from 

the current documentation how this wider remit will be achieved, nor specifically what 

alternative strategies will be adopted at times of heavy throughput that does not materially 

impact upon the landscape.  

10.  Local Communities In line with the Stonehenge Management Plan, and the general 

precepts for WHSs, we consider that the major public investment that is envisaged for the 

visitor site (from the Government and possibly the HLF) should bring with it improved links 

with local communities and local stakeholders and, wherever possible, benefits to both.  

We consider that the Visitor Centre should articulate links with local 

communities, in terms of how visitors might also visit other local attractions and 

facilities in the region, We believe that the visitor centre should be seen as more of 

a local resources than one linked only to English Heritage.  We consider that 

there should be links with the National Trust, as the major landowner of the 

WHS, and with local museums. And we also consider that links should be made 

with local transport providers as well as with public transport operators. All of 

these considerations should be part of an Access Strategy which should now be 

developed.  

11. Conclusions  
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11.1 Site: ICOMOS-UK supports the concept of the Visitor Centre being sited at 

Airman’s Corner, subject to modifications to its design and landscape 

arrangements – as set out below.   

11.2 Sustaining OUV and protecting the attributes of OUV a) We consider that it is 

essential that any interventions on the site should sustain the OUV, authenticity 

and integrity of the WHS through protecting the attributes of OUV.  

b)  In ICOMOS-UK’s view, the current designs for the proposed 

building, car park and roundabout will impact adversely on the attributes 

of OUV (which include visual links between monuments). We further 

consider that these adverse impacts could be avoided by changes to the 

design of the proposed centre, car and coach parks, and roundabout. Such 

changes should limit the height of the building, the light spill from it, the 

screening of the visitor centre, car and coach parks, and the lighting on 

the new roundabout.  

c)  ICOMOS-UK considers that with early consultations, the 

adverse impacts on OUV of the proposed Visitor Centre could have been 

avoided.  

d)  ICOMOS-UK considers that an overall Access Strategy that 

relates the proposed Visitor Centre to enhanced access and understanding 

of the whole WHS should now be developed.  

e)  ICOMOS-UK considers it essential that the landscape proposals 

for all three elements of the site – visitor centre, car and coach parks – 

should be inter-related and related to an overall Landscape Strategy, 

which should now be developed.   

11.3 Cultural benefits  

a)  ICOMOS-UK considers that a major intervention within the WHS, 

largely funded by public funds, should contribute major cultural (and 

environmental) benefits. We consider that the proposed Visitor Centre 

should deliver cultural benefits related to major landscape improvements in 

relation to the monumental and visual attributes of the WHS, to major 

access benefits for visitors to the wider landscape, and to better visitor 

management that will help improve  
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the conservation of the WHS. We also consider that it is essential that 

it does not cause dis-benefits in terms of adverse impact on the 

attributes of OUV.  

b)  We consider that the first of these benefits could only be achieved 

with considerable modifications to the overall design of the proposed 

building, car park and screening; in essence a ‘down-grading’ of the 

scheme so that it is lower key, recessive, sits well in the landscape and does 

not impact adversely on the attributes of OUV. The second and third 

benefits need to be achieved through the way the centre operates in terms 

of it being more than a visitor service provider. The dis-benefits can be 

removed by changes to the design and landscaping.  

11.4 Suggested Amendments to the proposed scheme a) We consider that the current 

style of the building with its tall, widespread, curved roof is fundamentally unsuited 

for the open landscape site and creates a disturbing interception of the gentle valley 

landform. We consider that the two proposed low buildings within the over-sailing 

roof structure should be roofed separately and reflect the idiom of farm buildings 

sitting low in the landscape.   

b)  In ICOMOS-UK’s view, the height of the building should be 

reduced to a level that ensures that it does not impinge on downward views 

west from the Cursus (as shown in Figure 9), on views from the major 

visual axis between the northern Winterborne Barrows linear group and 

the henge site just south of the Cursus, and on views between the northern 

Winterborne barrows and the Lesser Cursus and barrows.  Further, when 

the roof is re-arranged lower in the landscape, the colour should be 

amended to ensure it is not light or reflective.  

c)  ICOMOS-UK considers that the side to the car park could be 

permeable and with  limited light spill but that the side facing towards the 

Stones should be as blank as possible with no light spill, as should the two 

other sides. The building(s) should be surrounded by a substantial, native 

thicket of chalkland shrubs and small trees, two to three times the surface 

area of the building, to provide effective cover and light suppression from 

the Cursus and from other attributes, (with archaeological evaluation 

prior to determining the precise shape of the planting). If seeing the 

position  
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of the building from a distance is considered desirable, a flagpole  

would suffice.  

d) Currently the WHS is remarkably unspoilt by light pollution. We 

consider that it would be highly regrettable if the proposed visitor centre, 

parking areas and ancillary roundabouts, were to adversely effect this 

situation.  

e)  We do not consider that screening for the coach park should rely 

on the existing overgrown beech hedge and that it should be removed and 

replaced by low-growing trees such as thorn or blackthorn that do not 

block views across the shallow valley west of the Visitor Centre.  

f)  Further we consider that the proposed screening to the north of 

the coach park is unattractive in following tightly the boundary and 

should be extended to form an extensive native copse to screen the coaches 

without intercepting views from the Lower Cursus to the Winterbourne 

Barrows.   

g) For the new car park which is on the north facing slope, we consider that 

native shrub and small tree planting should envelope and spread beyond 

the parking areas to provide complete screening from key attributes.  

h)  Overall we consider that the screening for all three areas – 

visitor centre, car park and coach park – should be merged to create an 

overall low-growing dispersed thicket, typical of chalk downland.  

i)  We consider that the remaining A344 road should be narrowed by 

allowing grass to grow over the edges, that all white lines and signage 

should be removed, and that the surface should be covered with gravel 

coated resin to give it a more modest feel.   

j)  We consider that the ground around the hub (which has already 

been disturbed) should be landscaped to create an inward sloping profile 

around the rim, to allow the perimeter fence to be sited at the lower edge 

of the inner slope, with its top no higher than the level of the main 

landscape, so as to ensure that the fence is not seen from the Avenue.  
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k)  We consider that the Visitor Centre should articulate links with 

local communities, in terms of how visitors might also visit other local 

attractions and facilities in the region, We believe that the visitor centre 

should be seen as more of a local resources than one linked only to English 

Heritage. We consider that there should be links with the National Trust, 

as the major landowner of the WHS, and with local museums. And we also 

consider that links should be made with local transport providers as well 

as with public transport operators. All of these considerations should be 

part of an Access Strategy which should now be developed.  

12. Planning Committee  

To achieve the suggested improvements outlined above, in order to 

ensure that the proposed scheme does not impact adversely on OUV, and 

also delivers substantial cultural benefits, ICOMOS-UK urges the 

Planning Committee NOT to approve the current application, and to 

request the applicants to make modifications to the scheme in order to 

mitigate its adverse impacts and deliver an exemplary approach.  

Yours sincerely  

Susan Denyer Secretary, 

ICOMOS-UK  
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THE STONEHENGE ALLIANCE  

From The Hon Secretary, Kate Fielden 1 

The Old Smithy, Alton Priors 

Marlborough SN8 4JX  

30 November 2009  

Mrs Judy Howles Area 

Development Manager 

Wiltshire Council 61 

Wyndham Road Salisbury 

Wiltshire SP1 3AH.  

Dear Mrs Howles,  

Planning Application S/2009/1527/FULL: New visitor centre for Stonehenge and 

associated works  

Thank you for asking Mr Madge to reply to my letter to you of 3 November. We are glad of the 

few extra days in which to comment on the application although we have not, in the event, been 

able to call an Alliance meeting in time to discuss the scheme together. Some of our member-

organisations have, however, been able to hold their own meetings at which the scheme was 

considered and they have forwarded their views for this response.  

Although we broadly welcome proposals to improve the surroundings beside the Stonehenge 

monument, including closure of the A344/A303 junction, we consider that Airman’s Corner is 

not an appropriate site for the proposed visitor facilities. It is accepted that Ministers have 

decided that Airman’s Corner is the chosen site for the visitor centre, but both the scale and the 

impact of the proposed development are such that even the applicant has recognized that it would 

result in adverse effects on the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the World Heritage Site 

(WHS) and on the immediate setting of the Site (ES, paras.5.7.27–28).  

1. We object to the proposals  

It is the collective view of the Stonehenge Alliance that we object to the proposals for the 

reasons set out below, most of which have already been mentioned in our letter of 3 

November. We trust that earlier letter will be taken into account by the Council and that it will 

now be published on your website.  

2. Consultation  
We are both surprised and disappointed that so little time has been given for consideration of this 

very extensive application and also to learn that it is not considered by the Council to be a 

departure from planning policy for the WHS in respect of the protection of its OUV which we 

understand should be a key material consideration. Stonehenge is internationally a highly 

important WHS and the application comprises a major scheme with national if not international 

implications, for which considerable sums of public finance are involved. A number of our 

representatives attended the pre-application exhibition earlier this year and wrote to the 

applicants with our views in July. So little detailed information was available to  



consultees at that time that it was impossible to envisage what was being proposed in terms of the 

size and design of the building works, or the screening of the facilities, including car parking, and 

so on. We made a number of comments about the lack of adequate information as well as 

suggestions for amelioration of the scheme, almost none of which appear to have been taken into 

account in the proposals now before us. Important information is still lacking and the scheme, in 

its adverse impacts on the WHS, does not meet the requirements of planning policy and the World 

Heritage Convention.  

3. Departure of the Scheme from planning policy and guidance  

The Stonehenge Alliance took part in Public Inquiries into the A303 Improvement Scheme and 

the Countess East Visitor Centre. At those Inquiries we argued, on planning policy grounds, 

against proposals that would create permanent and unacceptable damage to the WHS. We are 

aware that the planning framework ought to provide secure protection for this unique 

archaeological landscape. We continue to hold the view that the scheme as proposed is in 

substantial conflict, not only with Local Plan policy but also with regional and government 

policy and guidance, and the WHS Management Plan (which has SPG status), all designed 

specifically to safeguard the WHS. Rather than reproduce the relevant planning policies and 

advice in full, the relevant policies and guidance which argue for protection of the WHS and its 

OUV and therefore against the scheme as proposed, are listed below. After all, the British 

Government will be judged by its approach to its international responsibilities.  

The World Heritage Convention (UNESCO 1972): Article 4  

UNESCO Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention (2008): 

Guidelines 8, 49, 96, 97, 98, 99, 108, 109, 112 and 119  

CLG Circular 07/2009 on The Protection of World Heritage Sites (DCLG July 2009):  

Introduction: paragraph 1;  

Objectives: paragraphs 6, 8 and 9;  

Principles and policies for the protection of WHS: paragraphs 10, 11 and 12;  

Protecting the setting of World Heritage Sites: paragraph 15; and  

Minor incremental changes: paragraph 20  

Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development (ODPM, 2005): 

Protection and enhancement of the environment: Paragraph 17  

PPG 16: Archaeology and Planning:  

Paragraph 8: protection of settings of nationally important archaeological remains 

Paragraph 14: role of planning authorities in implementing planning safeguards  

Regional Planning Guidance 10:  

Policy EN 3: The Historic Environment  

Wiltshire and Swindon Structure Plan 2016:  

Policies HE 1, HE 5 (heritage protection);  

RLT 1 (recreation, sport and leisure); and RLT 8 (tourism)  

DP1.6 (minimizing loss of countryside, protecting and enhancing the area’s  

environmental assets)  

C9 (protection of Special Landscape Area)  



Salisbury District Local Plan (adopted June 2003) Policy CN24 (cited as ‘The key development 

control policy for the WHS in the Local Plan’: WHS Management Plan, Appendix O: 3.2) Policy 

CN20  

Good Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism (DCLG 2006) Key Planning 

Considerations for Tourism Developments: Introduction: 5.1 Contributing to the 

Environment: 5.11 and first two bullet points  

Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (DfT November 2008) Contributing to goals in 

Chapter 1 is supported by Local Transport Plan 3 Guidance (DfT July 2009)  

The WHS Management Plan (2009; adopted as SPG by Wiltshire Council): Vision, p.10; 

Priorities for 2009-2015, p.10, introductory paragraph Function of the World Heritage Site 

Management Plan: paragraph 1.1.5 The purpose of the Plan, paragraph 1.3.1 (overriding 

commitment to conserve the  

Site) Part 2: Key Management Issues, Introduction to key issues: paragraph 

6.1 Issue 1: UNESCO guidance and requirements: paragraph 7.1.9 Section 

8.2: The settings of the WHS and its attributes of OUV: Issue 13 Issue 29: 

The need for improved visitor facilities: paragraph 9.7.1 Section 14.2: 

Statutory and Policy Framework: Aim 1, Policies 1c and 1e;  

paragraphs 14.2.5; 14.2.6; and 14.2.7 Section 14.4: Conservation of the WHS: Aim 3, 

Policies 3a, 3b, 3d, 3i and 3l; and paragraphs 14.4.1 (primary aim of Plan is to 

preserve and sustain OUV)  

and 14.4.2 Intrusive features in the landscape: paragraph 14.4.19 (light pollution) 

Sustainable tourism and visitor management: Policies 4a and 4j and paragraph 14.5.1;  

paragraphs 14.5.3 and 14.5.4 (wider access to the WHS) Visitor facilities for the World 

Heritage Site: paragraph 14.5.23 and 14.5.26, introductory paragraph and first bullet 

point Section 14.6: Sustainable traffic management and transportation: paragraphs 

14.6.4, bullet point 3 (light pollution) and 14.6.5 (Green Travel Plan) Management, 

liaison and monitoring: paragraph 14.9.1 (key purpose of Plan)  

We have not quoted from the European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological 

Heritage (1992), now ratified by the UK, but it contains a number of Articles that are relevant to 

protection of the archaeological heritage at Stonehenge. The Management Plan, paragraph 

14.2.26, refers to the implications of the ratification of this Convention.  

We reiterate that it is clear from the planning framework for the whole WHS, including the entire 

philosophy of the Management Plan, that improvements to one part of the WHS cannot be offset 

by concomitant damage to another part: the obligation under the World Heritage Convention is to 

protect, conserve and rehabilitate the whole WHS, not to create further or new damage to any part 

of it. New facilities for visitors are therefore required, via planning policy and Management Plan 

commitments, to be located and designed in such a way as not to compromise the special qualities 

for which the Site was designated (Management Plan,  



paras. 14.5.23, 14.5.26 (and bullet point one), Policies 4a and 4j, and, in particular, para. 

9.7.1, which begins:  

‘For many years it has been acknowledged that there is a need to remove the existing 

visitor facilities which have an adverse impact on the OUV of the Site, and to develop 

improved visitor facilities where they will not have an adverse impact on the WHS and 

its OUV.’  

Since the OUV of a WHS is a key material consideration, there appears to be an 

overwhelming case for putting the protection of the OUV of the Site first, before all other 

considerations. By damaging the OUV of the Site in areas where it is hitherto not 

compromised, the proposed scheme for visitor facilities respects neither the planning 

framework nor Management Plan aims for the protection of the WHS and its OUV.  

In case the Council is not aware, there are now a number of inappropriate planning applications 

for World Heritage Sites that have come under legal examination. One of the most pertinent of 

these, in the case of Stonehenge where the proposals are for an ‘interim’ development, lasting for 

possibly 25 years, is that of Coal Contractors Ltd v. Secretary of State for the Environment and 

Northumberland County Council (QBD, 9 December 1993). In that case, planning proposals were 

for removal of unsightly colliery works and temporary permission for open cast mining and 

associated works over a period of about two years, whose spoil heap and overburden mound 

(only) would be seen in views from part of Hadrian’s Wall WHS. This was at a time when no 

specific government advice was available on the protection of WHSites. The applicants had 

challenged the Secretary of State’s decision to refuse their application on the grounds of the 

impact it would have on the setting of the WHS: a decision that was upheld by the Court. The 

Judge noted that the Secretary of State had agreed that the application was not in conflict with a 

number of planning policies but that he had considered the effect on the WHS to be a ‘main 

consideration’.  

2. Archaeology  

The Stonehenge and Avebury and Associated Monuments WHS Designation Document  

describes the Avebury and Stonehenge henges as  

‘. . . the largest, most evolved and best preserved prehistoric temples of a type unique  

to Britain. Together with the associated sites and monuments they provide a landscape  

without parallel in Britain or elsewhere and provide an unrivalled demonstration of  

human achievement in prehistoric times.’ (Department of the Environment, 1986)  

In view of the depredations of roads and traffic and existing inappropriate development both 

within and impacting on the setting of the Stonehenge WHS, it may seem difficult to comprehend 

the extreme sensitivity of the whole of the designated area. Nevertheless, now that we have a new 

Statement of Significance for the WHS (Management Plan, pp.26–27), those attributes of the 

WHS that contribute to its OUV have been clearly identified (Management Plan, p.28). It can be 

seen that the seven attributes of OUV are linked not only to the prehistoric monuments and sites 

themselves but also to the archaeological landscape surrounding them, their disposition in that 

landscape and siting in relation to one another, and the design of the monuments in relation to the 

skies and astronomy. The network of monuments and sites and interrelationships spreads out 

across the landscape and is not confined to any one part of it. Thus the interrelationships of 

monuments experienced in views to and from the Great Cursus and other monuments on the 

western side of the WHS which would be adversely affected by the scheme, are of equal OUV to 

those seen in views to and  



 

from the Stones. Recent archaeological work has shown only too clearly that much more remains 

to be discovered and learned about the Stonehenge landscape including that part of it which 

would be disfigured by the visitor centre scheme as proposed.  

4. Sustainability  

The applicants admit the adverse impacts of the scheme on the settings of key monuments and 

the WHS and on its OUV; thus the scheme itself cannot be considered ‘sustainable’ in these 

major respects.  

The ES, para. 5.5.8, for example, says:  
‘Construction of the main New Visitor Centre building would involve some excavation and  

ground disturbance. Land to the east and west would be filled and recontoured, to provide  

suitable gradients for visitor movements; to achieve this, topsoil would be deposited above  

existing levels on a geotextile base. Construction and excavation of drainage swales,  

attenuation ponds, oil interceptors and associated linking drains and pipes may involve  
significant ground disturbance.’ (Our emphasis)  

The ground works for the building and associated works would leave a permanent 

archaeological footprint on the WHS where there appears to be almost none at present: thus the 

new structure would be neither sustainable nor truly ‘reversible’.  

It appears that ‘sustainable’ use of a borehole for potable water may not be found to be 

feasible.  

The siting of the facilities so far away from any built environment makes the scheme 

unsustainable from the point of view of travel to and from the new facilities which would, for 

most people, have to be by private car or coach tour.  

5. Missing information  

We mentioned to you in our letter of 3 November that a number of elements of the planning 

application were missing from the documentation. Mr Madge informed us that he had passed our 

letter to the applicant’s agents to see if they could provide any of the information we highlighted. 

We have only just heard back about this from Mr Madge and it is our view that the applicant’s 

agents’ comments either do not or cannot answer our queries, nor address the lack of sufficient 

detail for us to understand fully what is proposed. We remain hopeful that the Council will wish 

to obtain for itself and pass on, to us and to other interested bodies and persons, more detailed 

information on the following matters:  

 

(i)  Positions of proposed lighting columns at Longbarrow and Airman’s Corner 

(new) roundabouts which are not marked on the plans. No drawing is supplied of the type 

of lighting column to be used.  

 (ii)  Positions of exterior lighting at the visitor-centre building, the walkways, the car 

and coach park, and at the ‘hub’ at Stonehenge which are not marked on the plans.  

(iii)  The Design and Access Statement, para. 4.5, indicates that ‘Further consultation 

with various stakeholders will be undertaken as the design progresses’: we would like to 

know, please, what elements are still considered by the applicants to be missing from the 

scheme as submitted; and who are the ‘various stakeholders’.  



 

 

 

(iv)  The photomontages of distant views of the visitor centre complex give a 

misleading impression of the impact of parked vehicles, which would be much more 

conspicuous in reality, with their brightly-coloured and shiny surfaces. We hope that more 

realistic impressions will be obtained and presented for public consultation.  

 

(v)  The ES (para. 10.1.7) indicates that the use of a borehole for fresh water is not 

guaranteed; indeed, it is intended to monitor ground water levels ‘over the coming 

months’ (para.10.3.22) to see whether this method of obtaining water is a viable option. If 

not, we are told that the water main will be extended from the present visitor facilities 

along the A344 (ES, para 10.4.9) but no indication of the precise location of this pipe line 

is given on the plans, nor of any concomitant archaeological work that might be required 

in association with it. We also wonder whether a pumping station would be required at 

Fargo.  

 

(vi)  We note that aspects relating to waste water and surface drainage are still 

subject to Environment Agency approval (e.g., ES, para. 2.4.24) and ‘subject to detailed 

design’ (e.g., ES, para. 2.4.25). When will this ‘approval’ and ‘detailed design’ be 

available?  

(vii)  There is no Appropriate Assessment with the application documents. The ES 

indicates that the Appropriate Assessment, notably in respect of the River Avon Special 

Area of Conservation, is required by English Nature (Table 7.1):  

‘Requirement for the ES to provide sufficient evidence to enable an 

Appropriate Assessment (AA) to be undertaken in relation to potential 

effects on the integrity of:  

- River Avon SAC (including the River Till SSSI) including exposure of 

underlying chalk geology and impacts on the aquifer in relation to 

surface water, potable water supply and foul drainage.’  

The Appropriate Assessment is to be undertaken by Wiltshire Council before 

determination of the application. We do not understand how such an assessment 

can be carried out without the benefit of the information still missing in respect 

of water supply and treatment of waste water and surface runoff. The 

Appropriate Assessment is a legal requirement under the Habitats Regulations 

(1994) 48 and, in our view, ought to be submitted as a part of the application 

documentation. When will all this information be available?  

(viii)  We note that there will be a pedestrian route to the henge along the A344, 

which will also be used by transit vehicles comprising up to four carriages possibly 

driven by a 4 x 4 vehicle. We would like to know precisely what provision will be 

made to ensure that pedestrians, some perhaps with pushchairs and/or small children, 

are safely protected from passing vehicles which, because of their length and 

articulation, may need more road space than unarticulated vehicles, especially when 

passing one another.  

 

(ix)  We wonder whether sufficient space has been allowed for the visitor-transit 

vehicles with four carriages to negotiate the junctions as shown on plan. Nor is it clear 

how the vehicles would turn at the visitor centre or at the hub. We would like to see sweep 

diagrams indicating the turning arrangements for  



 

junctions and terminals. The Wiltshire Fire & Rescue Service has 

indicated (representations on Council website) that a ‘hammer head’ or 

turning circle would be needed at the ‘hub’: we would like to know where 

this might be and how it would fit in with the (currently unclear) turning 

arrangements for the visitor transit system and what its surface would 

need to be.  

(x)  The application is deficient in not providing a Green Travel Plan which, 

among other things, would have addressed the serious lack of adequate provision 

for cyclists and walkers, including safe A303 crossing points.  

We are conscious that we have only touched the surface of the documentation in the time 

available to us. There are obviously a number of matters that may appear to be of little 

significance, such as the proposed heating vents in the roof of the visitor-centre building that 

could, perhaps, produce visible emissions looking oddly out of place and would be better sited at 

the base of the structure; and the proposed down lighters around the outside edge of the building 

would look extremely odd when lit at dusk and at night.  

5. Conclusions and suggestions  

We are disappointed that the Council seems not itself to have recognized the deficiencies of the 

application in relation to the overriding requirements for protection of the WHS and its OUV, 

and for sustainability; nor asked for more detailed information on the matters we have raised.  

The highly conspicuous nature of the visitor-centre building and the inadequacy of screening for 

parked vehicles are of course matters of particular concern in terms of visual damage and for 

which solutions may well be available.  

We trust that Wiltshire Council will consider this application strictly on planning grounds and not 

be pressurized into ensuring a scheme is in place for the 2012 Olympics. We therefore ask the 

Council to reject the application as it stands, and ask for and then consult upon significant 

amendments to the scheme before coming to any decision on the application. The information 

missing from the application ought not to allow the application to be approved subject to 

conditions.  

In case this does not happen, however, and in view of the quantity of missing information 

critical for full and proper consideration of the proposals, we will continue to hope that a Public 

Inquiry will be held so that the scheme may be judged independently by government and with 

all the relevant facts and policies before the public. For these reasons we are copying this letter 

to Ministers.  

Yours sincerely,  

Kate Fielden Hon Secretary, The 

Stonehenge Alliance  

THE STONEHENGE ALLIANCE IS SUPPORTED BY: Ancient Sacred Landscape 

Network; Campaign for Better Transport; Friends of the Earth; Campaign to Protect Rural 

England; and RESCUE: The British Archaeological Trust  



 
 

For: Mr Adam Madge  

Reference: S/2009/1527/FULL & S/2009/1528/LBC dated 19 Oct 09  

OBJECTION  

COMMENTS:  

1.  Mr Madge has confirmed that, even though this application may not lie within a Parish 
boundary, responses from Parishes in the general area of the application are welcome; 
for this reason Bulford Parish Council is replying formally in the normal way to this 
application and, for the same reason, this reply has been copied to other Parishes in the 
general area where there may be an interest.  

2.  Bulford Parish Council does not support this proposal to site the new Stonehenge 
Visitors' Centre at Airman's Cross at the junction of the A360 and A344.  

3.  The single carriageway stretch of the A303 that lies between its junction with the A344 
and the Long Barrow Roundabout (junction A360/A303) is already severely congested 
and the proposed closure of the also busy A344 taken together with the additional tourist 
traffic (that will have to be carried on the A303 as far as the Long Barrow Roundabout) 
will exacerbate this congestion to a perfectly intolerable degree. In addition, the stretch of 
the A360 between the Long Barrow Roundabout and its junction with the A344 at 
Airman's Cross is also already busy and this stretch will have to carry a significantly 
heavier traffic load.  

4.  This will have secondary adverse consequences : 

H.  The A360 provides a valuable alternative route into and out of Salisbury and the 
proposed obstruction at Airman's Cross will cause motorists to abandon this and revert to 
the A345; this will increase traffic through Amesbury and add to the present confusion and 
delay at the point where the A345 crosses the A303 at the Countess Roundabout. Drivers 
amongst this traffic, who are seeking to rejoin the A360, will then travel through Larkhill 
along The Packway and drop down to the A360 in Shrewton along the B3086: the final 
length of the B3086, through Shrewton itself, is an extremely narrow and hazardous stretch 
of road that is wholly unsuitable to carry any increase in traffic.  
H.  Any increase in congestion on the A303 west of the Countess Roundabout (where 
the road narrows to single carriageway) will cause even more traffic to divert from the A303 
at Folly Bottom (Solstice Park) and travel through Bulford Village, Durrington, and Larkhill. 
The initial length of road into Bulford from Folly Bottom is a C Class road and this diversion 
is already developing into a "rat run" of significant proportions for which the road is wholly 
unsuitable; anything that would add to this diversion of traffic, as this proposal will certainly 
do, would be a completely regressive development.  

5. For these reasons, Bulford Parish Council considers that the proposal is ill-conceived and 

ill-planned and should be refused, at the very least until the A303 is developed into a dual 

carriageway throughout its length between the Countess and Long Barrow Roundabouts. 

Moreover, Council sees no advantage in closing the A344 which is a very useful short 

stretch of road that relieves pressure on the A303.  

 
(JBB Clee) Planning 

Officer, Bulford Parish 

Council.  



FAO Adam Madge Stonehenge Visitor Centre – S/2009/1527 and 1528 Please note that Shrewton Parish 

Council objects to the planning applications above on the basis of the  

following:  

Traffic flows:- para 2.9.1  

With around 24600 vehicles using the A303 at present, the congestion at peak periods is already 
unacceptable and presents a very real delay for emergency vehicles coming to incidents along the A360, 
let alone issues for local traffic trying to cross the A303 at Longbarrow. This is projected to increase 
progressively to around 41200 by 2027. The projected increase of vehicles on the A360 rises from 5900 
at present to 15600 along this route, all of which is compounded by the closure of the A344 and 
inadequate provision of road management.  

Longbarrow Roundabout:- 2.10.1  

The proposals are for 3 lanes on the roundabout and on some of the access roads whilst leaving only 2 
on others and will do nothing to ease the flow. Traffic coming from Amesbury will have to filter onto the 
roundabout and those heading for the new proposed SVC will be joined by local traffic aiming to cross the 
A303 causing more congestion than there is at present.  

Airman’s Cross: 

As the plans are written, all local traffic will have to queue with SVC visitors until they can turn left off the 
proposed roundabout at Airman’s Cross. There should be a left hand filter lane built into the proposals so 
that local traffic can flow away from the tourist traffic well before the roundabout.  

Rollestone Crossroads: 

This does not feature anywhere in the proposals but it is certain that this misaligned junction will become 
much more busy and hazardous as traffic seeks access west or east along the Packway. Ideally a 
roundabout is required as well as clear signage to stop traffic entering Shrewton down London Road and 
along the narrow High St.  

Byways 11 and 12: para 2.8  

Whilst the desire to keep the Stonehenge site as clear as possible is recognized, Council objects to the 

proposal to close byways 11 and 12 to vehicles. Regards Michelle Seaman Shrewton Parish Clerk  



The Rookery 
Orcheston 
Salisbury 
SP3 4RP  

8
th

 November 2009  

Development Services 

Wiltshire Council 61 

Wyndam Road 

Salisbury SP1 3AH  

By email: FAO Adam Madge  

Dear Sirs  

S/2009/1527 & S/2009/1528 – Stonehenge Visitor Facility Relocation  

Thank you for your letter of 19
th

 October addressed to Orcheston Parish Council seeking 

observations regarding the above planning applications. I am writing to you as 

Chairman of Orcheston Parish Council on behalf of the Council.  

We wish to make the following observations with respect to the proposals:  

 

1.  Around 24,600 vehicles per day currently use the A303 at Stonehenge. This 

causes congestion at Stonehenge and at Longbarrow roundabout at peak periods. This 

congestion will increase as road usage is expected to rise to 41,200 vehicles by 2027. 

In the same period projected usage of the A360 at Longbarrow will rise from 5,900 

vehicles to 15,600. The congestion is already unacceptable for local traffic crossing 

the A303 at Longbarrow in peak periods. It also causes real delay for emergency 

vehicles on the A303 and A360. This congestion for local traffic will increase 

considerably when mixed with tourist traffic visiting the new visitor centre.  



3.  Airman’s Cross – all local traffic is proposed to merge with visitor traffic 

upto the new roundabout at Airman’s Cross. There should be a filter lane well before 

the roundabout to separate local A360 traffic from visitor traffic.  

4.  The Packway & Rollestone Crossroad – there will inevitably be increased 

traffic along the Packway, both when the highway works are in progress and then 

afterwards when the new road system is in operation. When the A344 has been closed 

many road users will think, at peak periods, that it will be quicker to use this minor 

road system to avoid congestion at Stonehenge and Longbarrow. The junction at 

Rollestone Crossroads will become busier. There should ideally be a roundabout at 

this junction. There should also be clear signage directing traffic back down to the 

A360, as opposed to rat running down London Road into High Street, Shrewton or 

into Elston Lane, Orcheston.  

5.  Elston Lane, Orcheston – The increased traffic that will occur (despite any 

measures requested in 4 above) will cause danger to users of Elston Lane. Some 

form of traffic calming needs to be introduced in the lower part of Elston Lane and 

again at the Elston Lane Whatcombe Brow junction in Orcheston.  

6.  A344 Stopping Up – Closing a Right of Way that has been in existence for 

5,000 years sets a poor precedent for all other Rights of Way proposals.  

I shall be grateful if you will give due consideration to our comments when 

considering the Planning application.  

Yours faithfully  

S D W Shepherd Chairman 

Orcheston Parish Council  



Dear Mr Madge,  

S/2009/1527 FULL & S/2009/1528  

The proposed new Stonehenge Visitors’ Centre is within our Parish Boundary. Winterbourne 

Stoke Parish Council has the following comments/observations:  

Firstly, we are in agreement that a new visitors’ centre for Stonehenge is needed and long overdue; 

however, the proposed new visitors’ centre and access roads are situated in an undeveloped area of 

open countryside within the World Heritage Site. The creation of the visitors’ centre and a new road 

across and through the WHS leading to the new car park is unacceptable and we are astonished that 

English Heritage could bring forward such a plan especially considering a main objection to the A303 

being dualled on-line is that it would result in development within the World Heritage Site. The plans 

have failed to make proper use of the planned closure of the A344 which leads to areas of previously 

developed land at option X (on the consultation document) which is nearer the stones. We have been 

told that this is a temporary solution to cover approximately 20 years; however, we believe it will be 

permanent because of the inability of past and present governments to find a solution for the A303 in 

this area. It also raises the question of how long has the present “temporary” solution been in place?  

Winterbourne Stoke Parish Council OPPOSE and OBJECT to these plans for the above reasons; 

however, if you are minded to approve the plans we make the following points:  

Where the proposed new car park road runs close to the A360 between (Airman’s Corner and 

Longbarrow roundabout) it should be linked directly to the A360 so that traffic exiting the car 

park can more easily return to the A303.  

The introduction of a roundabout at Airman’s Corner is necessary and welcomed 

but the improvements at Longbarrow will make little, if any, improvement.  

Regards  

J H Carr  

Clerk to Winterbourne Stoke Parish Council  



Your Ref: S/2009/1527/FULL and S/2009/1528/LBC 

Date: 19.10.2009  

For the Attention of Mr A Madge  

Dear Mr Madge  

Re: TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING - STONEHENGE VISITORS' CENTRE.  

At our parish council meeting last evening I was asked to inform you of their concerns of the 

probable extra traffic at Longbarrow and Airman's Cross. Traffic already comes to a standstill 

(with the A344 still in use) on the A303 regularly.  

The proposed plans show that at Airman's Cross local traffic will have to wait along with SVC 

vehicles until they can turn off the proposed roundabout. Could there not be a filter road built into 

the plans so that local traffic can move more quickly and not get tied up with SVC vehicles?  

Yours sincerely Trudie James 

(Mrs) Clerk to Tilshead Parish 

Council  



 



 
 
 

 

DURRINGTON TOWN COUNCIL  

At a Public Meeting held on 11/11/23009 Residents of Durrington, Larkhill and 

Bulford who attended the meeting plus the Town Council Planning Committee 

considered the above application/amended plans and has the following response to 

make.  

Suggested special conditions/reasons for refusal based on local knowledge 1). A 
number of members of the public requested the existing tunnel is kept open as the 
view of Stonehenge from the tunnel exit is unique and should be retained. 2). 
Members of a local motor cycling association requested the byways in the WHS 
should allow motor cycle use. They have lobbied to successfully keep areas of 
Salisbury Plain open for motor cycle use and the closing of the WHS byways would 
severely restrict their freedom of movement.  

Town Clerk Mary Towle Dated 12.11.09  

 

 
Mr Adam Madge  Direct Dial: 0117 975 0663  
Wiltshire Council South  Direct Fax: 0117 975 0684  

Planning Office   

61 Wyndham Road   
Salisbury  Our ref: P00080089  

Wiltshire   
SP1 3AH   

 26 November 2009  

 
(i) 

 more sympathetically designed low-key and single-storey building(s) that blend into the 

landscape and are not highly visible from a distance;  

 
Mr Adam Madge  Direct Dial: 0117 975 0663  
Wiltshire Council South  Direct Fax: 0117 975 0684  

Planning Office   

61 Wyndham Road   
Salisbury  Our ref: P00080089  

Wiltshire   
SP1 3AH   



 



 
 
 

 

AMESBURY TOWN COUNCIL  

At a meeting held on 01/12/09 the Parish Council considered the above 
application/amended plans and has the following response to make.  

Suggested special conditions/reasons for refusal based on local 
knowledge  

Observation that the building design is not in keeping with the landscape  

Parish Clerk                     Dated 03/12/09  

  

 
Mr Adam Madge  Direct Dial: 0117 975 0663  
Wiltshire Council South  Direct Fax: 0117 975 0684  

Planning Office   

61 Wyndham Road   
Salisbury  Our ref: P00080089  

Wiltshire   
SP1 3AH   

 

 
Mr Adam Madge  Direct Dial: 0117 975 0663  
Wiltshire Council South  Direct Fax: 0117 975 0684  

Planning Office   

61 Wyndham Road   
Salisbury  Our ref: P00080089  

Wiltshire   
SP1 3AH   


