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Comment
ID:

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be
iant?
1102653 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [H2.4
! ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

With regards to H2.4 Church Lane there appears to be no response to concerns raised during the initial consultation process in September 2017
regarding protection of ancient hedgerows in accordance with The Ancient Hedgerow Act 1997. Evidence was submitted to the Council ( Ancient
Hedgerow, Hedgerow map 1838 and hedgerow map 1886)which proved that all the existing hedge lines at the site would qualify as ancient
hedgerow. This evidence seems to have been completely ignored by the council. The Ancient hedgerows within Site H2.4 would preclude
access to the larger portion of the site and on these ground alone development should not be permitted. WHSAP Consultation Statement
Regulation 22 Appendices M-P: In Stage 2 of the HSAP the omissions sites for Trowbridge were discounted on the basis that they were inside
the settlement boundary. When we moved into 344 Church Lane we were informed by Wiltshire Planning that development of the Church Lane
site would not be possible as it was outside the settlement boundary. This is contradictory. How can this be a valid reason for excluding the
Bowyers, Hospital, Margaret Stancombe School, East Wing and Ashton Street sites when Wiltshire Council states that it is committed to
providing affordable housing with good transport links alongside urban regeneration for a growing population? In addition, the full extent of the
Heritage, Archeological, Recreational, Agricultural and Environmental importance of Church Lane was not considered at Stage 2 as this was only
raised by residents and outside agencies in September 2017. The Council should therefore remove Church Lane from the HSAP until they can
prove that development of the omissions sites (mentioned above) would have a greater impact on these criteria (which clearly they cannot).

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).




Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5073988

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes




Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be
Comment , 1054315 legally compliant?
ID: Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change SBR PC27 prepared; Justified; Effective;
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why | refer to Table 24 Grid references M9, N8, N9,08, P8 and O9 of Document SBR PC27 where the text clearly states that the objection | raised

you support or do not during the initial consultation concerning 181 Devizes Road had been accepted and the settlement boundary would remain as the extent of the
support the consultation garden of the property and adjoining properties. The interim review had moved the boundaries of a number of properties to an artificial line half
material. Please let us way down the long established gardens. However, though my objection had been accepted, the map published with this document shows the
know whether you think boundary still running on an artificial line halfway through my garden and the gardens of numbers 178-189 inclusive. Other properties on the
the consultation material is | same side of Devizes road on either side of 178-189 are shown as having their boundaries adjusted and in many cases extended so that they
sound and legally coincide with the gardens of the properties but not ours. | would be grateful if the examiner would rectify this error in his final report, or explain to
compliant, and if not why me why numbers 178-189 need to be treated differently to the rest of Devizes Road. My reason for saying that the document is unsound is

not because the wording of the revisions and the map supplied are not in agreement.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which Please give details of why you support or
evidence document this do not support the updates to the
representation relates to: associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

No




Comment
ID:

Consultee

Person ID:

1184120

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| support the removal of the Ridgeway Farm site allocation from the Wiltshire Site Housing DPD (development plan document). | think the
consultation material is sound and legally compliant. Local council is already complying with planning requirements and putting a lot of effort into
ensuring the village meets with what is needed under national and regional planning requirements whilst taking into account what those already
living in the area are happy with so that housing is grown as per national requirements but with sympathy to local concerns. The Ridgeway Farm
Site Allocation goes against Wiltshire Council's own Core Strategy of development in large villages being limited to small sites. On that point
alone, the Ridgeway Farm site allocation should be removed from the Wiltshire Site Housing DPD. However, furthermore | do not feel the roads
and drainage in the village would cope with such a development. On the strength of that | support the removal of the Ridgeway Farm site
allocation from the Wiltshire Site Housing DPD (development plan document).

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

| did not submit any comments on the previous stage

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes




Comment
ID:

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1184109 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC92

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

There is no Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and the Wiltshire
Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to small sites to meet local needs. Our Neighbourhood Plan is
progressing extremely well (Reg14 Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and is planning to allocate
land to meet identified needs. The Councils and Governments Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

| did not submit any comments on the previous stage

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes




Comment
ID:

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1125644 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC92

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

The consultation material and proposed changes now reflect far more accurately the views of myself, my wife, and as | understand it, the vast
majority of Parishioners. Specifically: 1 There is no strategic need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell. The supply in the Housing Market
Area is good and the Wiltshire Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to "small sites" of local needs. Recent
development and a new proposed development does not fall within this definition and will, | believe, be severely detrimental to the character,
amenity and enjoyment of the village by existing and future residents. 2 The village is currently well down the process of developing a
Neighbourhood Plan. This is progressing extremely well with Reg 14 Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg 16 planned for early
Spring 2019. This plan identifies a number of small, sustainable sites, to meet identified needs, and more than adequately contributes Crudwell's
share of hosing supply and will be acceptable and welcomed by myself and most parishioners. 3 It is accepted as a principle that the Council's
and Government's localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future. In summary, | fully accept the need for
future housing supply, and believe that the proposed changes to the Housing Allocation Plan outlined at PC92 properly reflect the views and
wishes of Crudwell's parishioners.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.




Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes

10




Comment
ID:

Consultee

Person ID:

1184115

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| support the proposal to delete the section Malmesbury Community Area Remainder and H2.13 Ridgeway Farm Crudwell as There is no
Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and the Wiltshire Core Strategy
states that development in Large Villages should be limited to small sites to meet local needs. Our Neighbourhood Plan is progressing extremely
well (Reg14 Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and is planning to allocate land to meet identified
needs. The Councils and Governments Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future. furthermore previous
applications for such development were rejected / Amended due to now well documented reasons including higher levels of traffic on Tetbury

Lane, flooding issues etc.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

11




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes

12




Comment
ID:

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1184194 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

PC92 . . . .
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

As it has been established that there is no strategic need to allocate additional housing in the Parish of Crudwell, | believe this to be an

appropriate amendment to the site allocation plan.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

13




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

| did not submit any comments on the previous stage

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes

14




Comment
ID:

Consultee

Person ID:

1184377

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

The consultation material and proposed changes now reflect far more accurately the views of myself and my husband, and, in my opinion, the
vast majority of the parish. In particular: 1. There is no strategic need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell. The supply in the Housing
Market Area is good and the Wiltshire Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to "small sites” of local needs.
Recent development and a new proposed development does not fall within this definition and will, | believe, be severely detrimental to the
character, amenity, and enjoyment of the village by existing and future residents. 2. The village is currently well down the process of developing
a Neighbourhood Plan. This is progressing extremely well with Reg 14 Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg 16 planned for early
spring 2019. This plan identifies a number of small, sustainable sites, to meet identifiable needs, and more than adequately contributes
Crudwell's share of housing supply and will be acceptable and welcomed by myself and most parishioners. 3. It is accepted as a principle that
the Council's and Government's localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future. In summary, | fully accept the
need for future housing supply, and believe that the proposed changes to the Housing Allocation Plan outlined at PC92 properly reflect the views

and wishes of Crudwell's parishioners.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

15




Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes

16




Comment
ID:

Consultee

Person ID:

1184586

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| support the removal of the site at Crudwell from the WHSAP. The reason for this is that in the wider context of completions that have already
occurred in the Malmesbury CA over the WCS plan period, there is no longer a strategic need to allocate a site in the community area through
the WHSAP. Given that good progress has been made on the preparation of the Crudwell Neighbourhood Plan, which seeks to allocate sites,
evidence indicates that the Council can defer housing allocation options to be developed through the emerging neighbourhood plan, rather than
through the WHSAP the WHSAP. The reason for this is that in the wider context of completions that have already occurred in the Malmesbury
CA over the WCS plan period, there is no longer a strategic need to allocate a site in the community area through the WHSAP. Given that good
progress has been made on the preparation of the Crudwell Neighbourhood Plan, which seeks to allocate sites, evidence indicates that the
Council can defer housing allocation options to be developed through the emerging neighbourhood plan, rather than through the WHSAP

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

17




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

| did not submit any comments on the previous stage

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes

18




Comment

ID: 10

Consultee

Person ID:

1184879

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| support the removal of the Ridgeway Farm site allocation from the Wiltshire Site Housing DPD (development plan document). | think the
consultation material is sound and legally compliant. Local council is already complying with planning requirements and putting a lot of effort into
ensuring the village meets with what is needed under national and regional planning requirements whilst taking into account what those already
living in the area are happy with so that housing is grown as per national requirements but with sympathy to local concerns. The Ridgeway Farm
Site Allocation goes against Wiltshire Council's own Core Strategy of development in large villages being limited to small sites. On that point
alone, the Ridgeway Farm site allocation should be removed from the Wiltshire Site Housing DPD. However, furthermore | do not feel the roads
and drainage in the village would cope with such a development. On the strength of that | support the removal of the Ridgeway Farm site
allocation from the Wiltshire Site Housing DPD (development plan document).

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

19




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes

20




Comment

ID: 11

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1185083 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC92

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

There is no Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and the Wiltshire
Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to small sites to meet local needs. Our Neighbourhood Plan is
progressing extremely well (Reg14 Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and is planning to allocate
land to meet identified needs. The Councils and Governments Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

21




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

No

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

No

22




Comment

ID: 12

Consultee Agent Do you consider

the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be ves

iant?
1126672 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC92

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| support change PC92 proposed for the Wiltshire Site Allocation Plan and am in favour of its acceptance for the following reasons. General
points: There is no Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and the
Wiltshire Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to "small sites" to meet local needs. Our Neighbourhood
Plan is progressing extremely well (Reg14 Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and is planning to
allocate land to meet identified needs. The Council's and Government's Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its
own future. Site Specific points: | have major concerns about the size of the development proposed in H2.13 Ridgeway Farm Crudwell. The area
already suffers from surface water flooding and sewage backup due to inadequate mains drainage. The road is small and without pavements
and unable to accommodate traffic increases safely.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

23




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

24




Comment

ID: 13

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1125408 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Please see a summary of my comments below:
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associated evidence
documents.

1. My most important point is as follows — The selection of this site appears all too engineered. It scored negatively in 9 of the 12 sustainability
criteria but was concluded to be ‘more sustainable’. Adjacent/opposite sites (e.g. site 738) have been excluded because of the lack of walking
and cycling facilities but there is no mention of these issues at this site (site 321) which is located on the opposite side of the B3098. All 214
comments by the public as part of the September 2017 consultation have been ignored. And it is very convenient that the only portion of land
identified as suitable for construction in the entire area surrounding Westbury happens to be land where the landowner has offered the Council
the land.

2. The Westbury Community Area Topic Paper has failed to consider, or even mention, that Bratton Parish Council rejected the plans for site 321
in September 2017, citing a number of factors and concerns voiced by members of the Parish. In fact, the information contained in the table on
page 46 has not been updated in this July 2018 document, and as such is a direct contradiction to the Parish Council’s September 2017
response, in which the plans were rejected. This is not reflected in the most recent paper and is of great significance (regardless of it being noted
in another document, because it is of great importance). This is incorrect information and needs to be changed.

3. The Westbury Community Area Topic Paper document has failed to consider in excess of 200 responses to the Aug-Sept 2017 public
consultation with regard to site 321, of which the overwhelming majority of contributors were raising serious concerns with building on the site. It
appears evident that the results did not contribute to, and were not considered, before drawing a conclusion. This is the opportunity for local
people to have a say on the future of their area; the responses to this consultation appear to have been ignored and not mentioned in any place
within the document. It appears, on the surface, that a decision was already made and that the consultation was a waste of time for everybody
involved. Local residents (Council Tax payers) deserve to have a valued input into the selection process — their views have not been mentioned
in a report that is of great significance to the area in which they live and care about.

4. The Westbury Community Area Topic Paper notes that site 738 was removed for the following reason: “The overall sustainability benefits
would be marginal due to a lack of certainty that comprehensive and attractive routes for pedestrians and cyclists are deliverable.” This site is
located directly opposite site 321 — so | assume that this fact would equally apply to site 321. Why has this not been applied?

5. The Westbury Community Area Topic Paper contains contradictions within the document. On page 46 it is noted that, “The Parish Council did
not respond to consultation on the Housing Site Allocations DPD.” On page 63 it then notes that, “Bratton Parish Council are in the early stages
of preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan...” which implies that they did respond. This is a contradiction within the same report.

6. As noted previously: In your reply to my concerns on 17th August, you noted the following:

The Westbury Community Area Topic Paper (July 2018) is a record of both the site selection and the settlement boundary review process. The
information that you refer to on page 46 was correct at the time that section of the site selection methodology was produced.

This information is no longer correct, so why has it not been updated? The fact that it was correct at the time of the site selection methodology is
not relevant. The information is incorrect and needs to be changed.

7. In September 2017 a public consultation was carried out in which 214 responses were received. Every single response appears to have been
ignored. The only change that was put forward in the Consultation Statement Regulation 22 (1) (¢) Appendices M-P was that the number of
houses was reduced from 40 to 35 because “the promoters of the site have carried out further detailed assessment and potential layouts which
show that 35 dwellings may be more readily accommodated”. No changes were made as a result of the public’s responses and the public and
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the Parish Council have been overwhelmingly ignored. (For example, there was no comment on the fact that the village doctors’ surgery is over
capacitated). The only change that has been made has been made as a result of consultation with the promoter of the site.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 14

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1126059 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Consultation Statement Regulation 22 (1)(c) Appendices N and O (July 2018 Submission version)
(WHSAP/11)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Page 231. states

Land south of Westbury Road, Bratton (SHELAA site 738):
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associated evidence
documents.

The site is taken forward for further assessment following the submission of new access evidence. Access to the site is considered to be
achievable although delivering acceptable sight lines would require significant engineering operations.

However, development at two sites in Bratton would not reflect modest growth, therefore the least sustainable site (this site) is rejected at Stage
4 of the process.

This statement presumes site 321 is a foregone conclusion rather than considering 321 and 738 based on their own merits. The reason stated
above for rejection is different to that in the Community Area Topic Paper — Westbury. It's appears that different, but also weak, reasons are
being cited to eliminate site 738 from the fair democratic process.

Reinstate site 738.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 15

Consultee

Person ID:

1126059

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Consultation Statement Regulation 22 (1)(c) Appendices N and O (July 2018 Submission version)

(WHSAP/11)
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Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the
associated evidence
documents.

Page 231.
Document states,

Land at Pear Tree Orchard, Bratton (OM007)
The site is fully within Bratton settlement boundary and is therefore excluded from the site selection process and removed at Stage 2a
of the process.

This site provides housing potential, and this fact should not be ignored before allocating land beyond existing village boundary limits.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 16

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1126059 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Consultation Statement Regulation 22 (1)(c) Appendices N and O (July 2018 Submission version)
(WHSAP/11)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Para 21.104, states,
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associated evidence
documents.

“There is not a well progressed neighbourhood plan in the village and the Council is unable to rely on a neighbourhood plan to deliver
allocation(s).”

A neighbourhood plan IS being developed by Bratton Parish Council and it's understood council owned land is available within the village limits
for development.

It cannot be stated in this document, at this time, that insufficient information is available. Your conclusions appear to have liaised with the site
promotor but failed to liaise with the Parish council who represent the residents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 17

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1126059 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Consultation Statement Regulation 22 (1)(c) Appendices N and O (July 2018 Submission version)
(WHSAP/11)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Para 21.104, last bullet point states:
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associated evidence
documents.

“The Plan requires that improved connections to adjoining public rights of way BRAT24 and BRAT25 should be facilitated through any
subsequent development proposals.”

‘Facilitated through’ implies diverted to suit the developer. These are historic rights of way following existing boundary alignments. There is no
justification to divert. BRAT24 and BRAT25 should remain in situ and the Site Allocation documents amended accordingly.

Sufficient land exists under this land’s Title to accommodate the proposed dwellings AND accommodate the historic PROWSs as exisiting.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 18

Consultee

Person ID:

1126059

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan
Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July
2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Page 68, Table G6 refers to 40 dwellings. This
is inconsistent with other documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 19

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1126059 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Page 17, Table 6.7. Site 738 removed at stage 4a.

I do not support this removal.
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associated evidence
documents.

This is unjustified based on the reason given. Both sites 321 and 738 acquired similar merit in evaluation to this stage. Creation of
cycle/pedestrian access is achievable and 738 and remains a viable site.

Please reinstate 738.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 20

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1126059 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Page 17, Table 6.6. At Stage 4a site 32 is shown to have capacity for 32 dwellings.
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associated evidence
documents.

Page 18, Table 6.8 shows a site allocation of 40. Elsewhere, in the Sustainability Appraisal Report it is stated as 35.
40 represents considerable overcrowding with inadequate parking for around 80 vehicles.
The documents are inconsistent and therefor misleading.

Be accurate.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 21

Consultee

Person ID:

1126059

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018) or
Update to the Habitat Regulations Assessment
Addendum

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Sustainability Appraisal September 2018 - Non Technical Summary (NTS) (EXAM/02B)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal
(September 2018) or the
Habitats Regulation

Page 14, regarding land off the B3098 Bratton, refers to 35 dwellings, modified from 40.

In the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocation Plan — Sustainability Appraisal Report, page 254 this figure is 32.

The documents are inconsistent, inaccurate and therefore misleading.




Assessment Addendum
(September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 22

Consultee

Person ID:

1126059

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018) or
Update to the Habitat Regulations Assessment
Addendum

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Sustainability Appraisal September 2018 -
Main Report (EXAM/02A)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Paragraph 7.13.7, page 254 states the 1.33ha
site has capacity for 32 dwellings. Elsewhere,
in other supporting documents, for example -
Wiltshire Housing Site Allocation Plan
Sustainability Appraisal Report, Non-Technical
Summary, the developer is seeking to place
35. The reports are inconsistent,
misrepresentative and misleading.

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 23

Consultee

Person ID:

1126059

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Topic
Paper 2 Site Selection Process Methodology
(July 2018 Submission version) (TOP/02)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Appendix 1, Page 29. In the autumn of 2017
Bratton Parish Council raised objections and
withdrew its support for the site 321 proposal.
This is not reflected in any of the September
2018 documents. You appear to have
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consulted with the site 321 promotor but failed
to take into account Bratton Parish Council’'s
September 2017 objection and opinion
regarding this site’s potential development.

Please update the documents to include this
critical information.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 24

Consultee

Person ID:

1126059

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Topic
Paper 2 Site Selection Process Methodology
(July 2018 Submission version) (TOP/02)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Appendix 1, Page 26. It is inaccurate to state
Bratton comprises 819 dwellings. In 2011 the
census identified 512. The document is a
misrepresentation of the village size. The
proposed addition of 35 dwellings represents
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an 8% growth. Thats significant error was
highlighted during the 2017 consultation and
never rectified.

The document needs to be accurate.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 25

Consultee

Person ID:

1126059

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Topic
Paper 2 Site Selection Process Methodology
(July 2018 Submission version) (TOP/02)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Appendix 1, Page 30. At Stage 2 site 321 was
under consideration for 32 dwellings. In other
documents this number is 35. Where is the
justification to increase from 32 to 40, then
reduce to 35?7 Consistency is required across
all documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 26

Consultee

Person ID:

1129633

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

WCC is proposing to delete the site at Crudwell (Ridgeway) from the WHSAP.

| fully support this proposal.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 21

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Idmiston Parish Council Person ID: Change to be

iant?
Person ID: legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

1185571

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Topic Paper 2 Site Selection Process Methodology (July 2018 Submission version) (TOP/02)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (WHSAP)
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associated evidence
documents.

Idmiston Parish Council Consultation Response

We, The Idmiston Parish Council, have been asked to respond to the consultation request regarding the WHSAP proposed changes through to
2026.

The Idmiston Parish Council have a “made” Neighbourhood Plan, which following an independent examination and a positive referendum result,
Wiltshire Council decided to formally adopt. The Idmiston Neighbourhood Plan (IPC NP) now forms part of the Development Plan for Wiltshire
and the policies in the plan will be given full weight when assessing planning applications that affect land covered by the plan.

The IPC NP identified development sites as having either been identified in Wiltshire Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
exercises, or had been the subject of previous planning applications. With a recognised Parish housing target share of 32 new houses by 2026
(share of the Wiltshire total), c.74 sites were proposed and to-date c. 48 houses have received either outline or full planning permission.

Wiltshire Council Planning have since confirmed that further scale planning will not be supported in the Parish for the period through to 2026
owing to the over delivery of the housing target to-date - [REDACTED], Wiltshire Council Planning, 11.09.18:

“...0ur view is that with the granting of planning permission of the Horfield development which is for 16 dwellings and what we consider is an
extant consent at the Chalk House development which is for 20 dwellings, the Neighbourhood plans commitment to provide approx 32 houses
has now been met. Therefore in principle we as planning officers would have in principle objections to any further sites allocated in the
neighbourhood plan coming forward or any other sites outside the villages coming forward for housing. This would be through to 2026...”

The Idmiston Parish Council supported by the IPC NP and with the three villages in the Parish - Porton Large Village status, Golmeldons Small
Village Status and Idmiston Small Settlement status does not support the inclusion of the SHLAA sites in the WHSAP and refer to the IPC NP for
development through to 2016.

The “made” IPC NP forms the local lead for the Development Plan for this period (to 2026).
We summarise below our understanding of the core principles of the WHSAP:

The Purpose of the Plan

1.1 The purpose of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (‘the Plan’) is to:

Revise, where necessary, settlement boundaries in relation to the Principal Settlements of Salisbury and Trowbridge, Market Towns, Local
Service Centres and Large Villages; and Allocate new sites for housing to ensure the delivery of homes across the plan period in order to
maintain a five year land supply in each of Wiltshire’s three HMAs over the period to 2026.

[SEE TABLE IN ATTACHMENT]
[SEE TABLE IN ATTACHMENT]

Relationship with Neighbourhood Planning
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2.21 There are at the moment over sixty Neighbourhood Plans either being prepared or completed in Wiltshire and many more plans are likely
over the years ahead. Many of these involve identifying land to meet the need for new homes. Their role in meeting housing requirements will
become more significant alongside the Plan.

2.22 It is a priority of both Government and the Council that planning controls pass to local communities so they can develop their own local
vision of sustainable development. Parish and Town Councils have been consulted on the review of settlement boundaries. The work being done
on Neighbourhood Plans influences the selection of sites(8) and where Neighbourhood Plans have been ‘made’ or are well advanced the Plan
leaves decisions on the scale and locations for growth in settlements to the communities concerned.

4.4 The WCS proposes much more modest levels of housing provision at Large Villages as reflected in the indicative scales of housing for each
community area. Some new development, to meet local needs, may be appropriate at some of the designated Large Villages within these rural
areas either through sites allocated in the Plan or by Neighbourhood Plans produced by the local community.

4.15 The future development of some Large Villages has already been thoroughly considered by Neighbourhood Plans. Neighbourhood planning
addresses the housing needs of a settlement in accordance with Core Policy 1 of the WCS. It is unnecessary for the Plan to supplement local
consideration and SHLAA sites at Large Villages where Neighbourhood Plan preparation is at an advanced stage are not considered reasonable
alternatives.

[SEE TABLE/EXTRACT IN ATTACHMENT]

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5101948

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 28

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Consultee Agent

Yes

Person ID: Person ID:

1185606

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Yes

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC92

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

In line with the Governments Localism agenda, Crudwell Village is developing its Neighbourhood Plan (referred to hereafter as the Plan): the
detailed community-led research underpinning the Plan indicates that a maximum of 20-25 new dwellings is needed by 2026 and situated
throughout Crudwell Village rather than on a single site. The Plan has also identified that there is no 5 year housing land supply problem within
the Housing Market Area that applies to Crudwell Village, thus supporting the Proposed Change (PC92) to Wiltshire Councils Housing Site
Allocations Plan (WHSAP). In addition, the Wiltshire Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to small sites to
meet local needs. A development of the size and siting proposed under 18/05429/FUL is clearly contrary to the strategic need identified in the
Plan. In addition, the proposed site is outside Crudwell Villages settlement boundary, which would be contrary to Wiltshire Councils adopted and
emerging development plans. In line with these issues, and following the Full Council meeting in early July, Wiltshire Council has recommended
that 18/05429/FUL (Ridgeway Farm) be removed from WHSAP. Supporting the Proposed Change (PC92) to WHSAP would not only support the
needs and wishes of Crudwell Village, as identified in the Plan, but would also support Wiltshire Councils own recommendation to remove the
proposed site from its Housing Site Allocations Plan. | therefore support the Proposed Change (PC92) to WHSAP. To the best of my knowledge,
the consultation material is sound and legally compliant.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 29

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1185678 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC92

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| support the proposed change to remove the Ridgeway Farm site in Crudwell from the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan , on the basis
that: There is no Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and the
Wiltshire Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to small sites to meet local needs. Our Neighbourhood Plan
is progressing extremely well (Reg14 Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and is planning to allocate
land to meet identified needs. The Councils and Governments Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 30

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1135102 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

PC92 . . . .
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

It seems that the neighbourhood planners are forging ahead with other options for the few houses that crudwell are needing to build ...and that

the proposed site at Ridgeway Farm, crudwell has been removed from the WHSAP which | fully endorse.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 31

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1185580 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [H2.4
[ ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| am writing to you regarding the proposed development: Housing Allocation H2.4 Church Lane, Trowbridge Presently you have come to 2nd
consultation period where in we have until 5th November to object further to the violation of the green fields area where permission has been
requested. Church Fields is currently a wildflower meadow adjacent to the Lambrok Stream that is a prominent wildlife habitat that includes
various insects & mammals. Just last week my husband & | had the pleasure of witnessing a deer in the church fields. Development on this site
will severely damage the ecosystem that is present & will cause catastrophic changes to the natural environment which at present remains
undisturbed by human activity. | strongly believe that construction on this site will be devastating to the local wildlife that call this home & has &
will strongly affect the local residents of this town. This development will not only affect the houses directly surrounding the site but will also affect
everyone who is a regular user of the neighboring country park who do not want the un-spoilt views to be replaced by yet another housing estate.
Areas such as Church Fields with delicate ecosystems such as this should be preserved, protected & cared for, not threatened. The construction
of this development will have an impact on the wildlife currently calling Church Fields home, it will not only frighten the wildlife, but quite possibly
kill any wildlife that cannot escape fast enough. The construction site run off will contaminate & damage the ecosystem in the stream Kkilling the
currently thriving insects & amphibians that rely on this freshwater stream being just that, fresh water. As per the EXAM.01 Schedule of
Proposed Changes - Consultation Document: Please review my comments. 1. 1D:1129173/ 402467 REP: 1523 Ancient hedgerows - The
hedgerows surrounding this site were all in existence before 1850 (through maps this is easily clear to all) & this means they are therefore
protected under the Hedgerow Act. See attachment to email. 2. There is contradiction in the approach to discounting sites based on the
settlement boundary. 3. The Council could not have taken into account the heritage, environmental & flood importance of the site at the stage
when they discounted sites in 2015-2017 as this was brought to their attention in Sept 2017. 4. This site is already subject to sever flooding on
an annual basis, 5. ID: 395940 Rep: 2967, 2968, 2969: Surface water & housing water will be directed into drainage pipes to an attenuation pond
where this water will then be filtered directly into the freshwater stream via smaller pipes. When asked about contaminants & pollutants from the
attenuation pond the response | received was | dont know from Senior Urban Designer [REDACTED]. After a follow up email as requested | have
this: The primary purpose of an attenuation pond is to help control surface water runoff and ensure the flood risk of a site is not increased. This
statement does not provide reassurance for the residents, this is a hope that the flood risk wont increase, so it will not prevent the flood issues
that are already evident on this site which are currently of no threat to homes & is in direct conflict to the ID as stated above. Itis only a
secondary function to filter out potential pollutants which is something we have not been asked about before Have not been asked about before
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RPS have put the safety of the ecosystem in the hands of a drainage consultant rather than an environmentalist or ecologist who would have a
much larger understanding & a wider scope of knowledge on the requirements needed to protect this area. Southwick country Park hired their
own Ecologist who was less than impressed with the methods proposed by RPS. 6. ID: 903251 Rep: 239: Traffic is currently an issue on
Saturdays for the Park Run, the car park overflows, cars park along the A361 causing obstruction on a main A road, with a new junction for site
access to this area this will undoubtably cause more dangerous & extreme issues. The proposed placement for this junction is just below the
brow of the hill, a blind spot for traffic that will need to pull out of this new junction. With the above issues in mind | implore you to please
reconsider any development on this green field site & instead, protect this area of natural importance & beauty for current & future generations.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5106069

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 32

Consultee

Person ID:

1183327

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC10

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 10 Agree

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 33

Consultee

Person ID:

1183327

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Topic
Paper 3 Housing Land Supply Addendum
(July 2018 Submission version) (TOP/03C)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

4.2 Need to give more priority to rural
settlements outside of defined settlement
boundaries for windfall sites 5.8 Keep a data
base of windfall sites of less than 1/2 hectare
in case of shortfall in housing
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 34

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1183327 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

SBR PC27

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Boundaries only relate to the large village of Hilperton. There is no reference to the rural settlement of Whaddon which is in the parish boundary.
Geographically it sits closer to Holt and Semington. The material is generally sound but is limited to the main settlement in Hilperton. No
consideration has been given to the very rural hamlet of Whaddon which lies within the Parish boundary. Young people and people reaching
retirement age may wish to reside in the hamlet and therefore housing needs in this area should be considered.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

69




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 35

Consultee

Person ID:

1183327

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC13

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC13 Elizabeth Way - reduce no. of houses to 205

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 36

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1183327 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

PC19 . , , ,
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC19 - consider growth in very rural settlements to supply housing for young people and retired people wishing to downsize but who wish to
remain in their rural environment

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 37

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Consultee Agent

Yes

Person ID: Person ID:

1186289

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Yes

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC92

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

In line with the Governments Localism agenda, Crudwell Village is developing its Neighbourhood Plan (referred to hereafter as the Plan).
Consultation for Reg 14 is planned for Nov 18 and Reg 16 is planned for early spring. The detailed community-led research underpinning the
Plan indicates that a maximum of 20-25 new dwellings is needed by 2026 and situated throughout Crudwell Village rather than on a single site.
The Plan has also identified that there is no 5 year housing land supply problem within the Housing Market Area that applies to Crudwell Village,
thus supporting the Proposed Change (PC92) to Wiltshire Councils Housing Site Allocations Plan (WHSAP). In addition, the Wiltshire Core
Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to small sites to meet local needs. A development of the size and siting
proposed under 18/05429/FUL is clearly contrary to the strategic need identified in the Plan. In addition, the proposed site is outside Crudwell
Villages settlement boundary, which would be contrary to Wiltshire Councils adopted and emerging development plans. The Council's and
Government's Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future. | therefore support the Proposed Change
(PC92) to WHSAP. To the best of my knowledge, the consultation material is sound and legally compliant.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Castlewood Properties Ventures Ltd Planner Turley Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 38 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1130978 1131263 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC46 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Introduction We are responding to this consultation in respect of our clients land interest at Underhill Nursery in Market Lavington which was
previously proposed allocation H1.2 in the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (WHSAP). The proposed amendment PC46 and its
consequential changes (PC1, PC5, PC7, PC8, PC11, PC15, PC17, PC18, PC38, PC39 and PC45) look to delete proposed allocation H1.2 in its
entirety. This follows a decision by the Councils Cabinet to defer the allocation of housing sites in Market Lavington to the Market Lavington
Neighbourhood Plan (MLNP) on two grounds, which we discuss below. Background It should be noted that the Councils Planning Policy Officers
were previously supportive of proposed allocation H1.2, hence its inclusion in the Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Draft Plan (Summer 2017). The
allocation combined parts of two adjacent land parcels on the edge of Market Lavington which had been identified in the Wiltshire Strategic
Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) (2017) as being suitable, available, achievable and deliverable, as well as
being developable in the short-term for housing. Combining the two SHELAA sites was considered to provide an opportunity for the holistic
planning of the sites and would make use of previously developed land to prevent the need to encroach on the open countryside. The proposed
allocation site was considered to be in a sustainable location with good access to the centre of Market Lavington and its facilities, which include a
primary school and health centre. In addition we submitted various technical evidence reports to the Council to support our clients case for the
redevelopment of the site for housing. Together the Councils findings, as well as our supporting technical evidence, demonstrate that proposed
allocation H1.2 would be a logical development site to meet the housing needs of Market Lavington, as a Local Service Centre, which the Pre-
Submission Draft Plan identified as the second tier of the Devizes Community Area settlement hierarchy. Despite the decision by the Councils
Cabinet, we believe that proposed allocation H1.2 remains an exemplary candidate for inclusion in the WHSAP as a site for housing. Then at a
meeting of the Councils Cabinet in July 2018, Members resolved to remove proposed allocation H1.2 along with other site allocations in Market
Lavington from the WHSAP. Two arguments were put forward to justify these amendments. The first justification posited contends that there is a
sufficient five year housing land supply position in the East Housing Market Area (HMA) and this negates the strategic need for the WHSAP to
allocate residential sites in Market Lavington. The second being that significant progress has now been made in the preparation of the MLNP.
For the reasons we will set out below, we consider this approach of deferring residential allocations to the MLNP to be unsound and recommend
that proposed allocation H1.2 should be reinstated. Representations We fervently disagree with the Councils position, which is that a five year
housing supply in the East HMA removes the strategic need to make residential allocations in Market Lavington. This would be inconsistent with
national policy as paragraph 47 of the NPPF (2012), which requires local planning authorities to identify a supply of specific, developable sites
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or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible, for years 11-15 . National planning policy is therefore clear that the Council
must look at its residential allocations beyond five years, so as to ensure there is a consistent pipeline for bringing forward new residential
development. Given that the Councils Housing Land Supply Statement Addendum July 2018 Submission Version (ref: TOP/03C) indicates there
is still an indicative residual requirement for the remainder of the Devizes Community Area, outside Devizes itself, of at least 81 dwellings during
the remainder of the Plan period up to 2026 the Council should still be looking to identify site allocations. To not allocate sufficient sites would
mean the Councils approach would fail to fully meet its identified housing needs and as such would not be positively prepared. Rather than
allocate sufficient sites through the WHSAP, the Councils proposed approach is to now defer any allocations in Market Lavington to the MLNP.
Whilst we recognise that Neighbourhood Plans have the option of allocating land for housing, this must be in support of the strategic housing
delivery targets for that area as explained in paragraph 184 of the NPPF (2012). In the Devizes Community Area Topic Paper July 2018
Submission Version (ref: CATP/06) it states at paragraph 2.13 that if a neighbourhood plan is sufficiently advanced, having at least submitted a
draft neighbourhood plan to the Council for a Regulation 16 Consultation , then this includes information on whether it is allocating housing and
reviewing settlement boundaries (our emphasis). Yet immediately after this, in Table 2.4, it is established that the MLNP has not yet progressed
to the Regulation 16 Consultation stage. Whilst it is identified that the MLNP will incorporate housing allocations, there is no mention of the
quantum or location of housing proposed to be allocated. This appears contradictory to the Councils own reasoning for making amendment
PC46 which argues that progress on the MLNP has been sufficient to defer the consideration of housing allocations. In fact the MLNP is currently
only going through its second round of Regulation 14 Consultation, which closes on 30th October 2018. This is being carried out to take account
of comments and recommendations from the first round of Regulation 14 Consultation which took place between March and May 2018. Given
the Market Lavington Neighbourhood Area designation was decided some time ago (in March 2015) it is clear that the MLNP has taken a
significant length of time to emerge as it is has now taken over 3.5 years just to reach a second round of Regulation 14 Consultation. We
therefore contest the Councils position, which is that sufficient progress has been made on the MLNP to allow for the deferral of housing
allocations to it. Indeed it is unclear when a Regulation 16 Consultation will be carried out let alone Examination. Although the second round of
Regulation 14 Consultation for the Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan does allocate sites in draft, this includes one not previously submitted
to the Wiltshire SHELAA, namely North of Spin Hill (MLNP ref: Site 2). Therefore the suitability of this site has not yet been formally assessed by
the Council and the first opportunity for it to now do so will be the MLNP Regulation 16 Consultation. We do not consider the North of Spin Hill
site to be a robust allocation as it is remote from Market Lavington and a significant distance from the villages settlement framework boundary,
as established in the Wiltshire Core Strategy. Giventhe lack of pedestrian routes or public transport options between the North of Spin Hill site
and Market Lavington, it will encourage the use of the car to access facilities and services in the village which is contrary to the core planning
principles established in paragraph 17 of the NPPF (2012) thereby rendering the site unsustainable. Furthermore another draft allocation in the
Regulation 14 Consultation, The Spring (MLNP ref: Site 4, SHELAA ref: 3268), was discounted by the Council in the updated Devizes
Community Area Topic Paper (ref: CATP/06) and not considered a preferred site. The development of The Spring site was considered to involve
the loss of land that contributes to the rural character at the approach to the village. Also any measures to achieve heritage objectives and
mitigate surface water flooding (if possible) would substantially limit the developable area, such that the benefits of developing the site were
considered marginal and did not outweigh the adverse impacts. Based on the Councils own assessment of The Spring site, we consider that this
draft allocation is unlikely to deliver in the way the authors of the draft Neighbourhood Plan envisage. Therefore, given that at least two of the
four draft allocations in the MLNP are flawed, we consider that the MLNP will run into significant issues in the future. One scenario could be that
the questionable allocations are removed from the MLNP. However, this would have the consequence of leaving Market Lavington with a lower
number of allocated homes than would meet its needs as a designated Local Service Centre and second tier settlement within the Devizes
Community Area. Another scenario could be that the described draft allocations result in the MLNP failing at Examination (or even failing to pass
the Regulation 16 stage). This would result in further delays to the MLNP, thereby further hindering the allocation of any housing in Market
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Lavington. Whilst we recognise it is not for the Inspector of the WHSAP to examine the MLNP, and its draft allocations, we do consider that the
Inspector should take note of these issues as evidence that the Councils decision to defer potential housing allocations to the MLNP is an
inappropriate strategy. The most appropriate strategy would be for the WHSAP to allocate residential development sites in Market Lavington and
by not doing so the WHSAP is unjustified. By deferring site allocations to the MLNP, the WHSAP is deferring the deliverability of housing in
Market Lavington to the MLNP and this is not regarded as likely to be effective given the potential delays we envisage the MLNP will face as a
consequence of proposing to allocate sites that are unsustainable and unlikely to deliver as anticipated. Conclusion In view of our
representations above, there is substantial evidence that the proposed modification PC46 and its consequential changes have made the WHSAP
unsound contrary to paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2012). In order to remedy this and make the WHSAP sound, we consider that proposed
modification PC46 should be removed, its consequential changes subsequently amended and proposed allocation H1.2 be reinstated so that it
may form part of the adopted Development Plan for Wiltshire. In order to effectively put this case before the Inspector and address any questions
they may have, and to also respond to any argument the Council may make for proceeding with proposed modification PC46 (and its
consequential changes), we consider it necessary to attend the Examination Hearings in a speaking capacity. For reference, we append a full set
of additional details as follows. These reports and drawings concern the proposed development of the site and provide information regarding
constraints; lllustrative Layout Option 1 lllustrative Layout Option 2 Vision Document Pre-Application Statement Highways and Transport Access
Options Rev A (which reflects the most up to date access strategy) Pedestrian Improvements Preliminary Ecological Appraisal Baseline
Landscape Appraisal Heritage Desk Based Assessment Flood Risk and Drainage Technical Note

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 39

Consultee

Person ID:

1134604

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| agree that the Ridgeway Development at Crudwell should be removed from the plan. It is extremely large and out of keeping as a development
for the village. There is no Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and
the Wiltshire Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to "small sites" to meet local needs. Futhermore the site
pedestrian access is unsafe for getting to the village to access the school or buses. The lane does not have enough space for cars to pass
without pulling in and there is no footpath for all but the shortest part of the lane. The Neighbourhood Plan is progressing extremely well (Reg14
Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and is planning to allocate land to meet identified needs. Finally
the Council's and Government's Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 40

Consultee

Person ID:

1135864

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| agree that the Ridgeway Development at Crudwell should be removed from the plan. It is extremely large and out of keeping as a development
for the village. There is no Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and
the Wiltshire Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should be limited to "small sites" to meet local needs. Futhermore the site
pedestrian access is unsafe for getting to the village to access the school or buses. The lane does not have enough space for cars to pass
without pulling in and there is no footpath for all but the shortest part of the lane. The Neighbourhood Plan is progressing extremely well (Reg14
Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and is planning to allocate land to meet identified needs. Finally
the Council's and Government's Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 41

Consultee

Person ID:

1130479

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

WCC is proposing to delete the site at Crudwell (Ridgeway) from the WHSAP.

| fully support this proposal.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 42

Consultee

Person ID:

1124620

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC92

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| support the proposed change to remove the Ridgeway Farm site from the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan, on the basis that: There is no
Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and the Wiltshire Core Strategy
states that development in Large Villages should be limited to "small sites" to meet local heeds. Our Neighbourhood Plan is progressing
extremely well (Reg14 Consultation planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and is planning to allocate land to meet
identified needs. The Council's and Government's Localism agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 43

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Development Liaison Officer, National Grid Amec Foster Wheeler E&I UK Change to be

National Grid o
Person ID: legally compliant?

Person ID: |
1146750 Do you consider

the Proposed

1121272 Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [No comment
[ ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Wiltshire Council: Housing Site Allocations Plan SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID National Grid has appointed Wood to review
and respond to development plan consultations on its behalf. We have reviewed the above consultation document and can confirm that National
Grid has no comments to make in response to this consultation.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 44

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Sport England Person ID: Change to be

iant?
Person ID: legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

987760

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [General
! ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Thank you for consulting with Sport England on the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations. Sport England has an established role within the planning
system which includes providing advice and guidance on all relevant areas of national, regional and local policy as well as supporting local
authorities in developing the evidence base for sport. Sport England aims to ensure positive planning for sport, enabling the right facilities to be
provided in the right places, based on robust and up-to-date assessments of need for all levels of sport and all sectors of the community. To
achieve this our planning objectives are to seek to PROTECT sports facilities from loss as a result of redevelopment; to ENHANCE existing
facilities through improving their quality, accessibility and management; and to PROVIDE new facilities that are fit for purpose to meet demands
for participation now and in the future. We work with the planning system to achieve these aims and objectives, seeking to ensure that they are
reflected in local planning policies, and applied in development management. Please see our website for more advice:
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/ Site allocations No sites including playing fields should be allocated for
development if this would include the loss of playing field or prejudice the use of the playing field unless it is in line with Wiltshire adopted playing
pitch strategy. | have had difficulty locating sites which are referred to in the documents due my lack of local knowledge and lack of postcodes.
Site plans would have been of great assistance. http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/other-
design-guidance Thank you once again for consulting Sport England.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

91




Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 45

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Consultee Agent

Yes

Person ID: Person ID:

1143253

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Yes

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

SBR PC31

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| support the consultation material as it follows the published process and is in harmony with the wishes of the community as expressed through
the Codford Parish Council. | believe the proposed changes made in Codford are legally compliant and sound. While the documentation
published over the last 4 years has been detailed and numerous we focus on the following;- 1/The 3nr proposed changes stated in the
consultation on changes between 15 th May to 11 th June 2018 were fully supported by the Codford Parish Council. These same changes were
recommendations expressed by the Codford Parish Council when engaging with the informal settlement boundary review 28 th July to 22 nd
September 2014. These changes are reflection of community involvement. 2/ The narrative stated in table SBR PC31 reference 28 and 28.1
follows the adopted methodology for reviewing the settlement boundary, demonstrates an understanding of the local geography and the close
relationship of existing properties to the built environment. 3/ The changes made benefit the village and will improve the social wellbeing of the
community by removing 20 years of stagnation through dereliction, is an effective use of the land were the existing use has become redundant,
will make a positive economic contribution to the village while having minimum impact on the environment.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Clerk Codford Parish Council Person ID: Change to be
iant?
Comment " Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
1143232 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change prepared; Justified; Effective;
SBR PC31 ) . : .
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Following our telephone conversation yesterday, | have attached the scheduled proposed changes for Codford PC; SBR PC31, to which Codford
PC has no objection. | confirm that Codford PC would like to be notified that the ensuing Inspector's Report, has been published. And to also be
notified When the Wiltshire housing Site allocations Plan has been formally adopted.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5122729
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Robert Hitchens Ltd Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 47 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: -
841197 397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC119

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC119 amends footnote 22 so that the settlement boundaries have been updated to take account of the implemented planning permissions up to
April 2017. The previous version of the footnote referred to since 2016 . However, the settlement boundaries have not been updated to reflect
the changes we proposed in response to the consultation on the Pre-Submission Draft. Pegasus submitted representations so that the
settlement boundaries of Calne, Melksham and Westbury should be amended to reflect planning permissions. These changes have not been
taken on board, so consequently the statement in the Focussed Changes is inaccurate, the settlement boundaries do not reflect implemented
planning permissions up to 2017. Paragraph 4.13 of the WCS allows for the review of the existing settlement boundaries through the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan. Paragraph 4.15 states that: these settlement boundaries will also be reviewed as part of the Wiltshire Housing
Site Allocations Plan as set out in the Council's Local Development Scheme, in order to ensure they remain up to date and properly (emphasis
added) reflect building that has happened since they were first established. (my emphasis). In some cases these are clearly out of date as they
do not reflect recent planning permissions. Topic Paper 1 Settlement Boundary Review Methodology states that as the boundaries were not
altered in the Wiltshire Core Strategy and they relied on the district local plan boundaries. Para 1.3 states that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive review of the boundaries to ensure they are up-to-date and adequately reflect changes which have happened since they were
first established. The Plan amends settlement boundaries where necessary. It is also the prerogative of local communities to review them
through the preparation of neighbourhood plans. It is noted that the three case studies referred to in Topic Paper 1 that Winchester City
included in the settlement boundary Built/ commenced allocations/ planning permissions . Purbeck includes Uses and buildings (including
sites with unimplemented planning permission) that have a clear social or economic function. Kettering Borough Council includes Existing
commitments for built developments. It is noted that the Wiltshire Council draft settlement boundary methodology included Both built and
extant planning permissions for residential and employment uses for areas which are physically/ functionally related to the settlement. However,
following consultation with the Parish and Town Councils who disagreed that the settlement boundary should include allocations, development
proposals and unimplemented planning permissions as those who objected to the inclusion of sites with planning permission considered that
many planning permissions never get built out and that the final built form may differ substantially from the original permission; the methodology
was changed. Only for those planning permissions that have commenced are included in the settlement boundary as they consider that there is
much greater certainty. The Topic Paper concludes Therefore, the revised settlement boundary review methodology will include within the
settlement boundary built or commenced planning permissions but exclude all unimplemented planning permissions. Nevertheless, it is
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recognised that settlement boundaries represent a snapshot in time. Unimplemented planning permissions subsequently built out can be
included within a future review. The revised settlement boundaries proposed for Melksham, Westbury and Calne are not up to date and do not
reflect recent planning permissions to RHL references 15/12454, 14/09262/0OUT, 14/11179/0OUT land at Prince Charles Drive, Calne respectively
and also land at Low Lane Calne LPA reference 17/00679/0UT). The settlement boundary of Melksham should be revised to reflect planning
permission 15/12454 land to the north of Sandridge Common, Sandridge Road, Melksham, where development has started. Likewise the
settlement boundary of Westbury should be revised to reflect planning permission 14/09262 which was granted on appeal in July 2016 ( 300
dwellings, land north of Bitham Park, Trowbridge Road, Westbury) which has started. It is noted that the proposed new settlement boundary
includes land to the west of Trowbridge Road which was granted permission and is under construction ( 220 dwellings 13/03568), but not land to
the east of Trowbridge Road. It is noted that the settlement boundary is proposed to be altered to reflect earlier planning permissions at Calne,
namely land off Sandpit Road and land south of Abberd Lane, which have been built and under construction; however recent planning
permissions land at Prince Charles Drive ( 14/11179 for 130 dwellings) and land at Low Lane Calne (17/00679 for 165 dwellings) are not
reflected in the changes to the settlement boundary. Building has commenced on Land at Prince Charles Drive. The issue is what harm would
there be to the settlement strategy of updating the settlement boundary to reflect the recent planning permissions in addition to those under
construction. These sites are after all considered against the housing supply and are consistent with the settlement strategy and are in some
cases under construction. The comments above are also applicable to Chapter 6 and the Community Area Topic Papers.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Robert Hitchens Ltd Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 48 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: -
841197 397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

L . 1) Positively prepared; Effective; Consistent
unsound because it is not: Positively (1) y prep ' '

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective; with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC51

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

An objection is made to PC51 ie Policy H2 Table 5.3. The updates reflect the amendments to the housing site capacities /densities of allocations
at Trowbridge and the removel of a housing allocation at Crudwell. Our concerns expressed in relation to Policy H2 and paragraps 4.44 4.61 and
paragraphs 5.43 5.44 in response to the consultation in September 2017 have not been addressed ie about the delvierablity of sites at
Trowbridge. On review of the evidence base: EXAM/03 ADDENDUM TO Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Pre-Submission Draft (June
2017) Assessment under the Habitats Regulations Original Addendum: 4 May 2018 Minor factual update to support the consultation on the
Councils Schedule of Proposed Changes September 2018 Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Topic Paper 3 Housing Land Supply
Addendum (July 2018 Submission version) (TOP/03C); Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Topic Paper 4 Developing Plan Proposals
Addendum (July 2018 Submission version)( TOP/04C) Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Trowbridge (July
2018 Submission version - updated September 2018) (CATP/17a); Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations draft plan - Stage 4a Site Landscape
Assessment Part 2: Salisbury, Tidworth, Trowbridge, Warminster and Westbury Community Areas Prepared by Wiltshire Council and The
Environment Partnership (June 2017) (WHSAP/20) There appears to be no justification apart from in the Addendum to the HRA September 2018
paragraph 3.3.3 which refers to increasing the housing numbers at four allocations in Trowbridge which take the number of dwellings proposed
at Trowbridge from 800 to 1,050 on greenfield sites. The paragraph states for example for the site at Elizabeth Way where the number of
dwellings are proposed to increase from 205 to 355 ie a 73% increase, states: Below Middle Lane the allocation lies within the consultation area
for Bechsteins bats and it seems that an increase of this scale could require this area to become urbanised to some degree. Any subsequent
design solution to support development would need to ensure the provision of low lux lighting, dark corridors, open space and protection of
existing habitat. Such measures have been incorporated into the draft Plan. It is noted that Natural England in their reponse to the Plan in 2017
raised concerns. Paragraph 3.3.2 of the Addendum to the SA (September 2018) states that a precautionary approach should be taken in
determining a what constitutes key bat habitat. Habitats such as hedgerows, tree planting and streams will be assumed to be of key importance
to bats within the consultation zones and also outside them where strategic routes may link important roosts. Furthermore, there is the
cumulative effect which is acknowleged in the Addendum, whilst a loss of habitat at site level may be of low signficance it is the cumulative
impacts at a landscape level. It is understood that a Trowbridge Bat Mitigation Strategy is being prepared and that Phase 1 is to be consulted
upon and made available to support the Examination. Paragraph 3.3.5 of the SA {EXAMO03} states: The work being undertaken is complex and
requires iterative consultation with bat experts and planners to test the deliverability of proposals. The overall approach will be to safeguard key
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habitat features on site and offset the loss of others by creating new habitat according to a metric. It is noted that the Addendum report at
paragraph 3.3.8 states that the capacity of the sites has been calculated on the basis of 30 dph. The capacity of housing allocations has been
calculated on the basis of 30 dph and excludes parts of the sites that are undevelopable due to environmental and heritage constraints. In
principle, the density of development at each site could be increased without leading to impacts alone, as long as it can be demonstrated that:
The principles in the TBMS for protecting key bat habitat on site can be met; and The landscape remains porous to bat movements to the same
extent after development as it was prior to development. The Addendum report states that the original estimates for the capactiy of the sites in
the Pre-Submission Draft Plan were based on a low density and that there will be only marginal, or no change to the footprint of development
and the extent to which it may impinge upon habitat areas. The Plan envisages that the TBMS will guide design and layout so that effects are
mitigated, if necessary offsite, and no additional safeguards need to be incorporated into the Plan. However, paragraph 3.3.10 importantly
acknowledges that: In view of the fact that the bats response to development is likely to be delayed and difficult to ascertain with confidence,
this could suggest a need for phasing further development over and above the current draft and adopted allocation that might arise from the
Local Plan Review. Otherwise there would be a risk that the capacity of the area to support the internationally important population of Bechsteins
bats may be exceeded and as a result have significant adverse effects on the integrity of the SAC. However, this would be a matter for the
Review to resolve and is not necessary to progress in this Plan. It appears that the evidence base does not justify the approach and that the
sites are not only allocated but the density for the sites is proposed to increased. It is considered that the evidence base is incomplete and that
until such time that this work is completed a precautionary approach should be applied and therefore the capacity of the sites should not be
increased through the Focussed Changes. This should be a matter for the Local Plan Review. (The Review of the Core Strategy has been
significantly delayed from the timetable in the LDS). Consequenlty, in order to support the delivery of housing in the Core Stragey, which has to
date not matched expectations, sites elsewhere in the HMA should be brought forward to ensure housing is delivered and an adequate housing
land supply maintained in accordance with the NPPF. We have in our response to the Plan in September 2017 indicated that land to the north
west of Melksham comprising 74.54 acres, land off Abberd Lane, Calne comprising 4.92 acres and adjacent area comprising 5.77 acres and
land off Low Lane, Calne are available and deliverable in the plan period.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 49

Consultee

Robert Hitchens Ltd

Person ID:

841197

Agent
Pegasus Planning Group
Person ID:

397761

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC17

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Effective; Consistent
with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC17 provide an update to Table 4.8 to reflect the latest position on housing land supply published in March 2018 with a base date of April 2017.
It is noted that this has been updated to reflect the changes ie the proposed increase in densities on housing allocations at Trowbridge etc. In our
previous representations to the Proposed Submission Plan in September 2017 we noted that Table 4.8 HMA 5 year land supply estimate 2017
2018 indicated that there would be in excess of a 5 year supply for the North and West HMA through to 2025/2026, in this year the housing
supply fell to only 5.3 years. It is noted from Topic Paper 4 that the 5 year supply has been calculated on the basis that if a 20% buffer was
required then a 5 year land supply could be met. Even in the year 2025/26 it would appear that the Council can demonstrate a 5 year land supply
in the North and West HMA with a 5% buffer. However, what is not clear from Topic Paper 4 is the calculations behind these figures as no
trajectory is available which reflects the Focussed Changes.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Robert Hitchens Ltd Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 50 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: -
841197 397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Effective; Consistent

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective; with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC15

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC15 updates Table 4.7 to reflect the latest housing land supply statement. The latest assessment of the developable supply which is available
is contained in the Wiltshire Housing Land Supply Statement Update March 2018 (HLSS) with a base date is April 2017. It is useful to consider
some of the components of supply identified in this report in order to assess the robustness of the Councils assessment. There are a number of
sources of supply in the HLSS which should not be relied upon to deliver as outlined below. Windfalls It is noted that the figure for windfalls for
the remaining plan period 2017-2026 has increased from 2,086 to 2,209 for North and West Wiltshire HMA. An objection is made to the
approach to windfalls which has deviated from the approach in the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy. The approach in the Core Strategy was
found sound, (but conservative) by the Inspector. The Council are now using an approach which gives a higher figure and are relying on a
greater number of large windfall sites than found sound by the Inspector. In the adopted Core Strategy the Council relied upon Method 1 (as set
out in the July 2014 HLSS) ie for North and West Wiltshire over 5 years the windfall allowance was 583 dwellings. The Council are now using
Method 3 from the 2014 HLSS (now referred to as Method A) which generates 980 dwellings over the 5 years. However, the consistent
application of Method 3 / Method A shows how the number of windfalls has decreased over time ie from 1688 dwellings over 5 years to 980
dwellings over 5 years. This shows windfalls are declining and yet the Council persist with a method which is totally reliant on historic trends of
windfalls. The Council are also allocating sites, therefore the capactiy is reduced for windfalls as these sites will come forward as allocations.
This would suggest that the number of windfalls will be below the declining historic trend. It is considered that going forward for the remaining
plan period that there is an over reliance on windfalls, this together with the continued uncertainty over the sites proposed in Trowbridge where
the density has been increased therefore demonstrates the need to consider increasing the number of proposed sites in the plan or at the very
least to include reserve sites at sustainable market towns. Saved Local Plan Allocations The Council continue to rely upon the delivery of saved
Local Plan allocations in the Table 4.7 of the HLSS, although the number of sites and the contribution from those sites has reduced to 123
dwellings in North and West Wiltshire HMA over the remaining plan perod. The saved local plan allocations from the North Wiltshire Local Plan
are: Quemerford House and Mill {3 dwellings} The saved local plan allocations from the West Wiltshire Local Plan are: Land off Oldfield Road,
Westbury {30 dwellings} Station Road, Westbury Town {90 dwellings} These sites were allocated in June 2006 in North Wiltshire and in June
2004 in West Wiltshire. In the interveninig 12/14 years these sites have not delivered and as such they are unlikely to provide a reliabel source of
supply in the future. Housing Land Supply There is a difference in the deliverable housing land supply from that set out in the Housing Land
Supply Statement published March 2018 (base date April 2017). Table 2 states that the deliverable supply 2017 2022 for North and West
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Wiltshire is 8,130 dwellings (this corresponds with Appendix 4 of the HLSS) however, when compared to Table 5.5 in Topic Paper 4 July 2018,
the figure for the deliverable supply is less ie 8,086 dwellings. The figure in the HLSS in March 2018 comprises 7,680 dwellings from existing
commitments and 450 dwellings in terms of emerging allocations. Clearly the figures for the emerging allocations do not reflect the increase in
denisties proposed as a result of the Focussed Changes as this took place after the HLSS was published. The figure in Table 5.5 of Topic Paper
3 comprises 7,680 from Table 3.3 in Topic Paper 3, July 2018 and the remainder is 406 dwellings reflecting the emerging allocations. It clear that
the deliverable supply over the 5 years 2017-2022 is 44 dwellings less despite the increasing densities proposed in the Focussed Changes.
There remains no up-to-date housing trajectory to support the Focussed Changes.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes

106




Comment

ID: 51

Consultee

Robert Hitchens Ltd

Person ID:

841197

Agent
Pegasus Planning Group
Person ID:

397761

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC13

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Effective; Consistent
with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC13 Updates Table 4.5 to reflect the proposed increase to the number of dwellings at Trowbridge and Westbury. However, we have already
objected to the sites identified to meet the shortfall at Trowbridge in our previous representations to paragraphs 4.44- 4.61 and para 5.43 5.44 of
the Pre-Submission Draft in September 2017. The Proposed Changes retain the sites and furthermore increase the proposed number of
dwellings at these sites. We have aleady expressed concern about the delivery of these sites and to increase the number of dwellings to these
site to meet the HMA shortfall, although consistent with the Wiltshire Core Strategy does not appear to be adequately justified in the
documentation published to support the Focussed Changes ( see comments on PC51) In our view if there remains a shortfall after the
consideration of other sites at Trowbridge which would be considered consistent with the settlement strategy, then sites elsewhere in the HMA
can be brought forward to ensure housing is delivered. Whilst there is no shortfall in the Melksham or Calne Community Area, (as evidenced in
the respective Topic Papers even without taking into account windfalls) these market towns are both well placed to accommodate development
that cannot be met in other areas in the HMA ( if there are no sites consistent with the settlement strategy in Trowbridge where there is a
significant shortfall of 1,297 {Table 5.8 of Topic Paper 4 July 2018).). It is recognised that the SADPD must implement the settlement strategy set

out in the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 52

Consultee

Robert Hitchens Ltd

Person ID:

841197

Agent
Pegasus Planning Group
Person ID:

397761

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC4

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Effective; Consistent
with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PCA4 clarifies that Table 4.1 Housing Market Areas minimum to be allocated does not include an allowance for windfalls. Table 4.1 ( PC3)
indicates that the latest position in terms of the number of dwellings to be allocated has increased from 571 to 1,109 over the remainder of the
plan period; this reflects the delays in delivery in the Principal Settlements of Chippenham and Trowbridge, consequenlty the minimum indicative

requirement has increased.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).
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representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Robert Hitchens Ltd Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 53 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: .
841197 397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC3 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

As the Plan has already been submitted for Examination (on the baiss of NPPF 2012) it is noted that for the purposes of Plan-making the
housing land supply should be calculated in accordance wiih the NPPF 2012 ( as recognized in paragraph 3.1 3.2 of Topic Paper 3 Housing
Land Supply Addendum July 2018) according to paragraph 214 of NPPF 2018. However, for the purposes of development management (ie the
consideration of planning applications) the new NPPF 2018 applies for the calculation of the housing land supply. Therefore as soon as the Plan
is adopted the housing land supply will be different to that considered through the local plan examination. It is noted that Topic Paper 3 sets out
the before position ie it excludes the proposed allocations. The position once allocations are taken into account is included in Topic Paper 4
Table 5.8 It is evident that since the Pre-Submission Draft of the Plan was published that at three Principal Settlements (of Chippenham,
Trowbridge and Salisbury), delays have resulted in an increase in the indicative residual requirement. Chippenham and Trowbridge are located
in the North and West Wiltshire HMA. Topic Paper 3 acknowledges that whilst there have been a number of large permissions granted in the
2017 monitoring year which will have assisted housing supply, the further delays in delivery on strategic allocations in the Wiltshire Core Strategy
and the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan have counter-acted this. There is on the basis of the Councils current housing supply position an
indicative remaining housing requirement of 1,109 dwellings (excluding proposed allocations) ( Table 4.1). The Housing Land Supply for the
North and West Wiltshire HMA excluding the Plans Proposed Allocations is 5.9yrs in 2017/2018 excluding any buffer (Table 3.3 Topic Paper 3).
Once a 5% buffer is included this equates to a 5.6 year lans supply. Table 3.4 demonstrates that without the proposed alocations the five year
land supply position will decline below five years in the latter part of the plan period. The Housing Land Supply postion including the Plans
Proposed Allocations is set out in Topic paper 4 Table 5.6 which identifies a 6.21 year land supply at 2017. If sites are not coming forward as
anticipated in the principal settlements in the North and West Wilthshire HMA, then together with the remaining indicative housing requriement
there is a need for further allocations to be made to ensure a healthy land supply is achieved. In order to address the housing supply the Plan
has increased the densities at the proposed allocations in Trowbridge as set out in Table 4.5 (PC13 of the Proposed Changes), so that the scale
of housing proposed more that meets the requirements of the HMA for the plan period. It is noted that according to Table 5.4 of Topic Paper 4
Addendum July 2018 that there is now a suplus of 144 dwellings over the plan period excluding windfalls.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
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documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Associate LPC (Trull) Ltd Change to be No
iant?
Comment 54 1138113 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
899110 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
SBR PC27 . . : .
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Enclosed with this submission is a document titled, Proposed Settlement Boundary Alteration . Plan 2 shows change to the settlement
boundary that is requested at Hilperton. It is incumbent upon the Housing Site Allocations Plan, to make it sound, that new development is
facilitated in sustainable locations to help bring forward the housing requirement as set out in Core Policy 2. The alteration of the settlement
boundary for Hilperton to include both the land at the Grange, and the land immediately to the east with planning permission for 15 dwellings, will
ensure that the principle of residential development on the land is acceptable. It is absolutely fundamental that the Housing Site Allocations Plan
assists the Governments Objective, as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework to boost significantly the supply of housing . Core
Policy 2 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy requires that a minimum of 42,000 dwellings is provided for within the period 2006 and 2026. Furthermore,
when the Core Strategy was adopted in 2015 a key element of the housing delivery strategy was the provision of a significant amount of the
minimum 42,000 through the Housing Site Allocations Plan. It is clear that new housing should be located in sustainable locations. In this respect
it is highly material to note that as part of the preparation for the Core Strategy the Council undertook a Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA). The land at The Grange (as shown on the enclosed Location Plan) is identified as Site Reference 291 in the SHLAA
where under the detailed assessments of the SHLAA analysis, Potential Suitability Constraints show no prohibitive factors and under
Suitability the assessment is suitable. The land at The Grange (as identified on the enclosed Site Location Plan) is also the subject of a current
full planning application for 20 dwellings (Ref: 18/00985/FUL). This will be approved shortly following the completion of a S106 Agreement.
Following my original Representation in September 2017 this is a significant material change that verifies the substance of my case about the
suitability of the land for residential development, and its obvious inclusion within the Settlement Boundary Hilperton. A further highly material
fact is that the land immediately to the east of my clients land received outline planning permission on Appeal in December 2014 (Ref:
13/06879/0UT) for the erection of 15 dwellings, and recently reserved matters has been granted to facilitate the erection of these dwellings.
Taking account of the above factors there is now no logical reason why the Council should not alter the Settlement Boundary for Hilperton as
requested by this Representation.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
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Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 55

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1186831 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

SBR PC 27 . . . .
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Dear Sir/Madam | have studied the schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) in relation to my
property and confirm that the boundary line indicated is not correct and not in keeping with my historic ownership or extend of my domestic
grounds and which have been taken from long term Ordinance maps | am therefore attaching evidential land registry extract [REDACTED] and
offers historical ownership to this as part of my property as the full extent in conjunction with the land that is currently indicated by the historic
outline. Google Earth Satellite images also verify our mature boundaries which have been in situ since 1995. | hope that you will be able to rectify
this anomoly and place the correct boundary line to my property, please. Kind Regards [REDACTED]

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5118147
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

| did not submit any comments on the previous stage

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 56

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1186982 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC92

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Removing the Crudwell allocation is the right thing to do because: there is no Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing in Crudwell
because supply in the parish is good; individual housing developments in Crudwell should be limited to small sites with a small number of
houses (10 of so) which would be appropriate to the character of the village and to its local needs; the Crudwell Neighbourhood Plan is
progressing extremely well (Reg14 Consultation is planned for November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring), and will allocate land to
meet identified needs; the Parish should determine its own future as is consistent with Wiltshire Councils and the Governments Localism
agenda.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 57

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
704825 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

The re-introduction of Site 738 has highlighted an unfair assessment of the two sites (Site 321 and Site 738) using the sustainability criteria, with

a bias in favour of Site 321. The Plan is therefore unsound.
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associated evidence
documents.

WHSAP Sustainability Appraisal Report Pages 254 and 255
7.13.7 and 7.13.14 — no major adverse effects have been identified for either site.

7.13.9 and 7.13.15 - one identical moderate adverse effect has been found for both sites (water pressure problems/ necessity for a foul flow
capacity assessment).

A further moderate adverse effect is identified for Site 738 but not for Site 321 (‘overall, residents are likely to rely upon use of the private car to
reach larger facilities and services’), yet this applies to both sites. However, this appears as a minor adverse effect for Site 321.

Paragraph 7.13.15 notes that a crossing may be required for Site 738 residents to access the village safely, yet fails to take account that two
village access routes from Site 321 are also unsafe due to dangerous road crossings (at the top and bottom of Court Lane).

7.13.10 and 7.13.16 Minor adverse effects identified for both sites are identical. These include: recreational pressure on Salisbury Plain SPA /
Loss of greenfield land / Air quality and greenhouse gas emissions / Flood risk / heritage considerations / Alteration of character and appearance
of village / Secondary school capacity

The only difference is that the fact that residents are likely to use their cars for reaching larger facilities and services appears in ‘moderate
adverse effects’ for Site 738.

Paragraphs 7.13.11 identifies that Site 321 will have a major beneficial effect by contributing to the local economy through use of local shops and
services (this is because the proposal is for 35 houses rather than 22 for Site 738). Paragraph 7.13.17 identifies this as only a minor beneficial
effect for Site 738 (because fewer houses means fewer people using facilities). However, local residents and the Parish Council feel that the
proposed number of houses for site 321 is beyond the needs of the village and will result in traffic congestion and a high degree of out-
commuting.

Paragraph 7.3.11 identifies a moderate benefit for Site 321 in boosting the supply of housing for the village. This is seen as a minor benefit for
Site 738 in Paragraph 7.3.17. However, it may be that Site 738 better meets the identified needs of the village in providing fewer homes.

Paragraph 7.3.11 Identifies Site 321 as bringing a minor benefit by supporting the vitality of nearby employment areas. This is assessed
identically for Site 738. However, the number of people residing in Site 321 is disproportionately large compared to the number of employment
opportunities within the village, and would result in traffic congestion and a high degree of out-commuting.

The reason for the eventual dismissal of Site 738 as being less suitable than Site 321: ‘The overall sustainability benefits would be marginal due
to a lack of certainty that comprehensive and attractive routes for pedestrians and cyclists are deliverable’ is spurious, as it applies equally to
both sites.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
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you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 58

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
704825 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Consultation Statement Regulation 22 (1)(c) (July 2018 Submission version) (WHSAP/09)
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Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the
associated evidence
documents.

The council has not adequately addressed the issues raised about the development of Site 321 as a result of the September 2017
consultation. Therefore the Plan is unsound. A summary of representations and the council’s response can be found on pages 169/170
of the WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c) - Appendices M-P and also in WHSAP Sustainability Report July 2015

Issues 1,2 3,4 5 and 6 and 20— The need and justification for development within Bratton; the quanta of homes to be developed /proposed
density; the site area of the allocation; the suitability of the site compared to alternative sites/brownfield sites; the potential for alternatives to be
sought through a Neighbourhood Plan; concern over lack of local employment opportunities.

Council’s response — ‘The Plan has been developed in accordance with the WCS, and its approach to allocating at large villages is in
conformity with the WCS'’s plan led approach to delivery of housing’ (WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c) page 170)

‘In order to provide surety of housing land supply in the North and West HMA land is required to be allocated at some large villages. The
Westbury Community Area remainder was considered an area of search as there is an indicative residual requirement for the area, and the most
suitable site has been identified as the allocation site’ housing’ (WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c) page 170)

‘There is not a well-progressed Neighbourhood Plan in the village and the Council is unable to rely on a Neighbourhood Plan to deliver allocation’
(WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c) page 170) and ‘It is too early to say whether the Parish Council will bring forward
allocations of land for housing to meet their identified needs’ (WHSAP — Sustainability Report July 2015 page 63)

‘The density of the site at 40 dwellings is considered to be reasonable given the constraints of the site. However, the promoters of the site have
carried out further detailed assessment and potential layouts which show that 35 dwellings may be more readily accommodated (Sept 2018
amendment). (WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c) page 170)

My Comments: The Plan contravenes the WCS as it seeks to fulfil the quota for the Westbury Area Remainder rather than the needs of the
village. (See WCS Paragraph 4.15 — fewer than 10 dwellings to be supported within a Large village) and page 11 of EXAM 02A (Housing should
be in close proximity to employment sites). See also Paragraph 3.18 page 16 of ‘Wiltshire 2026 — Planning for Wiltshire’s Future” — Policy C
settlements — Small towns and Villages (Third Tier) - ‘Settlements in the third tier are described in RSS Policy C as Small Towns and Villages.
Development at these settlements will only be appropriate where it supports their self-containment together with the rural communities they
serve’.

The reduction in the proposed number of houses from 40 to 35 is still totally unacceptable and in contravention of the statements contained
within the WCS.

Site 321 is not the most suitable site as there are problems with safe access into the village for pedestrians and cyclists, employment
opportunities, destruction of landscape character, density of housing, parking and access, over-capacity of local doctor’s surgery, impact on
views from the White Horse chalk escarpment and impact on biodiversity in a sensitive area (there were over 200 representations to this effect
from the local community).

The Parish Council has put forward an alternative site within the village that would address the needs of the village and is currently working on its
Neighbourhood Plan. This does not to be fully developed at this stage as sufficient land has been identified to meet the village’s requirements. It
is blatantly incorrect to state that ‘It is too early to say whether the Parish Council will bring forward allocations of land for housing to meet their
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identified needs’ (WHSAP — Sustainability Report July 2015 page 63). WHSAP Topic Paper 2 (June 2107) states on page 17 (paragraph 4.16):
‘It is a priority of the Council for local communities to take direct control of their settlements, as it is national policy’ and (Paragraph 4.17 —
‘Preparing a Neighbourhood Plan addresses the housing needs of a settlement in accordance with Core Policy 1 of the WCS. It is unnecessary
for the Plan to supplement local consideration.’

The development of Site 321 is outside the needs of the village. The village should not be made a scapegoat to help meet government targets.
Issue 7 — Inaccuracies in the data used in the assessment

Council’s response — None. The inaccuracies highlighted in the representations (the number of houses in the village and the percentage
proportion of the proposed new dwellings) have not been corrected in subsequent documents. In fact they are reiterated. Page 31 of the
Wiltshire Council Topic Paper 3 — May 2018- states that: ‘Over the WCS Plan to date, Bratton has received very little additional growth...The
addition of approximately 40 dwellings would represent modest growth’.

Here is the wording from one of my September 2017 representations, which still applies to the amended Plan:

Appendix E incorrectly states that Bratton has 819 dwellings. The 2011 census identified 512 households, with 1248 residents. Table E1 in
Appendix 1 highlights that the village has experienced growth of 26 houses, or 3.2%, in the last 10 years. This figure should actually be 5.1%.

The addition of 40 new houses in Bratton will therefore represent a further 7.8% increase, bringing the proposed 15-year growth of the village to
12.9%. This is a significant growth for a village of Bratton’s size, increasing strain on services such as the B3098, existing water pressure issues
and the local GP surgery.

The statement on page 56 of the WHSAP (‘..the addition of 40 houses would represent modest growth’) is misleading and incorrect.

Issues 8, 13 and 14 — Impacts on biodiversity (including Salisbury Plain SPA, local SSSis, wildlife species); Potential for harmful impacts on
heritage assets (including Bratton Conservation Area, local archaeology and historic landscape); and Disagreement over potential landscape
impact and ability to mitigate impacts, including from higher ground and the White Horse / Bratton Camp.

Council’s Response — ‘Evidence suggests that the site is developable from a landscape perspective, and that potential impacts on biodiversity
can be mitigated within the site’ (WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c) page 170).

My Comment: No amount of tree planting will lessen the impact of a densely developed housing estate on the edge of a unique village when
viewed from the White Horse escarpment Ridge and Castle Road. One of the unique features of an escarpment landscape and village is the lack
of trees and the wide open views, yet the mitigation plans state: ‘A new visual boundary to the settlement will need to be established along the
site’s western edge and new woodland planting will be a substantial part of the scheme.” This shows a lack of understanding of the character of
the local landscape, and a determination to change it for the worse.

Issue 9 — The need to preserve the site for agriculture.

124




Council’s Response — As Site 321 is valuable agricultural land and currently in use for grazing beef cattle, the council’s response was initially to
increase their assessment of the land’s capacity for 30 dwellings to 40 to ‘make the most efficient use of land and maximise the delivery of
affordable housing’. This number has now been reduced to 35 in the new proposals.

My Comment: The amendment to 35 houses is still too high for the needs of the village. To decrease this number would not be efficient use of
prime agricultural land, therefore Site 321 is not the most suitable site for the area.

Issues 10 and 12 — Land stability and Effects of development on surface water flow and flooding.

Council’s Response — ‘Amend supporting text to give greater emphasis to flood and drainage requirements’ (WHSAP — Consultation Statement
Regulation 22) and ‘Incorporate surface water attenuation measures into the design of any subsequent layout’ (WHSAP — Sustainability Report
July 2015).

My comment: This appears to be the only positive amendment (out of two amendments) proposed by the Council and is much needed due to
recent flooding in Rosenheim Rise (lower end of Site 321) after heavy rainfall.

Issues 11 and 15 — Impacts on air quality/noise pollution; concern about impacts on amenity of adjoining residents.

Council’s response — ‘Evidence suggests that air and noise pollution arising would not be a barrier to development of the site, and that access
is achievable from Westbury Road’. (WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c) page 170)

‘Potential impacts on amenity of existing residents cannot be determined at this stage’. (WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c)
page 170)

My Comment: It is inconceivable that building 35 houses will not give rise to air and noise pollution. My house is adjacent to Site 321 and | will
not be looking forward to sitting out in my garden during the summer months should the development go ahead. | assume that the access
referred to here is for service vehicles to and from the site. How will you assure that these vehicles will not use Court Lane for access?

Potential impacts on amenity of existing residents are easy to determine. There will be increased noise, traffic and light pollution for local
residents and significant loss of views for others. Two windows of my house currently overlook miles of uninterrupted countryside. As any houses
built will need to be in line with the current dwellings, the brick wall of a new house will replace my view. Residents of Rosenheim Rise risk losing
light completely from their properties as new houses built on Site 321 will be significantly higher in elevation.

Issue 16 — The need to preserve existing public rights of way that adjoin the site.

Council’s response — ‘The Plan requires that improved connections to adjoining rights of way BRAT24 and BRAT25 should be facilitated
through any subsequent proposals’ (WHSAP — Consultation Statement Regulations 22 (1) (c) page 170)

‘Appropriate improvements to Public Rights of Way — BRAT25 and BRAT24 could be enabled through development of this site, thereby
improving connectivity and reducing the need to access village facilities via private car journeys’ (WHSAP — Sustainability Report July 2015 page
61).
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My Comment: The existing footpaths should not be diverted to facilitate the proposed development. They are recorded on maps dating back to
1887 (and possibly earlier) and provide a potential buffer between current dwellings and proposed new buildings.

Even if improvements are made to existing footpaths (for example by providing a tarmac surface), pedestrian access into the village from Site
321 is hazardous and unsafe from both the upper and lower egress points (see my previous comments regarding the two crossing points at
Court Lane and footpath travel on the footpath running from Site 321 to the junction with Court Lane).

Issue 17 and 18 — Impact of development on capacity of local services and infrastructure (including schools, healthcare); request to include
additional wording requiring education contributions

Council’s response — ‘Evidence indicates that there are sufficient local services available to support development’ (WHSAP — Consultation
Statement Regulation 22 page 170)

With regard to the secondary and sixth form school in Westbury, ‘the development of the site could increase pressure on secondary school
places’ (WHSAP — Sustainability Report July 2015 page 62).

Development could help to address local infrastructure capacity issues over and above CIL (WHSAP — Sustainability Report July 2015 page
63).

My comment: Many of the representations from the September 2017 consultation make reference to the over-capacity of the village Doctor’s
surgery. This appears to have been overlooked by the Council.

It has been acknowledged that the proposed development could put pressure on the secondary school in Westbury. The phrase ‘Development
could help to address local infrastructure capacity issues over and above CIL' is vague and uncommitting and places no obligations on the
developer to assist financially.

Issue 19 — Concern over highways, access and parking.

Council’s response — ‘Vehicular and pedestrian access would appear to be achievable from B3098' (WHSAP — Sustainability Report July 2015
page 61).

‘An extension of the footway across the site frontage would be a desirable addition. Pedestrian access along the B3098 could be achieved, and
there is an opportunity to link with the adjoining Public Rights of Way network (BRAT25 and BRAT 24) (WHSAP — Sustainability Report July
2015 page 61).

My comment: No mention is made of the congestion difficulties presented to the village by the potential increased volume of cars (at least 2 cars
per household - 70 cars plus - if current car ownership within Bratton can be an indicator). The B3098 is a narrow road on the approach to site
321 from the Westbury direction, adjacent to Site 321 itself, and as far as the junction with Court Lane. Traffic along this section is a hazard to
pedestrians and cyclists attempting to access the village from Site 321. Two coaches recently became jammed directly adjacent to site 321,
causing a build-up of traffic. Cars frequently park on pavements between Site 321 and the junction with Court Lane, forcing pedestrians and
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pushchair users out into the road. Wide vehicles sometimes mount the pavement to pass each other, and it is often impossible for large vehicles

to turn left into Court Lane without mounting the pavement (and thus endangering pedestrians).

If insufficient parking spaces are allocated within the site itself (including for visitors and service vehicles), drivers will attempt to park on the main
road, thus presenting hazards to both other road users and pedestrians. There appear to be no assurances at this stage that sufficient spaces

will be allocated.

It is likely that a number of residents will travel to work in the Trowbridge / Bradford on Avon / Bath / Melksham direction, rather than Westbury,
which means that they will be using Court Lane to exit the village. This steep, narrow and winding lane is extremely hazardous to both cars and
pedestrians and is permanently reduced to single lane flow due to the amount of cars parked outside houses with no garages or driveways. The
increase in traffic will be dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists making their way from Site 321 to access village amenities such as the school

and shop.

The Council have correctly observed that ‘an extension of the footway across the site frontage would be a desirable addition.” Unfortunately, this
is not achievable for the linking footpath that provides access from the Public Footpath at Site 321 into the village, which remains narrow at just
1.22m wide compared to 2-metre width near the Manor Fields development.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 59

Consultee

Person ID:

704825

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018) or
Update to the Habitat Regulations Assessment
Addendum

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Sustainability Appraisal September 2018 -
Main Report (EXAM/02A)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Page 34 of Document EXAM /02A (Revised
Sustainability Report Sept 2018) contains a
summary of the 6 key challenges of the
Wiltshire Core Strategy 2015. The proposed
development of 35 houses on Site 321
contravenes several of these and is therefore
unsound

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 60

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
704825 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018) or
Update to the Habitat Regulations Assessment
Addendum

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Sustainability Appraisal September 2018 - Main Report (EXAM/02A)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal
(September 2018) or the
Habitats Regulation

There will be insufficient employment within the village for the number of people likely to occupy the proposed revised number of houses. The
number of houses proposed is beyond the identified needs and employment opportunities of the village and is therefore unsound

Too many houses will lead to a high number of people out-commuting, thus contravening Sustainability Objective no. 4 (‘improve air quality and
minimise all sources of environmental pollution’) no. 5 (‘minimise our impacts on climate change through reducing greenhouse gas emission’),
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Assessment Addendum
(September 2018).

no. 9 (‘promote inclusive and self-contained communities’) and no. 10 (‘reduce the need to travel and promote more sustainable transport
choices’).

Page 11 of Document EXAM / 02A (WHSAP Sustainability Appraisal Sept 2018), under the title ‘Education and Skills’, states that ‘Policies
should seek to match housing allocations to employment opportunities within the county, to assist in reducing trends of out-migration for work.’

Page 11 of Document EXAM / 02A (WHSAP Sustainability Appraisal Sept 2018), under the title ‘Economy and Enterprise’, states that ‘Housing
development should be located in close proximity to employment sites in order to reduce out-commuting and promote travel to work using
sustainable modes of transport.’

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 61

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
704825 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018) or
Update to the Habitat Regulations Assessment
Addendum

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Sustainability Appraisal September 2018 - Main Report (EXAM/02A)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal
(September 2018) or the
Habitats Regulation

The proposed reduction in the number of houses from 40 to 35 is unsound as it is still too large a development for the size of the village. In the
Wiltshire and Swindon Structure Plan 2016, paragraph DP3 (page 31) states (in capital letters):

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENTS SHOULD...

IDENTIFY SMALL TOWNS AND VILLAGES TO MEET LOCAL NEEDS ONLY
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Assessment Addendum
(September 2018).

DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE LIMITED IN SCALE AND WELL INTEGRATED WITH THE EXISTING FORM OF THE SETTLEMENT.

EXAM/02A Appendix B states: ‘Inappropriate development in a Green Belt should not be approved except in very exceptional circumstances and
new buildings in the Green Belt will not generally be approved.’

i) The number proposed is beyond the needs of the village (which identified the need for 8 houses only) and serves only to fulfil the needs of the
Westbury Remainder quota

i) It shows a complete disregard for the representations made by Bratton residents and Parish Council during the consultation period of
September 2017.

iii) The Parish Council has infill land that can meet the needs of the village and beyond. It is also actively seeking new alternatives.
iv) The Parish Council rejected the plans for Site 321 in September 2017 yet this is not reflected in the most recent Westbury Area Topic Paper.

v) The Parish Council is currently working on a Neighbourhood Plan for the village yet this has been dismissed in the Sustainability Appraisal
report (p.63) as ‘being in the early stages’. Document EXAM /02A p.86 states: ‘Emerging Neighbourhood Plans should be considered when
planning new developments in Wiltshire towns and villages.’

vi) The building of 35 houses exceeds the number recommended for Large Villages within the Wiltshire Core Strategy. Paragraph 4.15 states: ‘At
the settlements identified as villages, a limited level of development will be supported...At Large Villages settlement boundaries are retained and
development will predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites within the settlement boundaries.” Small housing sites are
identified as ‘sites involving fewer than 10 dwellings.’

vii) The density of the proposed dwellings would necessitate multi-storey buildings (especially if space is to be made for green/amenity sites and
sufficient parking places within the development). This would be out of character with the predominant housing style of the village.

viii) Any multi-storey buildings would impact critically on the long-range views across open countryside currently enjoyed by many residents of
the village.

ix) A large estate development at the gateway to the village would be completely out of character and change the nature of the village. A high-
density development does not suit a village with a largely low-density housing stock.

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
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you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 62

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
704825 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018) or
Update to the Habitat Regulations Assessment
Addendum

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Sustainability Appraisal September 2018 - Main Report (EXAM/02A)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal
(September 2018) or the
Habitats Regulation

The existing infrastructure of the village does not provide safe access into the village for cyclists and pedestrians travelling from Site 321, thus
contravening the Transport element of the Sustainability Appraisal Objectives (page 345 of WHSAP: Sustainability Appraisal Report —'Policies
should enable the provision of effective walking and cycling connections’ and EXAM /02a page 89 — ‘Locate new development where it is
accessible to all on foot, by bicycle or through using public transport’ and “Ensure new development incorporates appropriate facilities and
infrastructure for cyclists’.). In the Wiltshire and Swindon Structure Plan 2016, paragraph DP2 (page 30) states (in capital letters):
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Assessment Addendum
(September 2018).

DEVELOPMENT SHOULD NOT PROCEED UNLESS THE INFRASTRUCTURE, SERVICES AND AMENITIES MADE NECESSARY BY THE
DEVELOPMENT CAN BE PROVIDED AT THE APPROPRIATE TIME.

Document EXAM /02A (page 70 — Sustainability Themes) Paragraph 3.2.1 states: ‘Ensure that development is supported by the necessary
infrastructure”.

Pedestrian access into the village via the B3098

i) Both the road and footpath are narrow between Site 321 and the junction at the top of Court Lane. The footpath is 1.2 metres wide at its widest
point (compared to 2 metres width at Manor Fields). This represents a traffic hazard if young families make their way to and from the local school
or other amenities, especially if children are tempted to overtake other pedestrians or pushchairs, as they will be forced to walk into the road).
Traffic passes very close to pedestrians, as the road is narrow. When buses or lorries pass each other, they sometimes mount the pavement.
When cars park on the main road, they park on the pavement, as to park on the road would be hazardous to overtaking traffic due to poor line of
sight. This forces pedestrians (especially those with pushchairs) into the road. As | walked my children along this path to school for several
years, | am only too aware of how dangerous it is.or several years, | am only too aware of how dangerous it is. The Bratton Village Appraisal
report of 1999 (page 11) records a number of requests for improvement to the pavement along this stretch of road. | recently withessed two
buses trying to pass each other on the road directly adjacent to Site 321. The road was blocked for about an hour, with subsequent build-up of
traffic, as the two buses tried to extricate themselves. This road is too narrow for safe passage of cyclists and pedestrians from Site 321.

if) The wide junction at the top of Court Lane where it meets with the B3098 has also been identified in the Bratton Village Appraisal report as a
dangerous crossing place for pedestrians, yet this forms part of the route for pedestrians into the village from Site 321 (this would be
exacerbated with the increased traffic flow from the proposed new development). The junction is a crossroads, with cars coming at speed from
several directions, often unseen until the last minute. Large vehicles turning left from the B3098 into Court Lane often mount the pavement,
putting waiting pedestrians at risk (the road sign on the corned of this road has been damaged several times).

iii) To access the village via the footpath link adjacent to Rosenheim Rise to the lower end of Court Lane also involves a dangerous road
crossing (across Court lane and into Bury Lane), yet this forms part of the route for pedestrians into the village from Site 321 (this would be
exacerbated with the increased traffic flow into Court Lane from the proposed new development). Traffic comes at speed down the steep hill of
Court Lane, with little visibility for pedestrians and no pavement to act as a buffer. | used this crossing when my children were small and | was a
resident of Rosenheim Rise. It was not an easy task to prevent a young child running out blindly onto this road. An increasing number of cars
parked along this road have reduced the visibility even further for pedestrians. In the Bratton Village Appraisal report of 1999, it was suggested
that a barrier could be erected at this footpath /road junction. However, a barrier would also prevent easy access for pushchairs /wheelchairs.
Additionally, this path is very narrow and difficult for wheelchair /pushchair users. It is often choked with mud and debris during the winter
months, which washes down from the steep bank on one side.

Cycling access into the village via the B3098

The narrow and busy B3098 (especially between Site 321 and the junction of Castle Road) is not a pleasant road to cycle along and would be
totally unsuitable for Junior School age children and families accessing the village by bicycle. It cannot hope to form part of the Sustainability
Objectives (the provision of effective walking and cycling connections) in connection with the proposed housing development on Site 321.
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Cyclists returning from the village and turning right into Site 321 would be vulnerable to oncoming traffic and traffic approaching at speed from
behind if positioned in the centre of the road for turning.

EXAM/02A Appendix B (page 345) states: ‘Policies should enable the provision of effective walking and cycling connections.’
EXAM /02A Appendix B (page 346) states: ‘Ensure that development is supported by the necessary infrastructure.’

The danger inherent for pedestrians and cyclists accessing village facilities from Site 321 contravenes Strategy DPD SA Objective 11
(EXAM/02A page 93) — ‘Provide a safe and healthy environment in which to live.” This is particularly pertinent should some of the housing stock
be provided for young families with children or the elderly (see page 260 of EXAM/02A Paragraph 8.36 — ‘The policy could be strengthened by
requiring that some of the new housing meets the specific needs of vulnerable and older people.’)

Please state which Please give details of why you support or
evidence document this do not support the updates to the
representation relates to: associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the

Inspectors Report into the Future Notification that the Wiltshire

Wiltshire Housing Site Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
Allocations Plan has been formally adopted.

published.
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Comment

ID: 63

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
704825 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

The reason for the dismissal of Site 738 (Land south of Westbury Road) applies equally to Site 321 (Court Orchard /Cassways). The decision to

reject one site but keep the other is not sound.
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associated evidence
documents.

The reason for the dismissal of Site 738 (Land south of Westbury Road): ‘The overall sustainability benefits would be marginal due to a lack of
certainty that comprehensive and attractive routes for pedestrians and cyclists are deliverable’ applies equally to Site 321. The reasons this is the
case for BOTH sites are as follows.

The WHSAP states: ‘The B3098 Westbury Road does not appear to be a particularly busy road and the landscape at the western edge has an
exposed and remote feel. Overall the site and immediate landscape context is peaceful.”

The B3098 is a busy road and this description of it is inaccurate. Increased traffic now flows into Bratton as the village is used as an alternative
route to the Yarnbrook roundabout, which is often heavily congested. Residents living along the B3098 often have to wait some considerable
time before pulling out of their driveways to exit their properties at peak times, and doing so is often a risky and dangerous manoeuvre due to
lack of visibility along this stretch of road, with no pavement to act as a ‘buffer’. The additional traffic associated with the building of 35 new
homes (potentially at least 70 more cars) would add considerably to the congestion and would have a major adverse impact on road safety. The
stretch of road between Bratton and Westbury has a higher than average number of crashes than most areas of the country.

For cyclists: Whether turning right out of Site 738 to access the village or right into Site 321 upon returning from the village, a busy and
dangerous road has to be negotiated. This narrow stretch of road is unsuitable for children of Junior School age to cycle to the village school.

For walkers: A disadvantage of Site 738 is that a busy road (the B3098) must be crossed to reach a footpath. But for residents of housing on Site
321 accessing the village via the footpath link from Rosenheim Rise to Court Lane, an equally dangerous crossing must be made (across Court
Lane to Bury Lane). There is limited visibility for traffic emerging at speed down a steep hill and no footpath to act as a barrier. The crossing at
the top junction of Court lane on the B3098 (which is a crossroads) is equally hazardous, yet this forms an access route into the village from both
sites 738 and 321.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Allocations Plan has been
published.
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Comment

ID: 64

Consultee

Person ID:

704825

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Dismissal of Site 738 without fair public consultation is unsound.
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associated evidence
documents.

Subsequent to the consultation process in September 2017 on Site 321 (Court Orchard / Cassways), a further site (Site 738 — Land south of
Westbury Road —dismissed at an earlier stage in the assessment process) was reinstated as a viable alternative (EXAM /02A page 16). Local
interested residents, the Parish Council and local councilor Jerry Wickam were not made aware of the reinstatement and the site was dismissed
by the selection process without due public consideration. Site 738 should be reinstated as a consideration. The sustainability assessment
scores for the two sites were remarkably similar (as the sites are opposite each other), yet 738 seems to have been engineered out (The criteria
for dismissal — ‘The overall sustainability benefits would be marginal due to a lack of certainty that comprehensive and attractive routes for
pedestrians and cyclists are deliverable’ — applies equally to both sites). Site 738 received no major adverse scores on the sustainability
assessment and should not have been eliminated.

In the WHSAP Sustainability Report (July 2015), page 67, Table G5 states: ‘Taking account of likely mitigation measures, the combined pool of
both site options in this area would deliver substantially more than the indicative 47 dwellings required over the remainder of the plan period and
would not represent the modest growth envisaged by the WSC in Core Policy 1. It is therefore necessary to reject one site option at this stage of
the assessment process in order to ensure the timely delivery of sustainable growth.’

In fact, Site 738 more readily meets the needs of the village as identified by a village housing needs survey. The September 2017 consultation
process has highlighted the village’s concern about the proposed number of houses to be built on Site 321. Site 738 would less obtrusive as an
edge-of-village development than a large development on Site 321, and would be screened to a greater degree by other buildings already in
existence.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Allocations Plan has been
published.
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Comment

ID: 65

Consultee

Person ID:

1187002

Agent
Senior Planner Pro Vision
Person ID:

1187003

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC46

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Feltham, in conjunction with the Reynolds Family (landowners), are promoting The Spring site in Market Lavington for residential development.
Feltham support Proposed Changes 46-48 to the draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan, to delete all sites at Market Lavington, and to

defer the consideration of housing allocations to the emerging neighbourhood plan. These changes remove the previous conflict between the
Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan and the draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 66

Consultee

Person ID:

1187002

Agent
Senior Planner Pro Vision
Person ID:

1187003

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC47

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Feltham, in conjunction with the Reynolds Family (landowners), are promoting The Spring site in Market Lavington for residential development.
Feltham support Proposed Changes 46-48 to the draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan, to delete all sites at Market Lavington, and to

defer the consideration of housing allocations to the emerging neighbourhood plan. These changes remove the previous conflict between the
Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan and the draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 67

Consultee

Person ID:

1187002

Agent
Senior Planner Pro Vision
Person ID:

1187003

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC48

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Feltham, in conjunction with the Reynolds Family (landowners), are promoting The Spring site in Market Lavington for residential development.
Feltham support Proposed Changes 46-48 to the draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan, to delete all sites at Market Lavington, and to

defer the consideration of housing allocations to the emerging neighbourhood plan. These changes remove the previous conflict between the
Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan and the draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 68

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC13

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 13 Table 4.5 PC 51 Policy H2 Table 5.3 PC 60 - Policy H2,Table 5.3; Paragraph 5.52 PC 64 para 5.58 Comment No justification is given for
increasing the number of housing units on these sites. Are the numbers just being plucked out of the air? Surely these figures to be backed up by
careful research? Whereas high density may be acceptable and expected in the centre of a town, surely lower densities should be employed with
most developments in rural areas? A factor which | do not believe is readily understood is that, with higher densities, there is less space for
gardens and less space in those gardens for wildlife sustainability; and fences prevent hedgehogs, for example, penetrating into these areas.
Neither is there space for reasonably sized trees to provide nesting spaces for birds. Also, large numbers of houses on one site are not
appropriate for rural areas unless one is designing a new settlement. Established villages need to absorb expansion in small bites, so as not to
upset the general life of the village. Considerations such as this do not seem to feature in WHSAP, presumably because of the need to provide
numbers.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

150




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

151




Comment

ID: 69

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC51

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 13 Table 4.5 PC 51 Policy H2 Table 5.3 PC 60 - Policy H2,Table 5.3; Paragraph 5.52 PC 64 para 5.58 Comment No justification is given for
increasing the number of housing units on these sites. Are the numbers just being plucked out of the air? Surely these figures to be backed up by
careful research? Whereas high density may be acceptable and expected in the centre of a town, surely lower densities should be employed with
most developments in rural areas? A factor which | do not believe is readily understood is that, with higher densities, there is less space for
gardens and less space in those gardens for wildlife sustainability; and fences prevent hedgehogs, for example, penetrating into these areas.
Neither is there space for reasonably sized trees to provide nesting spaces for birds. Also, large numbers of houses on one site are not
appropriate for rural areas unless one is designing a new settlement. Established villages need to absorb expansion in small bites, so as not to
upset the general life of the village. Considerations such as this do not seem to feature in WHSAP, presumably because of the need to provide
numbers.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

153




Comment

ID: 70

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC60

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 13 Table 4.5 PC 51 Policy H2 Table 5.3 PC 60 - Policy H2,Table 5.3; Paragraph 5.52 PC 64 para 5.58 Comment No justification is given for
increasing the number of housing units on these sites. Are the numbers just being plucked out of the air? Surely these figures to be backed up by
careful research? Whereas high density may be acceptable and expected in the centre of a town, surely lower densities should be employed with
most developments in rural areas? A factor which | do not believe is readily understood is that, with higher densities, there is less space for
gardens and less space in those gardens for wildlife sustainability; and fences prevent hedgehogs, for example, penetrating into these areas.
Neither is there space for reasonably sized trees to provide nesting spaces for birds. Also, large numbers of houses on one site are not
appropriate for rural areas unless one is designing a new settlement. Established villages need to absorb expansion in small bites, so as not to
upset the general life of the village. Considerations such as this do not seem to feature in WHSAP, presumably because of the need to provide
numbers.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

155




Comment

ID: 8

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC64

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 13 Table 4.5 PC 51 Policy H2 Table 5.3 PC 60 - Policy H2,Table 5.3; Paragraph 5.52 PC 64 para 5.58 Comment No justification is given for
increasing the number of housing units on these sites. Are the numbers just being plucked out of the air? Surely these figures to be backed up by
careful research? Whereas high density may be acceptable and expected in the centre of a town, surely lower densities should be employed with
most developments in rural areas? A factor which | do not believe is readily understood is that, with higher densities, there is less space for
gardens and less space in those gardens for wildlife sustainability; and fences prevent hedgehogs, for example, penetrating into these areas.
Neither is there space for reasonably sized trees to provide nesting spaces for birds. Also, large numbers of houses on one site are not
appropriate for rural areas unless one is designing a new settlement. Established villages need to absorb expansion in small bites, so as not to
upset the general life of the village. Considerations such as this do not seem to feature in WHSAP, presumably because of the need to provide
numbers.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 2

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC26

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 26 Para 4.53 Comment - There are modern building techniques which shorten the build time for housing. The Ashton park developers should
be encouraged to use these. Also, when detailed planning applications are received by the Authority, every effort should be made to expedite
them. Generally too much time appears to be lost in planning negotiations.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

159




Comment

ID: 3

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC61

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 61 New para after para 5.56 Comment - This is indicative of insufficient care in allocating this area for housing in the first place.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

160




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

161




Comment

ID: 4

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC68

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 68 - Replace 5.68 with new text: Comment As a critical observer | must highlight the contrast, where in one part of the document the housing
density is increased on this site, whilst in another section the need is for greater care to be given to the heritage needs around Church Lane is
stressed.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

163




Comment

ID: 75

Consultee

Person ID:

402574

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC69

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 69 Para 5.67 PC 71 Para 5.73 PC 73 Para 5.79 Comment It is clear to me from these three items that Joined-up Planning would look at
the Lambrok stream sections in one. The stream is a resource in many ways and imaginative planning would have produced a design brief to
look at the flood risk and ecology opportunities over the whole length across these three sites, H2.4, 5 and 6. These three sites should be
removed from HSAP, to be comprehensively considered, hopefully in consultation with the Friends of Southwick Country Park who are willing to

lend their expertise and experience to achieve a satisfactory outcome.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 76

Consultee

Person ID:

402574

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC71

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 69 Para 5.67 PC 71 Para 5.73 PC 73 Para5.79 Comment It is clear to me from these three items that Joined-up Planning would look at the
Lambrok stream sections in one. The stream is a resource in many ways and imaginative planning would have produced a design brief to look at
the flood risk and ecology opportunities over the whole length across these three sites, H2.4, 5 and 6. These three sites should be removed from
HSAP, to be comprehensively considered, hopefully in consultation with the Friends of Southwick Country Park who are willing to lend their

expertise and experience to achieve a satisfactory outcome.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

167




Comment

ID: "

Consultee

Person ID:

402574

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC73

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 69 Para 5.67 PC 71 Para 5.73 PC 73 Para5.79 Comment It is clear to me from these three items that Joined-up Planning would look at the
Lambrok stream sections in one. The stream is a resource in many ways and imaginative planning would have produced a design brief to look at
the flood risk and ecology opportunities over the whole length across these three sites, H2.4, 5 and 6. These three sites should be removed from
HSAP, to be comprehensively considered, hopefully in consultation with the Friends of Southwick Country Park who are willing to lend their

expertise and experience to achieve a satisfactory outcome.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

168




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

169




Comment

ID: 8

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC70

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 70 Para 5.73 Comment The only justification to increase the number of houses on site H 2.5 from 20 to 45 is to maximise efficient use of
land and in response to consultation . Either the original appraisal work done on this site was not fit for purpose, in which case all the other sites
in HSAP need querying, or the current increase is one of expediency rather than careful consideration which this site merits. There should be a
demonstration of the effect that the increase in housing units will have on all the aspects of the site, rather than just counting houses. The
Council may have to provide sufficient housing for its residents but this does not justify a slapdash approach to planning. We need to leave a
legacy that our children and grandchildren will be happy to call home. | find it odd that numbers have been increased in response to comments. If
all the comments received on this site were considered a case could be made not to have any development on this site.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 9

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC72

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 72 Para 5.78 Comment - The extensive revision to this text is indicative of the poor research that has gone into this HSAP in many areas.
The research is still not complete. We are awaiting the bat mitigation strategy which could affect this site H2.6 as well as the heritage
considerations. Sites around Trowbridge which could be affected by the mitigation requirements should be withdrawn from this HSAP for a
further more detailed study when the mitigation strategy is available.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

172




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

173




Comment

ID: 80

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be
iant?
402574 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

unsound because it is not: Positively
prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC74

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 74 New Paragraph under 5.87 Highways England has raised that there may be cumulative impacts on the A36 arising from proposed
housing allocations at Warminster and this requires consideration. Comment The only similar comment from the Highways section of Wiltshire
Council that | have noticed relates to Salisbury - Transport: development inevitably has impacts on the local transport network. Does this mean
that that section was not consulted on other areas or are they not concerned about traffic conditions in Trowbridge, for example? Congestion is
already present in central Trowbridge and new housing can only exacerbate the problem. Surely development in and around Trowbridge needs
to be delayed until serious consideration is given to capacity improvement, or is it time to identify sites for Park and Ride parking and control of
private parking? It is rather side-stepping responsibility to suggest that development in Warminster on sites that Wiltshire Council planners have
identified should consider the effect of each separate development on congestion. It is the cumulative effect of WHSAP that Highways England is
concerned about. The appropriate Transportation Plan should cover this point or is it too embarrassing to admit that congestion will get worse
and Wiltshire Council can do nothing about it? It rather puts a hole in the sustainability justification.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

Comment 402574 legally compliant?

D: 81
: Do you consider

the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018) or
Update to the Habitat Regulations Assessment
Addendum

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify subject of
representation

prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change ] i ] )
Consistent with national policy?

Reference Number

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Sustainability Appraisal September 2018 - Main Report (EXAM/02A)

Please give details of why
you support or do not

support the updates to the | “wiltshire Council: Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan: Sustainability Appraisal Report”
Sustainability Appraisal
(September 2018) or the Policy H2
Habitats Regulation

Response to

176




Assessment Addendum
(September 2018).

Having been a traffic engineer for 40 years | find it somewhat disturbing that this policy discussion states:-

“Minor negative effects are identified in relation to air quality and the policy identifies general mitigation to this effect, though some of the wording
could be strengthened. Ultimately, though the allocation of a number of sites will result in an increase in the number of private car journeys (SA
Obj. 4).”

This omits to mention that there will be some locations where there will be serious reductions in air quality due to increases in congestion.
Congestion does not increase linearly with traffic increase. It is far more complicated than that. When congestion is already present then any
increase in traffic results in extended queues and extended periods of queuing. Living in North Bradley as | do, | have direct experience of the
conditions in Bradley Road Trowbridge at various times of the day. Whilst the A350 West Ashton Relief Road will help at Yarnbrook, the extra
homes suggested for the south side of Trowbridge will exacerbate the situation and walking along Bradley Road will not be good for my health or
the runners who seem to use it as part of a circuit.

Southwick Road in North Bradley is due to receive a very large increase in traffic due to the Ashton Park development. It is already unpleasant to
walk along the road at peak periods. This will be extended over the working day. Building the Ashton park development will bring a lot of
aggregate trucks through North Bradley bringing more diesel fumes.

These are not minor problems. Research is showing that traffic fumes have more serious adverse effects on health than previously thought. We
should not be building houses fronting on to trafficked roads. These problem areas need to be acknowledged. When they are, then there is more
chance of some remedial action. Brushing them under the carpet is not helpful or professional.

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

178



Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Clerk Market Lavington Parish Council Person ID: Change to be
iant?
Comment o Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
924012 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change PC46 prepared; Justified; Effective;

Reference Number

Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Proposed change reference numbers PC46, PC47, PC48 and other related changes: Market Lavington Parish Council welcomes and supports
the resolution made by Wiltshire Councils Cabinet to delete all the proposed sites at Market Lavington from the WHSAP, and crediting the
change to the significant progress made on the preparation of the Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan. The proposed sites being put forward
in the Neighbourhood Plan will not only deliver more homes than proposed in the WHSAP, but will also be supported and approved by the
community.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Clerk Market Lavington Parish Council Person ID: Change to be
iant?
Comment 83 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: .
924012 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change PC47 prepared; Justified; Effective;

Reference Number

Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Proposed change reference numbers PC46, PC47, PC48 and other related changes: Market Lavington Parish Council welcomes and supports
the resolution made by Wiltshire Councils Cabinet to delete all the proposed sites at Market Lavington from the WHSAP, and crediting the
change to the significant progress made on the preparation of the Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan. The proposed sites being put forward
in the Neighbourhood Plan will not only deliver more homes than proposed in the WHSAP, but will also be supported and approved by the
community.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Clerk Market Lavington Parish Council Person ID: Change to be
iant?
Comment o Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
924012 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change PC4S prepared; Justified; Effective;

Reference Number

Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Proposed change reference numbers PC46, PC47, PC48 and other related changes: Market Lavington Parish Council welcomes and supports
the resolution made by Wiltshire Councils Cabinet to delete all the proposed sites at Market Lavington from the WHSAP, and crediting the
change to the significant progress made on the preparation of the Market Lavington Neighbourhood Plan. The proposed sites being put forward
in the Neighbourhood Plan will not only deliver more homes than proposed in the WHSAP, but will also be supported and approved by the
community.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Clerk Market Lavington Parish Council Person ID: Change to be
iant?
Comment o Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
924012 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change SBR PC1 prepared; Justified; Effective;

Reference Number

Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Market Lavington Parish Council considers the methodology used by Wiltshire Council to assess representations made to the settlement
boundary review to be sound and fair, and supports the further amendments from the pre-submission versions proposed for Market Lavington.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 86

Consultee
Planning and Local Government Natural England
Person ID:

382216

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018) or
Update to the Habitat Regulations Assessment
Addendum

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Update to Habitats Regulations Assessment
Addendum (September 2018) (EXAM/03)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Dear Sir/Madam, many thanks for the
consultation below. We have reviewed the
proposed changes to the Wiltshire Housing
Site Allocations Plan. None of the changes
proposed lead us to advise the plan is
unsound. However, we await the Habitats
Regulation Assessment for this Plan, and until
such time as we are satisfied that the Plan will
not have an adverse effect on the integrity of
any relevant designated sites, we cannot
advise that the Plan is sound in HRA terms.
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Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 87

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
895665 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [H2.3
[ ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

I'm not in favour of the Council's housing plan. | would like to register my objection to the decision as when planning permission was given for
Elizabeth Way it was on the basis that it would be a relief road for Hilperton and that no houses were going to be built along the road. Also
building houses would mean exits onto Elizabeth Way which means that it won't be a relief road anymore. It would be appreciated if you would
register my objection to the relevant parties please including the planning inspector.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

190




Comment

ID: 88

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Coulston Estates Director Planning Sphere Change to be Yes
iant?
Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
901939 901806 Do you consider
the Proposed Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC54

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Land ownership: Folloiwng the acquisition of a strip of land to the north of Southview Farm from Wain Homes, the extent of the overall proposed
allocation site area has now increased from 17.78ha to 17.85ha (refer to Location Plan Ref: 1178.E.001 Rev D as shown at Appendix A).
Proposed allocation: the proposed allocation of EIm Grove under Policy H2.1 is supported in principle. This follows a collaborative approach that
has been undertaken between the site owners and Wiltshire Council following the initial promotion of the site in 2015. Pre-application enquiry: an
updated masterplan has been formulated which demonstrates that the proposed allocation site can deliver c.254 homes and a 2FE primary
school and associated infrastructure (refer to Masterplan Ref: 1178.P.001 Rev G as shown at Appendix B and proposed Accommodation
Schedule at Appendix C). This masterplan will be the subject of a further pre-application submission that will be submitted to the Councils
Development Management team in November 2018. Deliverability: Subject to the grant of outline planning permission in 2019, and subsequent
approval of reserved matters, the infrastrucrure and housing (including affordable housing) elements of the proposed allocation will be capable of
being fully delivered by the end of 2023. Wiltshire Council take on the responsibility of deliver the new primary school. Statement of Common
Ground: Coulston Estates are committed to continue to work proactively with the Council to ensure the delivery of this site, and are willing to
participate in the preparaton of a Statement of Common Ground in advance of the forthcoming Examination.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5120783

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 89

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Coulston Estates Director Planning Sphere Change to be Yes
iant?
Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
901939 901806 Do you consider
the Proposed Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC55

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Land ownership: Folloiwng the acquisition of a strip of land to the north of Southview Farm from Wain Homes, the extent of the overall proposed
allocation site area has now increased from 17.78ha to 17.85ha (refer to Location Plan Ref: 1178.E.001 Rev D as shown at Appendix A).
Proposed allocation: the proposed allocation of EIm Grove under Policy H2.1 is supported in principle. This follows a collaborative approach
that has been undertaken between the site owners and Wiltshire Council following the initial promotion of the site in 2015. Pre-application
enquiry: an updated masterplan has been formulated which demonstrates that the proposed allocation site can deliver c.254 homes and a 2FE
primary school and associated infrastructure (refer to Masterplan Ref: 1178.P.001 Rev G as shown at Appendix B and proposed Accommodation
Schedule at Appendix C). This masterplan will be the subject of a further pre-application submission that will be submitted to the Councils
Development Management team in November 2018. Deliverability: Subject to the grant of outline planning permission in 2019, and subsequent
approval of reserved matters, the infrastrucrure and housing (including affordable housing) elements of the proposed allocation will be capable of
being fully delivered by the end of 2023. Wiltshire Council take on the responsibility of deliver the new primary school. Statement of Common
Ground: Coulston Estates are committed to continue to work proactively with the Council to ensure the delivery of this site, and are willing to
participate in the preparaton of a Statement of Common Ground in advance of the forthcoming Examination.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5120783

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 90

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Coulston Estates Director Planning Sphere Change to be Yes
iant?
Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
901939 901806 Do you consider
the Proposed Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC56

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Land ownership: Folloiwng the acquisition of a strip of land to the north of Southview Farm from Wain Homes, the extent of the overall proposed
allocation site area has now increased from 17.78ha to 17.85ha (refer to Location Plan Ref: 1178.E.001 Rev D as shown at Appendix A).
Proposed allocation: the proposed allocation of EIm Grove under Policy H2.1 is supported in principle. This follows a collaborative approach
that has been undertaken between the site owners and Wiltshire Council following the initial promotion of the site in 2015. Pre-application
enquiry: an updated masterplan has been formulated which demonstrates that the proposed allocation site can deliver c.254 homes and a 2FE
primary school and associated infrastructure (refer to Masterplan Ref: 1178.P.001 Rev G as shown at Appendix B and proposed Accommodation
Schedule at Appendix C). This masterplan will be the subject of a further pre-application submission that will be submitted to the Councils
Development Management team in November 2018. Deliverability: Subject to the grant of outline planning permission in 2019, and subsequent
approval of reserved matters, the infrastrucrure and housing (including affordable housing) elements of the proposed allocation will be capable of
being fully delivered by the end of 2023. Wiltshire Council take on the responsibility of deliver the new primary school. Statement of Common
Ground: Coulston Estates are committed to continue to work proactively with the Council to ensure the delivery of this site, and are willing to
participate in the preparaton of a Statement of Common Ground in advance of the forthcoming Examination.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5120783

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 91

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Coulston Estates Director Planning Sphere Change to be Yes
iant?
Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
901939 901806 Do you consider
the Proposed Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC57

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Land ownership: Folloiwng the acquisition of a strip of land to the north of Southview Farm from Wain Homes, the extent of the overall proposed
allocation site area has now increased from 17.78ha to 17.85ha (refer to Location Plan Ref: 1178.E.001 Rev D as shown at Appendix A).
Proposed allocation: the proposed allocation of EIm Grove under Policy H2.1 is supported in principle. This follows a collaborative approach
that has been undertaken between the site owners and Wiltshire Council following the initial promotion of the site in 2015. Pre-application
enquiry: an updated masterplan has been formulated which demonstrates that the proposed allocation site can deliver c.254 homes and a 2FE
primary school and associated infrastructure (refer to Masterplan Ref: 1178.P.001 Rev G as shown at Appendix B and proposed Accommodation
Schedule at Appendix C). This masterplan will be the subject of a further pre-application submission that will be submitted to the Councils
Development Management team in November 2018. Deliverability: Subject to the grant of outline planning permission in 2019, and subsequent
approval of reserved matters, the infrastrucrure and housing (including affordable housing) elements of the proposed allocation will be capable of
being fully delivered by the end of 2023. Wiltshire Council take on the responsibility of deliver the new primary school. Statement of Common
Ground: Coulston Estates are committed to continue to work proactively with the Council to ensure the delivery of this site, and are willing to
participate in the preparaton of a Statement of Common Ground in advance of the forthcoming Examination.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5120783

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 92

Consultee

Person ID:

901952

Agent
Director Planning Sphere
Person ID:

901806

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC94

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Proposed allocation: the proposed allocation of land at Court Orchard / Cassways under Policy H2 is supported in principle. This follows a
collaborative approach that has been undertaken between the site owners and Wiltshire Council following the initial promotion of the site in 2015.
Land ownership: the subject site is in the freehold ownership of Mr and Mrs Miller (acquired in 1975). We can confirm on behalf of the landowner
that the subject site is available for residential development and that they will cooperate with the Council in respect of the site promotion in
consultation with the local community. PC94: the revision to the quantum of development of approximately 35 dwellings is supported. However,
area of the proposed allocation is incorrectly stated as 1.35ha. Additional land to the western boundary will be required for site drainage and
landscape mitigation. The correct extent of the allocation site is 1.61 as shown on the enclosed Site Location Plan (Plan Ref: 1136.011 shown at
Appendix A). Deliverability: Subject to the grant of outline planning permission in 2019, and subsequent approval of reserved matters, the
housing (including affordable housing) will be capable of being fully delivered by the end of 2021. Statement of Common Ground: the landowners
are committed to continue to work proactively with the Council to ensure the delivery of this site, and are willing to participate in the preparaton of
a Statement of Common Ground in advance of the forthcoming Examination.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5121710

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 93

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be
iant?
1106467 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [H2.4 and H2.5
[ ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Regarding Site 3260 Upper Studley and site 1021 Church Lane, there appears to be no response to concerns raised during the initial
consultation process in September 2017 regarding protection of ancient hedgerows in accordance with the Ancient Hedgerow Act 1997.
Evidence was submitted to the Council (Ancient Hedgerow, Hedgerow map 1838 and Hedgerow Map 1886) which proved that all the existing
hedge lines at the sites would qualify as ancient hedgerow. The evidence seems to have been completely ignored by the council. The ancient
hedgerow within Sites 3260 and 1021 would not allow access to the large portion of these sites, or indeed through to site 3565. On these
grounds alone, development should not be permitted. WHSAP Consultation Statement Regulation 22 M P: in Stage 2, the omission sites for
Trowbridge were discounted on the bases that they were inside the settlement boundary. Neighbours have informed me that they were told by
Wiltshire planning on moving to properties adjacent to sites 3260 and 1021 that development of these sites would not be possible as they were
outside the settlement boundary. There cannot be a valid reason for excluding the following sites: Bowyers, Hospital, Margaret Stancombe
School, East Wing and Ashton Street, when Wiltshire Council states that it is committed to providing affordable housing with good transport links
alongside urban regeneration for a growing population. In addition, the full extent of the Heritage, Archeological, Recreational, Agricultural and
Environmental Importance of Upper Studley and Church Lane was not considered at Stage 2 as this was only raised by residents and other
agencies in September 2017. The Council should therefore remove Upper Studley and Church Lane sites from the HSAP until it can prove that
development of these omission sites (above) would have a greater impact on these criterion (which clearly it cannot

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).
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Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

ID: 94

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Chair Bratton Neighbourhood Plan Steering Person ID: Change to be
Group legally compliant?
Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

1187065

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan - Focussed consultation on the Schedule of Proposed Changes and associated evidence documents

Introduction
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associated evidence
documents.

1. I have been appointed as the Chair of the Steering Group(SG). In the introductory meeting with the Council’s Liaison Officer it became
apparent that our work could be undermined by the consultation (then closed) on the above Plan.

2. The Schedule of Proposed Changes has given the SG the opportunity of communicating our initial views to you and the Inspector.

3. The SG recognises that Bratton Parish has come, rather late in the day, to develop a Neighbourhood Plan. Previous Councils, | have been
informed have resisted embarking on a Plan for financial reasons and also because it was felt that Core Policy 1 (Settlement Strategy) of
Wiltshire Council’'s Core Strategy (of which more later) protected the Village from large scale development proposals. This was probably
somewhat naive given the information in the Strategy relating to the housing allocation requirement for the Westbury Community Area
Remainder.

4. The Council elected in 2017 had different ideas and it immediately started to discuss formally and informally within the Village the energy for
developing a Neighbourhood Plan. A series of public meetings was held and the SG established. Progress was delayed for many months
because of the failure of Wiltshire Council to appoint a Liaison Officer.

5. At the public meetings and a subsequrent questionnaire sent to every home in the Village the issue of further house building in the Village was
identified as a key issue. Most respondents recognise that adequate provision must be made to meet local housing needs and one of our first
requests to Wiltshire Council was to carry out a Housing Needs Survey, the results of which are still awaited.

6. The Schedule of Changes pays great respect to those communities that have achieved Neighbourhood Plans but rather brushes aside the
significance of Bratton’s because we are at an early stage in the process.

7. | note from your website that the Inspector's task is to consider the soundness of the submitted Plan, based on the criteria set out in paragraph
182 of the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). | will use those headings to communicate the views of the Steering Group
on the Plan.

8. Positively prepared. The provisions of the Plan to which the SG wishes to object to is the identification of two sites 321 for 40 houses (or
sometimes 35) and a rejected site 738 for 22 houses. This is to meet a perceived need for 115 houses in the Westbury Area Remainder
identified at para 4.26 of the Core Strategy. The March update of the housing numbers is as follows:

Area Westbury Community Area Remainder:
Indicative requirement 2006 - 2026 — 115
Completions 2006 - 2017 — 60

Developable commitments 2017 - 2026 - 51

Indicative remaining requirement - 4
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9. Enquiries have revealed that, despite the footnote to the figures stating ‘Figures in the developable commitments column represent committed
sites only and do not include a windfall allowance’ site 321 has already been included in this ‘developable commitments’ column.

10. Bratton is in the fourth tier of settlement identified in the Core Strategy yet there does not appear to have been any objective assessment
within the documentation to clarify why Bratton as a fourth tier settlement should be required to meet the identified shortfall.

11. The figures for the Westburty Town Area excluding the Remainder are as follows:
Area Westbury Community Area Town

Indicative requirement 2006 - 2026 — 1500

Completions 2006 - 2017 — 940

Developable commitments 2017 - 851 & 2026 - 1791

Indicative remaining requirement - 0 (291 houses more than required)

12. Therefore, taking the Westbury Community Area as a whole, the building blocks of the Core Strategy, an over provision of some 245 houses
has been achieved. The failure to analyse this demonstrates that the development requirements have not been objectively analysed. Had they
been it would have been recognised that certainly no further allocation is necessary.

Justified

13. The evidence above demonstrates that no reasonable alternatives have been considered in the context of Core Policy 1, which applies to
Large Villages like Bratton.

14. Core Policy 1 states Large Villages are defined as settlements with a limited range of employment, services and facilities. Small Villages
have a low level of services and facilities, and few employment opportunities.

Development at Large and Small Villages will be limited to that needed to help meet the housing needs of settlements and to improve
employment opportunities, services and facilities.

At Large Villages settlement boundaries are retained and development will predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites
within the settlement boundaries.....Small housing sites are defined as sites involving fewer than 10 dwellings

15. The Policy is used in the documentation as a reason for ruling out any sites in the Small villages within the Westbury Area Remainder but is
ignored in relation to the Large villages of Dilton Marsh and Bratton. Dilton Marsh is excluded for another reason — the school is full!

16. The SG cannot understand why the Plan automatically rejects any sites within the current settlement boundary. In Bratton a site exists,
owned by the Parish Council adjoining and served by an access a site that currently provides 10 affordable housing units. The available site is at
least as large and can be accessed along the same road.
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17. Nor is the scale of development justified in the two sites. Site 321 has been reduced from 40 to 35, apparently achieved by the intervention of
the site owner, and 22 are proposed for the excluded site 738. Developments of this scale bring suburbanisation to a village setting and clearly
such developments fly in the face of Core Policy 1 of small scale developments to meet the housing needs of the village. More importantly,
elsewhere in the Core Strategy it states that Large villages should not accommodate housing developments of more than 10 houses.

18. The SG has commissioned another housing needs survey and we await the results but local housing needs will never amount to what is
proposed in the Plan. The survey conducted in the village and the public meetings demonstrated widespread support for modest housing growth
and this is what we will seek to achieve. Confirmation of either of the sites will completely sabotage that approach.

Effective

19. Whilst the Plan may be achievable within the Plan period there is no evidence produced to demonstrate that a market exists for the provision
of this number of homes in the West Wiltshire. Trowbridge, Westbury and Warminster all have significant allocated sites where there is little
evidence of development taking place. Whilst the SG appreciates the requirement to provide additional housing sites it questions the wisdom of
allocating sites in a Large village when towns are much better served to meet the needs of people moving to the area or requiring homes close to
employment opportunities.

Consistent with National Policy

20. The SG understands the National Policy requires a sufficiency of land allocated for housing to meet the theoretical number identified by
central government for Wiltshire. National Policy though also requires that planning authorities have regard for the principles and policies relating
to sustainability. Large scale housing developments in Large villages are not promoted by National Policy. Nor, in fact, is it promoted by Wiltshire
Council’'s own Core Strategy!

Finally

21. The SG hopes that the Inspector will reject the inclusion of sites 321 and 738 in the Plan and allows the opportunity for it to devlop its own
Neighbourhood Plan. The evidenc is clear. The Westbury Community Area has met its target to provide additional housing sites without the need
to impose insensitive developments on the Village.

22. There is much more the SG could have said but we are aware of the information provided in the initial representation made by the Parish
Council and it re-iterates its support of those statements.

23. The SG looks forward to presenting its case in detail at the Examination in Public.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
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previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 95

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1130710 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

PC92 . . . .
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

We are writing to support the proposed change (PC92) to remove the Ridgeway Farm, Crudwell site (Housing Allocation H2.13) from the
Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan. The proposed development at Ridgeway Farm is inappropriately large and were it to go ahead, would
have a detrimental impact on the community for all the reasons stated in previous consultations. The proposed change to have this development
removed from the WHSAP is therefore welcomed and we support it on the basis that: There is no Strategic Need for Wiltshire to allocate housing
in Crudwell because supply in the Housing Market Area is good and the Wiltshire Core Strategy states that development in Large Villages should
be limited to 'small sites' to meet local needs. The Crudwell Neighbourhood Plan is progressing extremely well (Reg14 Consultation planned for
November 2018 and Reg16 planned for early Spring) and will allocate land to meet identified needs. The Council's and Government's Localism
agenda is best served by allowing the Parish to determine its own future. We trust that this and similar representations will result in PC92 going
ahead and thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 96

Consultee

Person ID:

1187089

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Yes

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

SBR PC31

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Esso Petroleum Ltd Fisher German LLP Change to be
iant?
Comment 97 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
712868 1187094 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change N/A [General] prepqred; JUS.tIerd;. Effectlvg;
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation ESSO PETROLEUM COMPANY LIMITED/FAWLEY TO AVONMOUTH & FAWLEY TO SEISDON RE: WILTSHIRE HOUSING SITE

material. Please let us ALLOCATIONS PLAN Thank you for your correspondence dated 13th August 2018 enclosing details of the planning application at the above
know whether you think location. Our client Esso Petroleum Co Ltd, do have apparatus situated near the proposed works. Esso Petroleum Co Ltd have no objections to
the consultation material is | the proposals so long as the enclosed 'Special Requirements for Safe Working' booklet and the covenants contained in the Deed of Grant are
sound and legally adhered to. Thank you for forwarding this information to us.

compliant, and if not why

not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which Please give details of why you support or
evidence document this do not support the updates to the
representation relates to: associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents

L 5122095
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

ID: 98

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
473545 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose Ves

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

SBR PC40

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

The Whiteparish settlement boundary has been updated to reflect the residential status of land to the rear and in the curtilage of 'The Banks,
Common Road, Whiteparish' as approved by extant planning consent reference S/07/1416 dated 27 February 2008.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Newland Homes Director Planning Sphere Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 99 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
395553 901806 Do you consider
the Proposed Yes
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change PC70 prepared; Justified; Effective;
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Land ownership: Newland Homes hold a subject to planning option on the site, which extends to 2.27ha [REDACTED] Proposed allocation: the
proposed allocation of Upper Studley under Policy H2.5 is supported in principle. This follows a collaborative approach that has been undertaken
between the site owners and Wiltshire Council following the initial promotion of the site in 2015. Pre-application enquiry: a pre-application enquiry
process has confirmed that the allocation site can accommodate a scheme of up to 47 dwellings including a 30% provision of affordable housing
[REDACTED]. The vehicular access arrangements, drainage strategy and spatial layout of the scheme have been agreed as being acceptable in
principle, as confirmed in a letter received from the Councils Development Management Team dated 27th September 2018 [REDACTED].
Deliverability: Subject to the grant of outline planning permission in 2019, and subsequent approval of reserved matters, the subject site is
capable of being fully delivered by the end of 2021. Statement of Common Ground: Newland Homes are committed to continue to work
proactively with the Council to ensure the delivery of this site, and are willing to participate in the preparaton of a Statement of Common Ground
in advance of the forthcoming Examination.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 100

Consultee
Planning Officer Gloucestershire County Council
Person ID:

556401

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

N/A [No comment]

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Thank you for consulting Gloucestershire County Council on the Schedule of Proposed Changes to the draft WHSAP.

no comments to make on it.

| can confirm that | have

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

218




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 101

Consultee

Person ID:

1187159

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

SBR PC33

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Re: The Stables, Millditch, Bratton BA13 4SX In reviewing the settlement boundary | note you have included the development to the east of the
land shown with an X on the attached plan. The land marked with an X is currently occupied by a derelict building which is capable of being
converted into a bungalow to meet local housing need. | would request the Council and/or the Inspector to include the site marked X within the
new settlement boundary as this will have the effect off rounding off development in this part of the Village. The land to the West is composed of

Council allotments and so agreeing to this request sets no precedent for more significant development in this area.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5122937
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 102

Consultee
Policy Planner South Somerset District Council
Person ID:

976774

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

N/A [No comment]

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Further to your email below and my conversation with [REDACTED] to-day, | confirm that the Proposed Changes to the Wiltshire Site Allocations

Plan raise no strategic cross-boundary issues for South Somerset.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

223




Comment

D 103

Consultee

Service Manager: Planning Policy Somerset
County Council

Person ID:

558923

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

N/A [No comment]

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not

As we are all aware, Somerset is a 2 tier local authority system. Given our statutory planning role we have no comments to make on the
material. Please let us Schedule of Proposed Changes to the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan. Drawing upon the evidence within their respective local plan
know whether you think processes | am of the view that both Mendip DC and South Somerset DC face considerable constraints and challenges in accommodating their
the consultation material is | own housing need. As your documents relate to housing matters, we look towards our district colleagues to make representations on such

support the consultation

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

matters. Once again, thank you for consulting us and seeking our views on this matter.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 104

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Consultee Agent

Yes

Person ID: Person ID:

862330

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Yes

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

SBR PC19

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

During an earlier consultation period, | raised a comment that some of the proposed settlement boundary changes within Crudwell did not fully
recognise the residential curtilage of a number of the properties. This was due to outdated mapping being used and a delay in regards to Council
approved property boundaries being formally recorded. My property is one such example. The area in question is shown in the following
document: 22 EXAM. 01.19 Schedule of Proposed Changes (Sept 2018) 190f46_Crudwell.pdf In 2014, Wiltshire Council accepted that a small
area of land surrounding the property (Ravenscourt) was to be incorporated within the planning unit of the property and more importantly, as
residential curtilage (14/06643/FUL). A more recent application incorporated all land owned by Ravenscourt within the residential curtilage, which
was confirmed by Wiltshire Council (17/10085/FUL). A recent discussion with Wiltshire Council has confirmed that Ravenscourt now consists
only land associated with residential use (see Location Plan attached). | would therefore request that the land associated with Ravenscourt be
incorporated within the proposed settlement boundary for Crudwell. The land is contained within a substantial and clearly defined post and rail,
which has also been stockproofed. This fence line offers a very clear delineation between the residential unit and the neighbouring farmland (see
images attached). This would require a small change to the boundary line within the map reference 16 & 17.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5123973

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 105

Consultee

Person ID:

1105805

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan
Heritage Impact Assessment Final Report
Prepared by LUC (March 2018) (WHSAP/05)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

My representation is in respect of Section 7 -
H2.6 - Southwick Court, Trowbridge which is
found on pages 55 - 61 of associated
evidence document WSHAP/05. | support the
conclusions reached in that assessment and
attach document Heritage Impact
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Representation which informs this
consideration.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5124409

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 106

Consultee

Person ID:

1120809

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper - Salisbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/13)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Para. 5.23 The changes make it clear that this site is required to pay for a primary school to serve a greater area than the site itself yet no
recognition is made that this site is poorly situated to serve a wider area.
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associated evidence
documents.

This is clearly illustrated by the maps in the Salisbury Transport Strategy which show its relation to existing infrastructure and facilities, public
transport , park and ride sites and links to the city. Primary school children grow up and this site does not afford easy access to the Secondary
Schools.

The Sustainability Appraisal Summary site S1028 , F9 admits that ‘the site is not considered to be within walking distance of most services and
facilities’ . It talks of further assessment being required in relation the sites ability to support enhanced bus services. This work should be carried
out in advance of any allocation - not as an afterthought.

The positive effects identified are not site specific and would apply to any site of this size.

On the other hand , The negative effects identified are site specific and the impact of an incongruously large development in the landscape, the
loss of good quality agricultural land ( the significance of food security may increase after Brexit) has been underestimated in the assessment.
The effect of the likely increase in queueing traffic on air quality for children walking to school along the A3094 has been glossed over.

It states that there is a moderate positive effect in that the scale of the site will help reduce poverty and deprivation in the wider community yet a
site with no public transport or facilities within walking distance will compound social disadvantage for those allocated to live there in social
housing as it imposes additional costs and isolation upon its occupants. This is a moderate negative effect- not a positive one.

para 5.38 . The Salisbury Transport Strategy fails to demonstrate that mitigation schemes are achievable. On the contrary it shows at table 2.5
that the A3094 has seen the biggest increase in traffic of Salisbury roads over 10 years and its junctions at either end lack capacity. As the
Strategy does not propose to provide any increase in capacity (no new roads) there is no way the effects can be mitigated.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
formally adopted.
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Allocations Plan has been
published.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Mendip District Council Person ID: Change to be
iant?
Comment o7 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
639331 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [No comment
[ ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| am writing in response to your consultation on proposed changes in connection with the Wiltshire Site Allocations Plan | can confirm the Mendip
Council was notified of consultation on the pre-submission plan (in July) and this additional consultation. The Council did not submit
representations on the Submission Plan. The Council notes that the proposed changes do not alter the adopted spatial strategy And it supports
the overall intent of the proposed changes to focus allocations in principal centres rather than market towns.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Planning Partner Brimble, Lea & Partners | change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 108 1134103 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: .
931633 Do you consider
the Proposed Yes
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change prepared; Justified; Effective;
SBR PC29 i , , ,
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

This representation supports the proposed change to the pre-submission Warminster Settlement Boundary to include The White House (93 Bath
Road) on the basis that this is built residential development that is physically related to the settlement boundary (map grid reference F4, G3 and
G4). The decision to revise the settlement boundary in respect of The White House addresses the representation that | made to the pre-
submission draft Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan on 21 September 2017 (Comment ID: 2685).

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 109

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Identify subject of
representation

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1125255 legally compliant?
Do you consider
th
e Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC94

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Positively prepared - Development requirements have not been objectively analysed. Westbury Town has an excess of 291 houses against the
plan, resulting in the Westbury Community Area being over provisioned by 245 houses. There is no requirement for further allocations. Justified -
Development of Site 738 and Site 321 are non-compliant with the Core Strategy, Core Policy 1, Clause 4.15 which states: At Large Villages
settlement boundaries are retained and development will predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites within the
settlement boundaries. Small housing sites are defined as sites involving fewer than 10 dwellings (i.e. not a major application). Development
outside the settlement boundary will be strictly controlled. The reduction of 5 houses in PC 94 does not cancel the following points. Site 738 and
Site 321 individually exceed the housing needs requirement of the village (8 houses were required at the last survey) and are therefore non-
compliant with Core Strategy, Core Policy 1 which states: Development at Large and Small Villages will be limited to that needed to help meet
the housing needs of settlements and to improve employment opportunities, services and facilities. The Council has made errors in the
assessment of Bratton as a "Large Village" by counting 2 Recreation Fields, 1 Children's Play Area and 1 Sports Pitch as facilities. However,
there is in fact only 1 Recreation Field which includes a small Children's Play area and 1 Sports Pitch. Both sites are considered "modest"
development but this is assessed against an incorrect figure of 819 dwellings. The 2011 census identified 512 households, with 1248 residents.
Bratton has experienced growth of 26 houses, or 5.1%, in the last 10 years. The addition of 40 new houses in Bratton will therefore represent a
further 7.8% increase, bringing the proposed 15-year growth of the village to 12.9%. Neither development complies with the statements of
EXAM/02A (WHSAP Sustainability Appraisal Sept 2018), under the title 'Education and Skills', states that 'Policies should seek to match housing
allocations to employment opportunities within the county, to assist in reducing trends of out-migration for work.' and under the title 'Economy
and Enterprise', states that 'Housing development should be located in close proximity to employment sites in order to reduce out-commuting
and promote travel to work using sustainable modes of transport. The latest statistics for cars per household indicate 1.76 for rural locations,
which will lead to increased traffic, more out-commuting, vehicle noise and pollution. Community speed watch data shows traffic through Bratton
has doubled in the last 3 years. On some days more than 400 vehicles in an hour. Site 738 would alter and harm the views and landscapes of
the Village, the slopes of the Salisbury Plain and the White Horse and Bratton Camp hillside. Proposed landscaping with trees and shrubs
conflicts with the wide open expanses of the hillside at this part of the Special landscape Area and Salisbury Plain SPA ( Special Protection
Area). Existing Pedestrian and bicycle access to the centre of the village along Westbury Road and its pavement and accross Court Lane is
unsafe due to the hazardous road junction at Court Lane, the quantity of traffic using the highway and the inadequacies of the existing pavement.
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Access to and from Site 738 for vehicles and cyclists will be unsafe due to poor visibility, lack of sufficient sightlines, the narrowness of the
highway, quantity of traffic and accessing the highway will be a danger to other traffic. Pedestrian access to and from the village from Site 738
Will be unsafe, reaching the pavement on the northern side will mean crossing the highway at a point of poor visibility for pedestrians and
drivers. Bicycle access to and from the site is hazardous and there is little opportunity for a bicycle lane on either side of the highway, a point
which affects site 321 in the same way but not assessed in Stage 4a. There is loss of green space and agricultural land. Developments of this
size will add to the existing pressures on Bratton Surgery. The village is carrying out its own Neighbourhood Plan which will set out the plans for
the village, not this Plan. Effective Large developments at "Large Villages" are less effective in delivering the needs of people moving to the area
who require housing where there are employment opportunities. Consistent with national policy - Large scale housing developments in "Large
Villages" are not promoted by National Policy. We have no objections to a moderate number of houses, but for all the reasons above, this is too
many.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Allocations Plan has been
published.
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Comment

D 110

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1182626 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

SBR PC14

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Last year, on 20th September 2017 | provided a comprehensive objection, primarily to the proposed removal of an area in Hullavington which is
currently in the Framework Boundary on both justification and soundness grounds. | was contacted by letter by your department on 25th
September 2018 specifically because | had commented previously, but | cant find my comments, or if they have been addressed on any of the
documents posted online. So whilst evidence points to the fact that you received my documents (from your letter dated 25/9/18), | cant find
where they have been captured and/or addressed. For completeness, | am therefore writing further, duplicating those comments and objections
(in the attachments) but also using the fact that because they seemingly havent been noted or addressed, as evidence that the process followed
has NOT either been sound and therefore, arguably, not legal compliant (although | am not an expert on the latter). | wonder that if all comments
havent been captured or addressed, how many times has that happened? and therefore, how valid is the whole process?

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 111

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be
iant?
1182626 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

SBR PC14

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please find attached a new objection to the soundness of the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan together with the two attachments
Objection/Comments as follows: Objection on the basis of Justification and Soundness Further to my previous objections (dated 20th September
2017) specifically to the justification of the proposed removal of the an area of land in Hullavington, (J6 and J7 on the map which illustrates the
Hullavington Framework Boundary), | am writing to object further with additional information and additional reference points, noting actions which
have taken place during the past 12 months, which continue to underscore that this removal is not justified and does not meet the criteria laid out
by Wiltshire CC: The key criterion for removal is that the land should be more closely linked to the rural form, but this absolutely is not the case,
and recent actions link the land much much more to the built form than it was before. What | trust is evident from the attached annotated aerial
photograph, is that the land in question is clearly more closely related to the built form and unmistakably bordered from the open countryside by
a well-established stone wall. This same stone wall borders other neighbouring residential properties on both sides of the development site (East
and West). In addition, 18 months ago, neighbouring farm buildings were removed and a new development of circa 14 homes was built (Old
Farm Close), which borders the site to the North hence agricultural buildings have been removed on 2 boundaries of the development site in the
past 2 years and converted to residential, clearly strengthening the relationship of the site to the built up area distinct from the open countryside.
Perhaps more importantly, a planning application for two new homes was submitted in April 2018, ref: 18/03185/FUL for two new homes on the
same development site that is proposed for removal from the Framework Boundary. | therefore wish to strongly object to the justification and
soundness of the plan and the application of the criteria, which is clearly incorrectly applied in this particular example, or not applied at all. The
strong objection is on the basis of the lack of physical logic on the ground to exclude the site. This is particularly true given the planning
departments professional support for the lands suitability for development, evidenced by the Case Officers recommendation to the Committee, to
accommodate new dwellings. See link below. https://unidoc.wiltshire.gov.uk/UniDoc/Document/File/MTgvMDMxODUVRIVMLDEXxNzg2NTc= With
regards to justification, it also says in the WHSAP documentation that the Plan isnt a desktop exercise but will solicit local Case Officer opinion,
who is familiar with the locality. As can be seen, the local Case Officer identified that this land is suitable for sustainable development! In
addition, the LPA previously referenced the unmet housing need in the area of 158 homes (which has now been amended to 138) and there is
no ceiling to appropriately sited housing. Why is it therefore sound to remove areas from the Framework Boundary, when there is local unmet
need and the documented justification clearly has not been applied. It should be noted that this unmet need was calculated prior to the
announcement that Dyson had purchased the neighbouring 519 acre airfield site, which will lead to the creation of circa 10,000 future jobs. Even
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if the situation was ambiguous, then no change should be the outcome, but in this particular case there is absolutely no ambiguity and no
justification for its removal. To do so would make the process adopted unsound. To really highlight the lack of justification there is a proposed
change to the Hullavington boundary in the process with the reference SBR PC14, which has the following note: Amend pre-submission
settlement boundary to include the school playing fields. This is the curtilage of community facility that relates more closely to the built
environment (e.g. a playing field) and has limited capacity to extend the built form of the settlement in terms of scale and location. If any
independent Inspector looks at these situations, it underscores the fact that the removal of the land to the rear of Mays Farm (J6 and J7 on the
Hullavington Framework Boundary Map) is not justifiable. Please could you bring this situation to the Inspector, such that the land in question is
NOT removed from the Framework Boundary as | believe that there is no clear logic to support the change. Thank you

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5124629

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 112

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1187385 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose NG

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC94

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Positively prepared - Development requirements have not been objectively analysed. Westbury Town has an excess of 291 houses against the
plan, resulting in the Westbury Community Area being over provisioned by 245 houses. There is no requirement for further allocations. Justified -
Development of Site 738 and Site 321 are non-compliant with the Core Strategy, Core Policy 1, Clause 4.15 which states: At Large Villages
settlement boundaries are retained and development will predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites within the
settlement boundaries. Small housing sites are defined as sites involving fewer than 10 dwellings (i.e. not a major application). Development
outside the settlement boundary will be strictly controlled. The reduction of 5 houses in PC 94 does not cancel the following points. Site 738 and
Site 321 individually exceed the housing needs requirement of the village (8 houses were required at the last survey) and are therefore non-
compliant with Core Strategy, Core Policy 1 which states: Development at Large and Small Villages will be limited to that needed to help meet
the housing needs of settlements and to improve employment opportunities, services and facilities. The Council has made errors in the
assessment of Bratton as a "Large Village" by counting 2 Recreation Fields, 1 Children's Play Area and 1 Sports Pitch as facilities. However,
there is in fact only 1 Recreation Field which includes a small Children's Play area and 1 Sports Pitch. Both sites are considered "modest"
development but this is assessed against an incorrect figure of 819 dwellings. The 2011 census identified 512 households, with 1248 residents.
Bratton has experienced growth of 26 houses, or 5.1%, in the last 10 years. The addition of 40 new houses in Bratton will therefore represent a
further 7.8% increase, bringing the proposed 15-year growth of the village to 12.9%. Neither development complies with the statements of
EXAM/ 02A (WHSAP Sustainability Appraisal Sept 2018), under the title 'Education and Skills', states that 'Policies should see k to match
housing allocations to employment opportunities within the county, to assist in reducing trends of out-migration for work.' and under the title
‘Economy and Enterprise’, states that 'Housing development should be located in close proximity to employment sites in order to reduce out-
commuting and promote travel to work using sustainable modes of transport. The latest statistics for cars per household indicate 1.76 for rural
locations, which will lead to increased traffic, more out-commuting, vehicle noise and pollution. Community speed watch data shows traffic
through Bratton has doubled in the last 3 years. On some days more than 400 vehicles in a hour. Both developments will alter the entrance to
the village due to their size and will result in the loss of the rural nature of the village on the western edge, creating a suburban view. Site 738
would alter and harm the views and landscapes of the Village, the slopes of the Salisbury Plain and the White Horse and Bratton Camp hillside.
Proposed landscaping with trees and shrubs conflicts with the wide open expanses of the hillside at this part of the Special Landscape Area and
Salisbury Plain SPA (Special Protection Area). Existing Pedestrian and bicycle access to the centre of the village along Westbury Road and its
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pavement and across Court Lane is unsafe due to the hazardous road junction at Court Lane, the quantity of traffic using the highway and the
inadequacies of the existing pavement. Access to and from Site 738 for vehicles and cyclists will be unsafe due to poor visibility, lack of sufficient
sightlines, the narrowness of the highway, quantity of traffic and accessing the highway will be a danger to other traffic. Pedestrian access to and
from the village from Site 738 will be unsafe, reaching the pavement on the northern side will mean crossing the highway at a point of poor
visibility for pedestrians and drivers. Bicycle access to and from the site is hazardous and there is little opportunity for a bicycle lane on either
side of the highway, a point which affects site 321 in the same way but not assessed in Stage 4a. There is loss of green space and agricultural
land. Developments of this size will add to the existing pressures on Bratton Surgery. The village is carrying out its own Neighbourhood Plan
which will set out the plans for the village, not this Plan. Effective - Large developments at "Large Villages" are less effective in delivering the
needs of people moving to the area who require housing where there are employment opportunities. Consistent with national policy - Large scale
housing developments in "Large Villages" are not promoted by National Policy.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which Please give details of why you support or
evidence document this do not support the updates to the
representation relates to: associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
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Allocations Plan has been
published.
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Comment

D 113

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be

iant?
1125430 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [H2.2, H2.4, H2.5, H2.6 ) . . .
[ ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

| am writing to put forward my objection of the above planning permission. | feel having lived in this area for 24 years now | can offer valid points
on how the building of new houses will effect the surrounding area and the people of Trowbridge. | live at [REDACTED] Trowbridge. My house
being in the corner, is side on to the A361 Frome road Trowbridge. The A361 is a main trunk road into Trowbridge, used by heavy goods as well
as cars and vans etc. There is congestion always in the mornings of traffic flowing into Trowbridge. Its at a standstill. Not only is there noise but
air pollution. The traffic simply cannot flow. Building houses on Site 1021 (adjacent to Church Lane) Site 3260 (land at Upper Studley) this traffic
will join onto the A361 Frome road. | believe a roundabout is suggested at these sites, which will further add to the problem. | have also
considered that being family homes, children will be commuted to schools. In the proposal the local school was put as Walwayne School,
Broadmead, Trowbridge. At a distance of nearly 3 miles , | can't see parents walking their children to school! As most families have two parents
working, most households have two cars. The children are commuted to school enabling the parent to then go on to work. Hence adding to yet
more congestion on the roads. As | have mentioned living in this area for the last 24 years, | have seen the flooding to the Southwick Country
Park and the main A361. | believe that building on Site 1021 and Site 3260 will cause further problems in the future. Both sites and on the
hillside. The water then loses its drainage through the soil. It will find its own level and being a dip between Whiterow hill and Southwick, will
collect there. | have seen this dip flooded, where only HGV's could pass through. Not only that the Southwick Country Park will also flood more. It
does currently with heavy days and months of rainfall. Given the fact our climate is changing, | foresee more of this. My concerns on houses built
on the A361 are also linked to the Saturday fun run at Southwick Country Park. The carpark could hold possibly 35-45 cars. There are in the
region of 200 runners on a Saturday. The cars the spill out and park on the main A361, in both directions. HGV's are held back on the hill
Southwick end because they have to wait for oncoming traffic and a gap. This will cause serious problems if the houses are built AND a
roundabout is put in!!! Runners are asked to park at the college which some do, others park along Silver Street Lane, again causing more
congestion. The land on Site 1021 and Site 3260 is green land and offers home to wildlife. Deers and often been seen in the fields off Church
Lane. Foxes, kingfishers, butterflies, insects, bats can all been seen. | feel this must be considered when building houses here as it will spoil the
Country Park. So , my objections for Site 1021 and Site 3260 are; Air Pollution and Noise pollution from traffic. Disruption to a natural habitat for
wildlife Building on land which will flooding elsewhere Site 3565, Land east A361 at Southwick Court, again this is put forward as a huge site
for houses. | have seen this land at the bottom of Spring Meadows, where you can access these fields under 18inches of water. It is a flood
plain!! I've seen some of the houses at the bottom of Sandringham Road (which backs on to this area) have their gardens floooded. The site will

247




join traffic to Spring Meadows, Sandringham Road and Balmoral Road, which in turn join onto Silver Street Lane. This will cause colossal traffic
to an already busy Area. Parents park on Silver Street Lane due to yellow lines outside The Grove School. Adding more houses will simply
congest this area. Not only that, this traffic will join onto Bradley Road and Frome Road. The road infrastructure simply cannot cope with the
traffic. Weekends the Bradley Road is at a standstill because of the Spitfire Retail Park. The traffic just cannot flow. It backs up onto the

more traffic etc. | do feel that it will also spoil the land which separates Trowbridge From Southwick. Building of houses will join the two up. It
takes away again land which is tranquil and of natural beauty, home to much wildlife. My objection to Site 3565 is; Noise and Air pollution Traffic
congestion The spoiling of land which is of natural beauty. Building on flood plain. | feel the building of these site won't enhance Trowbridge
and object to it.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Allocations Plan has been
published.
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Comment

D 114

Consultee

Person ID:

1187388

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Associated evidence documents

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan
Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July
2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

The following are my views on the above
consultation. 1. Each site exceeds the housing
needs of the village and will not increase
employment opportunities. 2. The combined
total of sites 321 and 738, plus 2 or 3
additional houses proposed for the Oxford
House, 12 The Bultts site exceeds the number
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of houses required in Wiltshire Council's
Policy,

3. Development of sites 321 and 738 would
generate a vast amount of additional traffic
leaving and joining the already busy Westbury
Road at a point where vehicles tend to speed
when entering and leaving the village.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 115

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1187391 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose NG

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC94

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Positively prepared - Development requirements have not been objectively analysed. Westbury Town has an excess of 291 houses against the
plan, resulting in the Westbury Community Area being over provisioned by 245 houses. There is no requirement for further allocations. Justified -
Development of Site 738 and Site 321 are non-compliant with the Core Strategy, Core Policy 1, Clause 4.15 which states: At Large Villages
settlement boundaries are retained and development will predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites within the
settlement boundaries. Small housing sites are defined as sites involving fewer than 10 dwellings (i.e. not a major application). Development
outside the settlement boundary will be strictly controlled. The reduction of 5 houses in PC 94 does not cancel the following points. Site 738 and
Site 321 individually exceed the housing needs requirement of the village (8 houses were required at the last survey) and are therefore non-
compliant with Core Strategy, Core Policy 1 which states: Development at Large and Small Villages will be limited to that needed to help meet
the housing needs of settlements and to improve employment opportunities, services and facilities. The Council has made errors in the
assessment of Bratton as a "Large Village" by counting 2 Recreation Fields, 1 Children's Play Area and 1 Sports Pitch as facilities. However,
there is in fact only 1 Recreation Field which includes a small Children's Play area and 1 Sports Pitch. Both sites are considered "modest"
development but this is assessed against an incorrect figure of 819 dwellings. The 2011 census identified 512 households, with 1248 residents.
Bratton has experienced growth of 26 houses, or 5.1%, in the last 10 years. The addition of 40 new houses in Bratton will therefore represent a
further 7.8% increase, bringing the proposed 15-year growth of the village to 12.9%. Neither development complies with the statements of
EXAM/ 02A (WHSAP Sustainability Appraisal Sept 2018), under the title 'Education and Skills', states that 'Policies should see k to match
housing allocations to employment opportunities within the county, to assist in reducing trends of out-migration for work.' and under the title
‘Economy and Enterprise’, states that 'Housing development should be located in close proximity to employment sites in order to reduce out-
commuting and promote travel to work using sustainable modes of transport. The latest statistics for cars per household indicate 1.76 for rural
locations, which will lead to increased traffic, more out-commuting, vehicle noise and pollution. Community speed watch data shows traffic
through Bratton has doubled in the last 3 years. On some days more than 400 vehicles in a hour. Both developments will alter the entrance to
the village due to their size and will result in the loss of the rural nature of the village on the western edge, creating a suburban view. Site 738
would alter and harm the views and landscapes of the Village, the slopes of the Salisbury Plain and the White Horse and Bratton Camp hillside.
Proposed landscaping with trees and shrubs conflicts with the wide open expanses of the hillside at this part of the Special Landscape Area and
Salisbury Plain SPA (Special Protection Area). Existing Pedestrian and bicycle access to the centre of the village along Westbury Road and its
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pavement and across Court Lane is unsafe due to the hazardous road junction at Court Lane, the quantity of traffic using the highway and the
inadequacies of the existing pavement. Access to and from Site 738 for vehicles and cyclists will be unsafe due to poor visibility, lack of sufficient
sightlines, the narrowness of the highway, quantity of traffic and accessing the highway will be a danger to other traffic. Pedestrian access to and
from the village from Site 738 will be unsafe, reaching the pavement on the northern side will mean crossing the highway at a point of poor
visibility for pedestrians and drivers. Bicycle access to and from the site is hazardous and there is little opportunity for a bicycle lane on either
side of the highway, a point which affects site 321 in the same way but not assessed in Stage 4a. There is loss of green space and agricultural
land. Developments of this size will add to the existing pressures on Bratton Surgery. The village is carrying out its own Neighbourhood Plan
which will set out the plans for the village, not this Plan. Effective - Large developments at "Large Villages" are less effective in delivering the
needs of people moving to the area who require housing where there are employment opportunities. Consistent with national policy - Large scale
housing developments in "Large Villages" are not promoted by National Policy.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which Please give details of why you support or
evidence document this do not support the updates to the
representation relates to: associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
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Allocations Plan has been
published.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Parish Clerk Pitton and Farley Parish Council Person ID: Change to be
iant?
Comment 116 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: .
392675 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

N/A [General
[ ] Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Response of Pitton & Farley Parish Council to the Wiltshire Council SHLEAA consultation 2018 The Parish Council's view remains the same as
in 2015 ie that any substantial development in Pitton, apart from infilling, will have a detrimental impact on the existing infrastructure, and
consequently will widen and worsen the effects of any flooding which may occur in the future. The Parish Council would strongly resist any new
development in Pitton, unless and until the impact of flooding is ameliorated as far as possible. You should be aware that access to the Pitton
sites via Above Hedges/Black Lane/Church Lane are single tracks at all the entrances/exits. Access to 'The Orchard' site is within a flood zone.
All proposed sites are outside the housing policy boundaries. However, the Parish Council recognises that some small scale development is
necessary within the parish in order to keep both individual settlements of Pitton and Farley sustainable, and would like to undertake a Housing
Needs Survey to establish what the communities' particular needs are.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 117

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be No
iant?
1124313 legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose NG

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC94

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Positively prepared - Development requirements have not been objectively analysed, nor analysed in compliance with National Policy. The NPPF
require a buffer of land for housing of 20% where there has been under delivery instead of the 5% mandated. The County Council has
included a 20% buffer in spite of no under-delivery within Wiltshire as it would be prudent . If my calculations are correct, this means that
Wiltshire CC are planning for 24,740 dwellings for North and West Wiltshire when according to the NPPF they should only be planning for 21,648
and as they already have completions and developable commitment totalling 23,631. it is difficult to see how the additional minimum to be
allocated of 1,109 can be justified. Within this context Westbury Town has an excess of 291 houses against the plan, resulting in the Westbury
Community Area being over provisioned by 245 houses. There is no requirement for further allocations. Justified - Development of Site 738 and
Site 321 are non-compliant with the Core Strategy, Core Policy 1, Clause 4.15 which states: At Large Villages settlement boundaries are
retained and development will predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites within the settlement boundaries. Small
housing sites are defined as sites involving fewer than 10 dwellings (i.e. not a major application). Development outside the settlement boundary
will be strictly controlled. The allocation is also contrary to the Wiltshire Core Strategy which seeks to avoid out-commuting and the provision of
employment to complement any additional housing. The proposed allocation to Bratton does not appear to be accompanied by any proposals
(nor land sites) for additional employment (See the statements of EXAM / 02A (WHSAP Sustainability Appraisal Sept 2018), under the title
Education and Skills, states that Policies should seek to match housing allocations to employment opportunities within the county, to assist in
reducing trends of out-migration for work. and under the title Economy and Enterprise, states that Housing development should be located in
close proximity to employment sites in order to reduce out-commuting and promote travel to work using sustainable modes of transport. The
reduction of 5 houses in PC 94 does not materially impact on the following: Both sites 738 and Site 321 individually exceed the housing needs
requirement of the village (8 houses were required at the last survey) and are therefore non-compliant with Core Strategy, Core Policy 1 which
states: Development at Large and Small Villages will be limited to that needed to help meet the housing needs of settlements and to improve
employment opportunities, services and facilities. The Council appears to have made errors in the assessment of Bratton as a Large Village

by counting 2 Recreation Fields, 1 Childrens Play Area and 1 Sports Pitch as facilities. However, there is in fact only 1 Recreation Field which
includes a small Childrens Play area and 1 Sports Pitch. Both proposed sites are considered modest developments, but this is assessed
against an incorrect figure of 819 dwellings. The 2011 census identified 512 households, with 1248 residents. Bratton has experienced growth of
26 houses, or 5.1%, in the last 10 years. The addition of 40 new houses in Bratton will therefore represent a further 7.8% increase, bringing the
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proposed 15-year growth of the village to 12.9%. The latest statistics for cars per household indicate 1.76 for rural locations, which will lead to
increased traffic, more out-commuting, vehicle noise and pollution. Community speed watch data shows traffic through Bratton has doubled in
the last 3 years. On some days more than 400 vehicles in a hour. In particular, any out-commuting to Trowbridge is likely to use Court Lane
which is a narrow, deep lane which in places is insufficient for two vehicles to pass and which is already dangerous for pedestrians as the major
parts of the road lack any pavement on either side, in particular in areas where there is limited visibility. The sunken nature of the road, together
with the hedges etc also make the road dark even in the summer and exits from the side roads particularly hazardous. Increasing out-commuting
will increase the risk of serious accidents to pedestrians and minor accidents to vehicles. In addition existing Pedestrian and bicycle access to
the centre of the village along Westbury Road and its pavement and across Court Lane is unsafe due to the hazardous road junction at Court
Lane (it is a blind junction owing both to the bend, the acute nature of the turning, the immediate drop in height, the ben within 20 metres of the
junction, and its sunken nature), the quantity of traffic using the highway and the inadequacies of the existing pavement. Both developments will
alter the entrance to the village due to their size and will result in the loss of the rural nature of the village on the western edge, creating a
suburban view. Both sites will also alter and harm the views and landscapes of the Village, the slopes of the Salisbury Plain and the White Horse
and Bratton Camp hillside. Both sites will intrude on the benefit provided by the footpaths along the scarp of the hillside above Bratton. Proposed
landscaping with trees and shrubs conflicts with the wide-open expanses of the hillside at this part of the Special Landscape Area and Salisbury
Plain SPA (Special Protection Area) and will also be ineffective for a large part of the year. Developments of this size will add to the existing
pressures on Bratton Surgery; closing this surgery and requiring all Bratton residents to use the White Horse Medical Centre in Westbury will add
to traffic problems as well as reducing the quality of life of the residents of the village. The village is carrying out its own Neighbourhood Plan
which will set out the plans for the village, not this Plan. Effective Large developments at Large Villages are less effective in delivering the
needs of people moving to the area who require housing where there are employment opportunities. Consistent with national policy - Large scale
housing developments in Large Villages are not promoted by National Policy, and the calculations which have led to the proposed allocations
are flawed. | believe that the allocations have not taken note of the environmental impact commissioned by Wiltshire County Council, for example
(but not restricted to) the fragility of water supply.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
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submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 118

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Parish Clerk Bratton Parish Council Person ID: Change to be

iant?
Person ID: legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

1125770

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Associated evidence documents

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan Community Area Topic Paper Westbury (July 2018 Submission version) (CATP/19)

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the updates to the

Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan - Focussed consultation on the Schedule of Proposed Changes and associated evidence documents
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associated evidence
documents.

1. This letter, drafted by the Chair and vice-Chair, is sent to you as a holding response as agreed in an exchange of emails | had with you. The
content will be considered by the Council on 13 November and | will let you have details of any further comments, deletions or amendments by
14 November.

2. The Council is disappointed that this further consultation has come about at this late stage after the appointment of the Inspector. The
Guidance on responding to the consultation which you sent to me is complicated and this further consultation compels the Council.to repeat that
the whole process is incredibly difficult for lay persons to understand.

3. The amount of documentation and the scale of the alterations introduced is overwhelming. Appendix 1 attached to this letter itemises the
changes that have been identified which relate to the Parish. In this letter, the Council has tried to simplify the issues and endeavoured to
respond by reference to the four principles that the Inspector will apply when considering your Council’'s submission — namely positively
prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.

4. The Council responded in detail to the original submission with a letter of representation dated 22 September 2017, a copy of which is
annexed at Appendix 2. This further representation needs to be read in conjunction with that letter. The principal issue that the revised
consultation has brought to the attention of the Council is the re-admission of site 738 south of Westbury Road almost opposite to the included
site 321, and the consequential addition of many new pages of Proposed Changes and the wholesale re-writing of the Bratton section of the
Community Topic paper of Westbury

Conflict with existing policy

5. The Council’s position is that they are opposed to the scale of the development proposed on each of those sites. Inclusion of either is in
fundamental conflict with Wiltshire Council’s own Core Strategy. That Strategy states that the priority is to locate housing development in the top
two tiers of settlements, the Principal Settlements of Chippenham, Trowbridge and Salisbury and the Market Towns, including Westbury.
Furthermore the Core Strategy recognises that the other areas of the County are rural countryside which need protection. There is no strategic
need to develop in open countryside adjoining Large Villages.

6. The Core Strategy Policy No 1 reads:-

Large Villages are defined as settlements with a limited range of employment, services and facilities. Small Villages have a low level of services
and facilities, and few employment opportunities.

Development at Large and Small Villages will be limited to that needed to help meet the housing needs of settlements and to improve
employment opportunities, services and facilities.

At Large Villages settlement boundaries are retained and development will predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites
within the settlement boundaries.....Small housing site are defined as sites involving fewer than 10 dwellings

7. The proposals in this Plan are totally inconsistent with the Council’s own Core Strategy. The Plan is not positively prepared and the proposals
are not justified when weighing this evidence.
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Core Strategy targets delivered
8. According to the Regulation 22 (1)(9)(C) statement the purpose of the Plan is to:

Allocate sites for housing to ensure the delivery of homes across the plan period in order to maintain a five year land supply in each of Wiltshire's
three HMAs over the period to 2026.

9. The Target for the Westbury Community Area identified in the Core Strategy was 1,615 houses (sub-divided 1,500 to the Town 115 to the
Remainder). Paras 2.9, 2.10 and 2.11 and table 2.3 have been added to the Wiltshire Site Allocation Plan — Westbury Community Area Topic
paper following receipt of the latest figures contained in the Housing Land Supply Statement.. Para 2.11 makes it clear that the developable
commitments 2017 -2026 shown in the Table 2.3 excludes any proposed allocations.

10. This Table shows that, so far, the Town of Westbury has delivered 940 homes and the Remainder 60. So a shortfall of 615. The developable
commitments (excluding any proposed allocations), in the Westbury Community Area amount to 862 making a total 1862. This is an over-
provision of 242 (15.29%), way in excess of the total of 1,615 originally allocated in the Core Strategy.

11. In the Market Lavington Topic paper the following appears at 7.2:-

However, in the light of the significant supply of housing land in the East Wiltshire Housing Market Area the Council's Schedule of Proposed
Changes (July 2018) proposed the deletion of the site allocations that emerged from the site assessment process. Similar to the position with
Large Villages there is the opportunity, as set out in paragraph 6.4, for the Market Lavington Parish Council to allocate land for housing in their
emerging Neighbourhood Plan.

12. So a ‘significant supply of housing land’ in one community area has led to the deletion of sites in a community identified as a Local Service
Centre and by definition, therefore, one that is intended to have some significant development. Why cannot a similar decision be made in respect
of a Large Village and allow the Neighbourhood Planning process to identify and allocate land for housing to meet local need in accordance with
the requirements of the Core Strategy and Government policy?

13. The target for the Westbury Community Area has been met. Government Policy has been complied with and the provision identified in the
Core Strategy for the number of homes in the Westbury Community Area achieved. The allocation of sites in Bratton is not justified in the light of
the evidence produced in the Housing Land Supply Statement.

Neighbourhood Plan

14. Prior to the election in May 2017, the Council had considered the cost and effort in developing a Neighbourhood Plan was unnecessary, in
the light of the Core Strategy Policy stating clearly that housing in Large Villages should be confined to meeting local needs. The Council elected
last May, however, resolved to develop a Plan.

15. A Steering Group was established in February 2018 after a series of public meetings and a Parish wide survey. It is clear from all the
responses that there is no fundamental objection to further housing in the Village. What is of concern is the ‘suburbanisation’ of the village by the
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creation of high density developments. With housing numbers of 35 -40 and 22 which far exceed the definition of “mall housing” of fewer than 10
dwellings.

16. The Neighbourhood Plan is well underway albeit with a six months’ delay whilst the Council waited for a County Liaison Officer to be
appointed. A Housing Needs Survey has been carried out. The draft report has just been received. It shows a small demand for local housing (5
properties). Once the final version is received the Council will forward the Report to the Inspector. The Neighbourhood Plan will be analysing
potential sites to meet the housing need identified and will be carrying out further work to refine the information by considering evidence provided
by Wiltshire Council’'s Housing Register and the Strategic Housing Market Assessment. The Westbury Area Topic paper on page 66 used
information from the 2013 Housing Survey to identify local need. The new survey reduces demand from 8 to 5. Potential for housing within the
village existing village settlement boundary is shown as Omission Site OM0O07 in the Proposed Changes. This opportunity will be fully
investigated by the Steering Group.

17. The allocation of either sites 321 or 723 would destroy the Neighbourhood Plan initiative and is contrary to Government Policy which
supports communities in developing such Plans. A potential housing site in the Village has been omitted.

Fundamental error

18. Despite the Council’'s submission made in 2017 pointing out the incorrect figure the Council’s officers have not changed the figures and have
repeated the error with site 738. The Westbury Community Area Topic paper still states the Village consists of 819 houses whereas the correct
number is 516. An overstatement of 38%.

19. Such an error (not corrected) is not legally sound.
Sustainability, highway, and environmental issues

20. The differentiation between the sites 738 and 321 is negligible at Stage 3 and Stage 4, steps 1 to 4, yet the sustainability of site 321 is
assessed as ‘good’ and site 738 as ‘marginal’. The Council has seen the detailed representations of local resident, [REDACTED], who alongside
the vice-Chair of the Council has examined in detail all the documents relating to this consultation. The Council supports and concurs with all the
points made in that submission. The Council re-states its concerns in relation to site 321 as set out in the submission letter of 22 September
2017.

21. The decision to reject one site but keep the other is not sound. The decision to allocate so many houses to a Large village is contrary to
Government Policy.

Precedent and consistency

22. The Council has not been able to analyse all the changes in the documentation but it notes numerous variations where sites have been
excluded for reasons which could equally apply to Bratton. It is noted that some sites in communities where current Core Strategy policy permits
housing growth have been removed because (extract from the Market Lavington Community Area Topic paper):-
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Development at this site would very likely have a significant adverse impact on the amenity and setting of the Conservation Area. It would be
difficult to achieve a pattern of development that protects and enhances the character of the settlement and the Conservation Area. Achieving a
suitable access would be problematic without further negative effects on the Conservation Area, neighbouring residents and highway safety.

23. Bratton has all these qualities (see [REDACTED]'s representations) yet a contrary decision is taken in respect of sites 321 and 738,
eliminated on just a single ground relating to cycling and pedestrian access and safety reasons. By the way, those reasons should apply to both
sites as they are almost opposite one another on the same highway but the issue of ‘accessibility’ for site 321 does not weigh up good cycling
connections, unlike for site 738. Nor does it consider the need for cyclists to cross the road when returning to site 321 from Bratton.

24. Based on this inconsistent and unsound approach the Parish Council consider continuing to promote sites in Bratton is unjustified

As | said above, | will confirm the Parish Council’'s position on November 14 after it has considered this holding letter.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Clerk North Bradley Parish Council Person ID: Change to be
iant?
Comment 119 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
391306 Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change PC60 prepared; Justified; Effective;
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?
[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] 1.0 Introduction 1.0 This is the formal response of North

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Bradley Parish Council to the Focussed Consultation of the Schedule of Changes to the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (HSAP). The
Parish Council acknowledges the change in respect of the Strategic Site 298 H 2.2 Land off A363 at White Horse Business Park following
submissions on behalf of the Parish Council. While the Parish Council would prefer that this site is not developed, it does not wish to impede the
delivery of a strategic site and recognises the need to avoid conflict between higher level plans and the NDP. On this basis only it therefore
SUPPORTS the allocation of all the proposed strategic sites (ElIm Grove Farm (SHELAA Site 613, HSAP H2.1), Southwick Court (SHELAA Site
3565, HSAP H2.6) and Land off the A363 at White Horse Business Park (SHELAA Site 298, HSAP H2.2). 1.1 HOWEVER, while
the revised HSAP indicates that the quantum of development on site 298 / H 2.2 has been reduced to facilitate the creation of a meaningful
landscape gap between the site and Trowbridge, it does not take account of the work already done between the Neighbourhood Plan team, the
teams professional planner, landscape architect and the LPAs own ecologist. The Parish Council therefore believes that it is necessary to add
more detail to the plan text in order to:  Provide the clarity expected from a Development Plan Document Ensure that landscape and biodiversity
are appropriately protected in the final HSAP Ensure proper co-ordination between the HSAP and the emerging North Bradley Neighbourhood

Plan as required by the NPPF and PPG. 1.2 This Response also comments on the proposed settlement boundary changes to North
Bradley village, which the Parish Council SUPPORTS. 2.0 Policy H 2: HSAP Site H 2.2 / SHELAA 298 Land off White Horse
Business Park 2.0 The proposed change indicated at PC60 in the Extended Consultation document reduces the number of homes

at site H2.2 (land off the A363 south-west of the White Horse Business Park) from 225 to 175. The explanatory text says that this is; To reflect
the resolution of Wiltshire Councils Cabinet, the capacity of allocation H2.2 is proposed to be amended. It was previously proposed through a
schedule of proposed changes put before May Cabinet that the site capacity should be increased from 150 dwellings to 225 dwellings in order to
maximise efficient use of land whilst protecting heritage and ecological interests. However, as a result of subsequent further consultation is was
resolved by Cabinet in July 2018 that the figure of 225 should be reduced by 50 dwellings, to 175. This would better enable the provision of a
strategic landscape buffer between Trowbridge and the village of North Bradley. 2.1 This is welcome. However, in fact the
resolution of the Cabinet reflected the emergence of the North Bradley Neighbourhood Plan, brought to Cabinets attention by local councillors.
This emerging Neighbourhood Plan establishes a defined landscape buffer between Trowbridge and the village of North Bradley. Through
discussions with the county ecologist It also goes further than this and puts forward a specific general layout for site H 2.2, designed to provide a
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satisfactory landscape gap (as determined by professional landscape architect consultants) which is also optimal in respect of the flightpaths and
foraging corridors for the protected bats of the Bath and Bradford on Avon SAC (as suggested by the County Ecologist). 2.2 As it
stands, the allocation of site H 2.2 in the HSAP covers the following matters: a) Number of dwellings b) Need to separate Trowbridge and North
Bradley and respect setting of the village ¢) Need to focus development proposals within the north-east of the site d) Improvements in walking
and cycling infrastructure e) Retention of landscape features f) Need to create a dark corridor for bats g) Contributions towards school and
medical facilities. 2.3 However it does not include: The fact that a more detailed site layout is being developed by the North Bradley
Neighbourhood Plan (NDP) That the NDP will contain a landscape setting policy covering the entire area. That the preferred layout in the NDP
does NOT concentrate development in the north-east as proposed in the HSAP but west and south-west - adjacent to the village. This has been
discussed and agreed between the landscape architects advising the NDP and the County Ecologist. Of all the above points, point c) is the
most critical. As presently written there is likely to be a conflict between the NDP and the HSAP on this point. 2.4 It is accepted that
the North Bradley Neighbourhood Plan has not yet reached the Regulation 16 stage. However, it seems likely to do so before the HSAP is
adopted. It should therefore be possible to make some mention of the link between the two plans, at least in general terms at this stage. This
would not be putting too much weight on an emerging plan, simply improving co-ordination between community and council planning at an
appropriate stage (working constructively as advised by PPG paragraph 43) and demonstrating awareness, support for Localism and good
practice. It would also be allowing the NDP to achieve the role anticipated for it in NPPF paragraph 28 in adding value and detail to the
Development Plan, something that would provide greater clarity and opportunity for engagement by the developers of Site H 2.2. 2.5

It is therefore suggested that the following changes (indicated in [BOLD] text) are made to the text of Policy H 2.2:  5.52 Approximately
25.26 ha of land off the A363 south-west of the White Horse Business Park is allocated for the development of approximately 175 dwellings, as
identified on the Policies Map. It is reasonably well located with regard to services and facilities. The site extends over a significant area of
agricultural land used for a mix of grazing and arable cropping. It is contained, to a degree, by existing development to the east and west and
fronts a gateway route to the town. An objective of detailed design and layout will be to retain visual separation of the Towns urban area from
North Bradley village. The issue of the setting of the village of North Bradley is currently being taken forward by the emerging North Bradley
Neighbourhood Plan which aims to create a landscape setting policy and suggests a general site layout for this HSAP site. The NDP has yet to
reach The Regulation 16 stage, when it will have significant weight, however it is already clear that to achieve a satisfactory design, creating a
suitable landscape buffer while simultaneously conserving biodiversity, development proposals would need to be focussed within the west and
south-west of the site, screened with new planting and provide improvements to walking and cycling routes through to the town. 5.53

The site is characterised by a distinctive pattern of mature and semi-mature hedgerows and trees that form a feature in the landscape.
Development of the site would need to retain these features and thereby provide a layout that respects the setting of North Bradley village as an
important element of detailed design. Existing hedgerows and trees also provide habitat for protected and non-protected species. These natural
features therefore provide wildlife corridors that link habitat features within the local area; in particular, dark corridors for foraging bats. This
matter is addressed further in the emerging North Bradley Neighbourhood Plan and its supporting documents which include a landscape
assessment and have involved the participation of the County Ecologist. These documents will achieve significant weight once they reach the
Regulation 16 stage. 5.54 The site is in an area likely to be used by Bechsteins bats associated with the Bath and Bradford on Avon
Bats SAC. Sensitive habitat features on / adjacent to the site include: woodland belts associated with the White Horse Business Park; a network
of mature hedgerows/hedgerow trees; and the grounds of Willow Grove. 5.55 These features should be retained and / or buffered
from development (including residential gardens) by wide (10-16m), dark (<1 lux), continuous corridors of native landscaping which will allow for
their long-term protection and favourable management in order to secure continued or future use by Bechsteins bats. Development will be
required to contribute towards the delivery of the Trowbridge Bat Recreation Management Mitigation Strategy.
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Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5125583

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 120

Consultee
Clerk North Bradley Parish Council
Person ID:

391306

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

SBR PC28

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] 3.0
indicated on the map below. The Parish Council support these changes which represent good housekeeping, tidying the boundary to reflect the

current pattern of development.

The revised HSAP proposes settlement boundary changes as

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5125583
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Yes, the Proposed Change meets a previous objection which | would now be willing to withdraw

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 121

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Person ID: Change to be
iant?
1187418 legally compliant?

Do you consider
the Proposed
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

SBR PC42

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Settlement Boundary Review Tuckingmill Settlement Boundary Review West Tisbury Wiltshire  This review was a very late amendment that
has not been responded to by the West Tisbury PC at this date. The residents of the affected area to be reviewed have had little knowledge of
this proposed change. The Draft Settlement Boundary review states in 5 (5.1) Areas which have been excluded are- Curtilages of
properties which have the capacity to extend the built form of the settlement, This includes large residential gardens. Recreational or amenity
space at the edge of settlements which primarily relate to the countryside (inform or nature ) Isolated development which is physically or
visually detached from the settlement (including farm buildings or agricultural buildings, renewable energy installations). Also Ref 8 (8.1)
areas which have been excluded are- Extended curtilage of a property that relates more closely to the open countryside (e.g. a field or
paddock) or has the capacity to substantially extend the built form of the settlement in terms of scale and location. Recreational or amenity
space at the edge of the settlement that relates more closely to the open countryside. My comments on the proposed change review are as
follows. 1. The current boundaries of the properties that are affected show they were always part of Pythouse estate which makes up the field
complex which extends to the Southeast. The two gardens in the review do not need to be included in the revised boundary curtifage. 2. It
appears that the proposed curtilage boundary line has been drawn to keep the line straight and for no other good reason. 3. If the boundary is
moved it could in the future open up the feasibility of development of this open countryside area which does not follow the methodology criteria
used in this review.

The

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).
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Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 122

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Identify subject of
representation

Person ID: Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
1185926 legally compliant?
Do you consider
th
e Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

PC93, PC94 . . . .
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Positively prepared - Development requirements have not been objectively analysed. Westbury Town has an excess of 291 houses against the
plan, resulting in the Westbury Community Area being over provisioned by 245 houses. There is no requirement for further allocations. Justified -
Development of Site 738 and Site 321 are non-compliant with the Core Strategy, Core Policy 1, Clause 4.15 which states: At Large Villages
settlement boundaries are retained and development will predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites within the
settlement boundaries. Small housing sites are defined as sites involving fewer than 10 dwellings (i.e. not a major application). Development
outside the settlement boundary will be strictly controlled. The reduction of 5 houses in PC 94 does not cancel the following points. Site 738 and
Site 321 individually exceed the housing needs requirement of the village (8 houses were required at the last survey) and are therefore non-
compliant with Core Strategy, Core Policy 1 which states: Development at Large and Small Villages will be limited to that needed to help meet
the housing needs of settlements and to improve employment opportunities, services and facilities. The Council has made errors in the
assessment of Bratton as a Large Village by counting 2 Recreation Fields, 1 Childrens Play Area and 1 Sports Pitch as facilities. However,
there is in fact only 1 Recreation Field which includes a small Childrens Play area and 1 Sports Pitch. Both sites are considered modest
development but this is assessed against an incorrect figure of 819 dwellings. The 2011 census identified 512 households, with 1248 residents.
Bratton has experienced growth of 26 houses, or 5.1%, in the last 10 years. The addition of 40 new houses in Bratton will therefore represent a
further 7.8% increase, bringing the proposed 15-year growth of the village to 12.9%. Neither development complies with the statements of
EXAM / 02A (WHSAP Sustainability Appraisal Sept 2018), under the title Education and Skills, states that Policies should seek to match housing
allocations to employment opportunities within the county, to assist in reducing trends of out-migration for work. and under the title Economy and
Enterprise, states that Housing development should be located in close proximity to employment sites in order to reduce out-commuting and
promote travel to work using sustainable modes of transport. The latest statistics for cars per household indicate 1.76 for rural locations, which
will lead to increased traffic, more out-commuting, vehicle noise and pollution. Community speed watch data shows traffic through Bratton has
doubled in the last 3 years. On some days more than 400 vehicles in a hour. Both developments will alter the entrance to the village due to their
size and will result in the loss of the rural nature of the village on the western edge, creating a suburban view. Site 738 would alter and harm the
views and landscapes of the Village, the slopes of the Salisbury Plain and the White Horse and Bratton Camp hillside. Proposed landscaping
with trees and shrubs conflicts with the wide open expanses of the hillside at this part of the Special Landscape Area and Salisbury Plain SPA
(Special Protection Area). Existing Pedestrian and bicycle access to the centre of the village along Westbury Road and its pavement and across
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Court Lane is unsafe due to the hazardous road junction at Court Lane, the quantity of traffic using the highway and the inadequacies of the
existing pavement. Access to and from Site 738 for vehicles and cyclists will be unsafe due to poor visibility, lack of sufficient sightlines, the
narrowness of the highway, quantity of traffic and accessing the highway will be a danger to other traffic. Pedestrian access to and from the
village from Site 738 will be unsafe, reaching the pavement on the northern side will mean crossing the highway at a point of poor visibility for
pedestrians and drivers. Bicycle access to and from the site is hazardous and there is little opportunity for a bicycle lane on either side of the
highway, a point which affects site 321 in the same way but not assessed in Stage 4a. There is loss of green space and agricultural land.
Developments of this size will add to the existing pressures on Bratton Surgery. The village is carrying out its own Neighbourhood Plan which will
set out the plans for the village, not this Plan. There is a severe effect on the dwelling at 40 Westbury Road which will change from a rural setting
to surrounded by houses to the North, West and South West if both sites are developed Effective Large developments at Large Villages are
less effective in delivering the needs of people moving to the area who require housing where there are employment opportunities. Consistent
with national policy - Large scale housing developments in Large Villages are not promoted by National Policy.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

| did not submit any comments on the previous stage
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Friends of Southwick Country Park Person ID: Change to be No
iant?
Comment 13 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
1187466 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively
Identify Proposed Change N/A [H2.4] prepared; Justified; Effective;

Reference Number

Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] We do not consider this proposal legally compliant because: it is not consistent
with county policy as laid out in the Executive Summary of the Methodology Used to Select Sites (2a. on p.1) which says: SHLAA sites are
rejected from further consideration or their capacity reduced where affected by obstacles to development such as heritage and wildlife
designations and flood plain ..; it fails to meet requirements of Wiltshires Core Strategy Policy 50 (p.260) and to apply assessment criterion 1
(p-92) of the Sustainability Appraisal as laid out in European Directive 2001/42/EC: Protect and enhance all biodiversity and geological features
and avoid irreversible losses it fails to meet standards set by UK Governments Water Framework Directive. |. The Friends of Southwick Country
Park [FOSCP] believe that this site should not have been selected. The Lambrok Stream at the foot of this steeply sloping site, separating it from
Southwick Country Park, supports a complex biota that contains species that are protected and species that are vulnerable: Water vole (Arvicola
amphibius) - protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981; Scarce Chaser Dragonfly (Libellula fulva) - listed in Category 3 in the British
Red Data Book for Invertebrates Steve Covey, Wiltshire recorder for Dragonflies and Damselflies, writes about the Scarce Chaser in a mail
dated 16.10.2018: Bradford on Avon and Melksham is the primary site for this species in Wiltshire. | suspect the park is used as a maturation site
for L. fulva which then moves back down to the Avon to breed. In any case, development would affect these watercourses and maybe reduce the
number of maturation sites this species might have available Eight species of Odonata (dragonfly and damselfly) see Appendix 1, have been
identified in the park. Opposite-leaved pond weed (Groenlandia densa) - listed as vulnerable in both the IUCN's Red List and in the British Red
Data Book for vascular plants. Bullhead (Cottus Gobio) - a reportable species in Wiltshire; The River Avon Special Area of Conservation requires
the monitoring of local populations of Bullheads. Spined Loach (Cobitis taenia) this a tentative identification of a very rare species that would be
listed under Annex Il of the EC Habitats and Species Directive. Photographic evidence has been sent to DEFRA. A colony of Swan Mussels
(Anodonta cygnea) estimated to be at least 60 years old, indicating good water quality. Bechstein bats (Myotis bechsteinii) listed in Annex Il of
the EC Habitats Directive, come from the Green Lane Wood roost, using the Lambrok as a green corridor, to feed in the park and the Church
Lane site on the insects that breed in the parks stream and ponds. Nine species of bats (see Appendix 2) have been identified in the park.
Increased activity this summer has suggested a change in behaviour yet to be assessed by the Wiltshire Bat Group. Thirty nine identified species
(see Appendix 3) in the park are directly dependent on Lambrok Stream. Access Southwick Country Parks full species lists here for details of
when, by whom and with what evidence identification was made. Il. The Friends of Southwick Country Park believe that residential
development on the Church Lane site cannot enhance biodiversity in Lambrok Stream and will result in the irreversible loss of species. Wiltshire
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Council is applying for Local Nature Reserve status for Southwick Country Park. In response to a 2017 application (No. 17/03269/0UT) to
develop land between Trowbridge and Southwick, Natural England wrote: If the proposal site is on or adjacent to a local site, e.g. Local Wildlife
Site, Regionally Important Geological/Geomorphological Site (RIGS) or Local Nature Reserve (LNR) the authority should ensure it has sufficient
information to fully understand the impact of the proposal on the local site before it determines the application. FOSCP believes Wiltshire Council
does not have sufficient information to fully understand the impact of the proposal. The Environment Agency, has assessed Lambrok Stream. as
part of the Bristol Avon Catchment, since 2009. The current status of the Lambrok is moderate and the EA has a target of good by 2027. Run off
from housing development is likely to carry oil from vehicles, salt from defrosting activities, herbicides and nutrients from garden run-off. These
will lead to deterioration of the Lambrok water quality unless the run-off is treated using some type of EA approved constructed wetland. The EA
classes the Lambrok as a river; this affects which legislation will apply to it. Residential and commercial development are considered significant
threats to Opposite- leaved Pondweed. Odonata are indicator species; their life cycle is both aquatic and terrestrial and they respond to stressors
in both environments. Research has shown that urbanisation will always result in reduction of numbers and/or species loss. There has been a
90% loss in Water Vole numbers since the middle of the last century which is attributed to fragmentation of habitat, urbanisation, predation and
loss of riverside vegetation. FOSCP believes that development at this site will result in the disappearance of the parks small population of Water
Voles. Odonata, Swan Mussels and Bullheads depend on the maintenance of high water quality; in particular, the run off from a construction site
would do irreversible damage. Ill. Development at the Church Lane site, the Upper Studley site (H2.5) and Southwick Park site (H2.6) site will
not be consistent with the UK Governments ten year plan for the improvement of British waterways. We believe that development at these sites
will reduce the water-quality of Lambrok Stream. Wiltshire Council is a partner in Wessex Waters Bristol Avon Catchment Plan which states: Any
waterbody that does not meet good ecological status is classified as failing under the European Unions Water Framework Directive. The UK
Government aims to ensure all waterbodies meet Good Ecological Status by 2027. The ecological status of Lambrok Stream has been assessed
by the EA as moderate on a five point scale (high, good, moderate, poor, bad) and a target of good set for 2027. We believe that Development at
the Church Lane, Upper Studley and Southwick Court sites will have a deleterious effect on the water quality of Lambrok Stream. contrary to the
improvement which is being sought. Lambrok Stream is part of the Bristol Avon Catchment Plan (BACP). The Bristol Avon Catchment
Partnership is developing a 10 year plan that will address environmental issues and target resources. No development should be considered on
the H2.4,5 and 6 sites until this Action Plan produces more information. The relevant details of the BACP are in Appendix 5.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5126298
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 124

Consultee
Friends of Southwick Country Park
Person ID:

1187466

Agent

Person ID:

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be No
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC68

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

Consistent with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] The Friends of Southwick Country Park believe that the park and the site at
Church Lane are parts of a single landscape, the biodiversity and geodiversity of which should be protected The Lambrok Stream is not a barrier
between the two or a boundary to either; it is the centre of a shared geology and ecology. See Appendix 4 Together the park and the sites at
Church Lane, Upper Studley and Southwick Court form a single historic landscape of water meadows and old pasture. It is a buffer between
town and country which encourages wildlife into the park and protects it from disturbance. The park, Lambrok Stream, the open land. mature
trees and veteran trees at Southwick Court and Upper Studley form a wildlife corridor between Trowbridge and the villages of Southwick and
North Bradley. The bats from the Green Lane Wood roost use this corridor when they come to the park to feed.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5126298

278




Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 125

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Friends of Southwick Country Park Person ID: Change to be No
iant?
Person ID: legally compliant?
1187466 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national policy

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

PC69

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] Lambrok Streams ecological importance has not been properly assessed. The
Friends of Southwick Country Park believe that it will not be possible to protect Lambrok Streams biota from the consequences of development
at the Church Lane site and that the development of the site will incur loss of habitat for the parks wildlife. See Response to PC67 The site is
steepest on its eastern boundary, the slope exceeding 5%. Tree and hedgerow planting along the SW margins of the site, as proposed will not
protect Lambrok Stream from domestic run off or from the effluvia of a building site. See Appendix 4. The site is rough unimproved grassland: old
pasture. The perimeter and internal hedges, and the dense scrub at its edges provide daytime cover for roe deer and nesting sites for birds; it
supports a large population of field voles, prey for buzzards, owls, kestrel and foxes. The mature oaks in the hedges at the north east boundary
and the veteran oak at the centre of the site are roosts from which barn owls hunt. Otters, kingfishers, herons and egrets come up the stream
from the River Biss to feed in the park. and in the Church Lane site. During the summer, residents in Church Lane recorded increased bat activity
over the site. This has been reported to the Wiltshire Bat Group who have yet to investigate. Wiltshire Councils Tree and Woodland Officer is
checking our oaks for signs of new roosts. Residential development will bring predators into the park; cats and magpies.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5126298

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 126

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Friends of Southwick Country Park Person ID: Change to be No
iant?
Person ID: legally compliant?
1187466 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

PC71 . . . .
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] The ecological importance of these sites has not been assessed. WHSAP does
not recognise the ecological importance of the Lambrok. The Sustainability Appraisal of the sites at Church Lane, Upper Studley and Southwick
Court suggests, without evidence, that development of these three sites will be an opportunity to enhance the biodiversity of the stream. All the
evidence that we have, contradicts that suggestion; urbanisation will not improve the biodiversity of Lambrok Stream, it will pose a threat to it.
WHSAP treats Lambrok Stream as a landscape feature; PC72 proposes that there will be social, environmental and economic advantages to the
developments; PC 73 proposes that the flood plain of Lambrok Stream should be enhanced as a local amenity feature. The Lambrok has form
and function in the landscape that will not be enhanced by residential development; the Lambrok is habitat for species that will not survive
development. The use of trees and hedges as natural drainage attenuation will not slow drainage sufficiently to protect the stream from run-off
from the steep slopes on its northern bank. Anything less than EA-approved constructed wetlands will result in pollutants reaching the stream.
There has been no assessment of the complex ecological importance of Southwick Courts 16th Century moat, which the Lambrok flows through.
It acts as a reservoir for the stream, and its biota, preventing the stream from drying up and offering refuge during periods of drought. It is
probable that some of our species of Odonata breed there. There have been unsubstantiated suggestions that the moat harbours great crested
newts (Triturus cristatus). An ecological assessment (pages13 &14) carried out FPCR for Gladman Land (Planning Application
N0.17/03269/0OUT) in an application to build on another part of Southwick Court, came to the conclusion there were no great crested newts but
closer examination of the report shows that the moat and another nearby pond were not included in the analysis. We feel the importance of the
green space between Southwick and Trowbridge cannot be over-emphasised. It is part of the wildlife corridor that runs south of the town
connecting the woodlands to the east with the open farmland to its west. To close it will fragment habitat and limit the passage of wildlife in and
out of Southwick Country Park.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
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document this
representation relates to:

or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5126298

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 127

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Friends of Southwick Country Park Person ID: Change to be No
iant?
Person ID: legally compliant?
1187466 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

PC72 . , , ,
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] The ecological importance of these sites has not been assessed. WHSAP does
not recognise the ecological importance of the Lambrok. The Sustainability Appraisal of the sites at Church Lane, Upper Studley and Southwick
Court suggests, without evidence, that development of these three sites will be an opportunity to enhance the biodiversity of the stream. All the
evidence that we have, contradicts that suggestion; urbanisation will not improve the biodiversity of Lambrok Stream, it will pose a threat to it.
WHSAP treats Lambrok Stream as a landscape feature; PC72 proposes that there will be social, environmental and economic advantages to the
developments; PC 73 proposes that the flood plain of Lambrok Stream should be enhanced as a local amenity feature. The Lambrok has form
and function in the landscape that will not be enhanced by residential development; the Lambrok is habitat for species that will not survive
development. The use of trees and hedges as natural drainage attenuation will not slow drainage sufficiently to protect the stream from run-off
from the steep slopes on its northern bank. Anything less than EA-approved constructed wetlands will result in pollutants reaching the stream.
There has been no assessment of the complex ecological importance of Southwick Courts 16th Century moat, which the Lambrok flows through.
It acts as a reservoir for the stream, and its biota, preventing the stream from drying up and offering refuge during periods of drought. It is
probable that some of our species of Odonata breed there. There have been unsubstantiated suggestions that the moat harbours great crested
newts (Triturus cristatus). An ecological assessment (pages13 &14) carried out FPCR for Gladman Land (Planning Application
N0.17/03269/0OUT) in an application to build on another part of Southwick Court, came to the conclusion there were no great crested newts but
closer examination of the report shows that the moat and another nearby pond were not included in the analysis. We feel the importance of the
green space between Southwick and Trowbridge cannot be over-emphasised. It is part of the wildlife corridor that runs south of the town
connecting the woodlands to the east with the open farmland to its west. To close it will fragment habitat and limit the passage of wildlife in and
out of Southwick Country Park.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)

284




document this
representation relates to:

or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5126298

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 128

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Friends of Southwick Country Park Person ID: Change to be No
iant?
Person ID: legally compliant?
1187466 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared; Justified; Effective;

PC73 . , , ,
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] The ecological importance of these sites has not been assessed. WHSAP does
not recognise the ecological importance of the Lambrok. The Sustainability Appraisal of the sites at Church Lane, Upper Studley and Southwick
Court suggests, without evidence, that development of these three sites will be an opportunity to enhance the biodiversity of the stream. All the
evidence that we have, contradicts that suggestion; urbanisation will not improve the biodiversity of Lambrok Stream, it will pose a threat to it.
WHSAP treats Lambrok Stream as a landscape feature; PC72 proposes that there will be social, environmental and economic advantages to the
developments; PC 73 proposes that the flood plain of Lambrok Stream should be enhanced as a local amenity feature. The Lambrok has form
and function in the landscape that will not be enhanced by residential development; the Lambrok is habitat for species that will not survive
development. The use of trees and hedges as natural drainage attenuation will not slow drainage sufficiently to protect the stream from run-off
from the steep slopes on its northern bank. Anything less than EA-approved constructed wetlands will result in pollutants reaching the stream.
There has been no assessment of the complex ecological importance of Southwick Courts 16th Century moat, which the Lambrok flows through.
It acts as a reservoir for the stream, and its biota, preventing the stream from drying up and offering refuge during periods of drought. It is
probable that some of our species of Odonata breed there. There have been unsubstantiated suggestions that the moat harbours great crested
newts (Triturus cristatus). An ecological assessment (pages13 &14) carried out FPCR for Gladman Land (Planning Application
N0.17/03269/0OUT) in an application to build on another part of Southwick Court, came to the conclusion there were no great crested newts but
closer examination of the report shows that the moat and another nearby pond were not included in the analysis. We feel the importance of the
green space between Southwick and Trowbridge cannot be over-emphasised. It is part of the wildlife corridor that runs south of the town
connecting the woodlands to the east with the open farmland to its west. To close it will fragment habitat and limit the passage of wildlife in and
out of Southwick Country Park.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
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document this
representation relates to:

or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5126298

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Associate RPS Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 129 1129173 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
1187476 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively Justified; Consistent with national policy
Identify Proposed Change PCE7 prepared; Justified; Effective;
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Q4 Please give details of why you support or do not support the consultation material. Please let us know whether you think the consultation
material is sound and legally compliant, and if not why not. Change Reference Number: PC67 Amend the boundary of the allocation as set out in
Annex E. And first sentence of paragraph 5.67 to read: Approximately 3.72 5.93 ha of land at Church Lane is allocated for the development of
approximately 45 dwellings, as identified on the Policies Map." The proposed change to the site area is not considered sound unless there is also
a change to the proposed quantum of development. For the reasons set out below, the wording of paragraph 5.67 should be amended to read:
Approximately 5.93 ha of land at Church Lane is allocated for the development of a minimum of 45 dwellings, as identified on the Policies Map."
Overall the proposed allocation at Church Lane is welcomed and an outline planning application for residential development was submitted to
Wiltshire Council in October 2018. All matters aside from access have been reserved for subsequent approval. An indicative masterplan has
been submitted with the application and this illustrates the site is capable of accommodating circa 65 homes. The application and the masterplan
have been informed by a raft of technical reports, including a Design and Access Statement, Preliminary Landscape and Visual Appraisal,
Transport Assessment, Flood Risk Assessment, Outline Drainage Strategy, Preliminary Ecological Appraisal including bat, badger and reptile
surveys, a Built Heritage Assessment and an Archaeological Desk Based Assessment. As such, the constraints of the site are clearly understood
by the site owner and the design team and the proposed figure of circa 65 dwellings is considered entirely appropriate and justifiable. Paragraph
117 of the NPPF stipulates that planning policies should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes, while safeguarding and
improving the environment. Furthermore, paragraph 122 makes it clear that planning policies should support development that makes efficient
use of land. Paragraph 123 also requires that where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs, it is
especially important that planning policies and decisions avoid homes being built at low densities and ensure that developments make optimal
use of the potential of each site. The resulting density from the parameters set down by the proposed changes to paragraph 5.67 would be 9.1
dwellings per hectare. Advocating such a low density is not consistent with the NPPF and would not reflect the development potential of the site.
The arbitrary figure of 45 dwellings is not supported by any evidence from Wiltshire Council and in other supporting documents that feed into the
Wiltshire Housing Sites Allocations Plan, the number of dwellings proposed has ranged from 45 up to 129, without any robust, consistent,
evidence-based assessment of the sites opportunities and constraints: [TABLE - REFER TO ATTACHMENT] The Wiltshire Core Strategy seeks
to deliver a minimum of 42,000 new homes across Wiltshire between 2006 and 2026, with at least 24,270 provided in the North and West
Wiltshire Housing Market Area (NWWHMA). The most recent Housing Land Supply Statement (March 2018), highlights that the average annual
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completions across the Plan period for the NWWHMA is currently 1,184 against an annual target of 1,237. Only 96% of the requirement has
been met since 2006. If Wiltshire is to meet its minimum housing need, policies must seek to maximise densities, taking into account site specific
factors. In the case of Church Lane, the significant technical work that has been undertaken provides confidence that the site could
accommodate a higher quantum of development than currently envisaged, without detriment to ecological, landscape or heritage assets.
Paragraph 5.67 should be amended to allow for upward flexibility and therefore a more appropriate density for the number of dwellings proposed.
In its current form, paragraph 5.67 is considered to be unsound, in that it is not justified, or consistent with national planning policy.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which Please give details of why you support or
evidence document this do not support the updates to the
representation relates to: associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents

(Please see Objective) 5126604

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the

Inspectors Report into the Future Notification that the Wiltshire

Wiltshire Housing Site Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
Allocations Plan has been formally adopted.

published.
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Comment

D 130

Consultee
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP
Person ID:

1138002

Agent
Heynes Planning
Person ID:

1138006

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC1

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION]

also be deleted.

PC1 the term Devizes Community Area is deleted. The word Remainder should

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 131

Consultee
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP
Person ID:

1138002

Agent
Heynes Planning
Person ID:

1138006

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC2

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION]

should also be deleted.

PC2 - the term Malmsbury Community Area is deleted. The word Remainder

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 132

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC3

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC3 we note that Table 4.1 has been updated through the PC which refers to
Annex A, Table 4.1. We also note that for the North and West Wiltshire HMA the figures for Developable Commitments, 2017 2026 has reduced
and the Minimum to be allocated figure has increased as set out in Annex A. The update is provided following the monitoring work that has been
undertaken since the publication of the pre-submission draft Plan. The evidence to support the change is found at Topic Paper 3 Housing Land
Supply Addendum (TOP/03C) and Topic Paper 4 Developing Plan Proposals TOP/04C). The Table is important as it sets out how many units
are required to be delivered via the allocations in the three HMAs. Noting that Trowbridge and Warminster are the focus for allocations in this
HMA (as set out at Table 4.2) then our previous views regarding the need to allocate sufficient land in the right places in and around Trowbridge
are of relevance. In this respect, the commentary at para. 3.6 in Topic Paper 3 states that there have been delays in delivery at key principal
settlements including Trowbridge. This reiterates the need to identify sufficient land that is actually going to deliver the minimum amount of
homes needed for the town. At para. 3.8 we note the reference to the significant number of large site permissions granted in the 2017 monitoring
year having bolstered supply. However there needs to be careful analysis of the ability of those sites to deliver development at the rates
anticipated noting the updated guidance in both the NPPF and PPG in relation to this point. Tables 3.3 and 3.4 within the Topic Paper needs to
be carefully assessed and reviewed accordingly to ensure that an adequate housing land supply can be demonstrated. The consequences of
the housing land supply position for each HMA is set out in paras. 3.14 to 3.16 and, in relation to the North and West HMA we support the
assertion (made at para. 3.15) regarding the need for additional allocations.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).
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Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 133

Consultee
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP
Person ID:

1138002

Agent
Heynes Planning
Person ID:

1138006

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC4

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION]

PC4 delete the words aim to in order to provide certainty of delivery;

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 134

Consultee
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP
Person ID:

1138002

Agent
Heynes Planning
Person ID:

1138006

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC32

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION]

PC32 we support the introduction of a word that allows for flexibility in delivery

but as the housing requirement is a minimum then that should be reflected in the number of dwellings coming forward on each site. Therefore,
the word Approximate should be deleted and Minimum inserted instead;

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 135 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC13 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 136 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC15 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 137 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC17 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 138 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC21 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 139 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC22 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 140 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC23 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 141 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC24 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

319




Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 142 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC26 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 143 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC55 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 144 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC56 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 145 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC57 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 146 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC58 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 147 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC59 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 148 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC60 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 149 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PCE1 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 150 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PCE2 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 151 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC63 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
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Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 152 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC64 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 153 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PCE5 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Future Notification that the Wiltshire
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 154 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PCE6 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
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Allocations Plan has been
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Future Notification that the Wiltshire
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 155 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PCE7 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 156 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PCES prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 157 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PCE9 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.

368



Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 158 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC70 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 159 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC71 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 160 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC72 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
WelbeckStrategic Lan Il LLP Heynes Planning Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 161 Person ID: Person ID: legally compliant
ID: .
1138002 1138006 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC73 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

[REFER TO ATTACHMENT FOR FULL REPRESENTATION] PC13, PC15, PC17, PC21, PC22, PC23, PC24, PC26, PC55 PC73 (inclusive) -
the changes identified relate to the provision of development in the North and West HMA and Trowbridge. We do not, at this part of our
representation, question any of the information put forward except in relation to the identification of the components of supply as those figures
impact upon the amount of land that is to be allocated. In this respect our comments at PC3 regarding the definition of a truly deliverable site and
its inclusion as a commitment needs to be carefully examined. The amendment to Table 4.7 confirms the latest position regarding housing land
supply in relation to each individual HMA. Again, careful analysis is required of the commitments and windfall allowance in order to establish that
those figures are robust. At PC25 a summary is provided of the six proposed allocations for Trowbridge in terms of the number of units that,
collectively, those allocations can provide. The figure of 1,050 reflects the amended totals identified in PC13 for four of the proposed allocations.
The Council/Inspector should be aware that we have not undertaken a rigorous assessment of each site. However, the changes proposed both
in relation to the amount of housing now required to be allocated for Trowbridge and the increase in capacity highlights a number of concerns.
First, the changes at PC25 and 26 explain that the shortfall in land supply is due to lack of delivery at Ashton Park (a strategic allocation in the
Core Strategy) and notwithstanding the changes to the capacity of four of the allocations, housing development will fall short of the Core Strategy
figure at an increased level (1,297 dwelling shortfall as opposed to 1,220 as originally identified). This demonstrates that the uncertainty around
delivery of Ashton Park is having a significant impact on the delivery at Trowbridge. The Council is suggesting that Ashton Park will deliver 1,250
post 2026 but the Ashton Park allocation is required in total to assist with meeting the housing requirement of 6,810 units to 2026. That being the
case, then the shortfall needs to be addressed with even greater urgency and that can only be achieved by properly planned growth that includes
a sufficient number of allocations that are capable of delivering the required number of units. The second point is that we note that the capacity of
four of the allocations has increased by 200 units which, in its own right, is not unacceptable if sufficient land that has the ability to properly
deliver development is being made to accommodate the additional number of units or there has been a practical re-evaluation of densities.
However, on the face of it, the increase in numbers suggests that the Council may be seeking to address the shortfall through squeezing units
out of sites. There is, however, an alternative strategy and that is to deliver further unconstrained sites such as that which is being promoted by
our Client. Land at Organpool Farm can deliver up to 100 units in a sustainable location when considering all of the site constraints. It is our view
that to overlook this site as a potential housing allocation to contribute to meeting the needs of the HMA is shortsighted, particularly owing to its
proximity to Trowbridge where the delivery of homes is being brought into question. The third point we wish to make is that it is noted that in
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respect of some of the allocations additional criteria have been added in terms of matters to be addressed to ensure delivery. A number of the
sites are in multiple ownership e.g. H2.1 now includes Council owned land. Clarification on whether this has been agreed for by the Councils
Estate Dept. or relevant Dept. is advised. Furthermore, the delivery of these sites could be impacted upon as there are significant constraints
relating to drainage and heritage assets in particular. We note that the Council has addressed these matters through the submission of evidence
to support the allocations. However, in our view there is a real danger that with there being complexities in relation to the delivery of these sites
that they may not realistically contribute towards meeting the housing requirement for Trowbridge. It is our suggestion that the Council should
identify further suitable sites so that they are futureproofing the Plan. If this does not happen then there is the potential for speculative planning
applications to arise creating a situation where plan led growth will not occur. Therefore, as stated earlier, we have reviewed the Plan having
regard to the tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF. The modifications do not overcome our concerns as previously stated
regarding the ability of the sites identified to make a real and genuine contribution to meeting the housing requirement identified in the Core
Strategy. The strategy for delivery of housing in the Plan is not effective noting that there are reasonable alternatives that can deliver and the
strategy has not been properly justified. We therefore object to the submitted Plan as proposed to be modified.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

5127061

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection
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Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site Yes
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been Yes

formally adopted.
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 162 1132344 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqm.ment.mg op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC3 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC3 provides an update ot Table 4.1 Housing Market Areas: Minimum to be allocated. As the Plan has already been submitted for Examination
(on the baiss of NPPF 2012) it is noted that for the purposes of Plan-making the housing land supply should be calculated in accordance wiih the
NPPF 2012 ( as recognised in paragraph 3.1 3.2 of Topic Paper 3 Housing Land Supply Addendum July 2018) according to paragraph 214 of
NPPF 2018. However, for the purposes of development management (ie the consideration of planning applications) the new NPPF 2018 applies
for the calculation of the housing land supply. Therefore as soon as the Plan is adopted the housing land supply will be different to that
considered through the local plan examination. It is noted that Topic Paper 3 sets out the before position ie it excludes the proposed
allocations. Table 3.4 of Topic Paper 3: Housing Land Supply Addendum identifies that the housing land supply position of the South Wiltshire
HMA will decline rapidly unless the emerging allocations are found to be sound, which cannot be guaranteed. Even when the allocations are
included in Topic Paper 4, Table 6.6, on the basis of the Councils assessment there is a only five year housing supply until the monitoring year of
2021. The amendments to Table 4.1 show that the minimum to be allocated has increased from 594 dwellings to 1,331 dwellings, reflecting the
reduction in supply of approximately 1,058 dwellings. It is noted that the strategic allocation of Churchfields, Salisbury is no longer included in the
supply as it is subject to significant delay and therefore is not included in the plan period to 2026. In addition we have questioned some of the
commitments, eg 200 homes at the Central Car Park site ( Salsibury). It is widely known that this site together with Churchfields have been long
standing allocations ( ref Wiltshire Core Strategy Core Policy 20). Similar to Churchfields, the Central Car Park is in commercial use with no
evidence or application coming forward to indicate its deliverability within the plan period. Pegasus continue to object to the inclusion of the
Central Car Park site of which 100 dwellings are anitcpated on the site in the plan period. Including this site as part of the developable
commitments is both misleading and contrary to paragraph 14 of the NPPF (2012), which states that local planning authorities should positively
seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area and should meet their objectively assessed needs. Furthermore, it is noted that
paragraph 6.2 of Topic Paper 4 July 2018 states that there is uncertainty as to whether the full number of units allocated at the Kings Gate,
Amesbury strategic allocation will be delivered. As a result there remains a residual requirement to be met in the South Wiltshire HMA and
significant uncertainty over those sites that are included in the deliverable supply. The Councils response is to propose a new allocation of 14
dwellings at The Yard, Salisbury, rely on an delivery at Fugglestone Red (a site with planning perimission) and the proposed allocation a
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Netherhampton Road, the anticpated delivery from these sites during the plan period is quesitoned. An objection is made to the deliverable
supply this is addressed in detail in response to PC15 and PC17.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 163

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
1132344 Person ID: legally compliant?
397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation

Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

PC4 . , , ,
Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC4 is the changes proposed to paragraph 4.2 to clarify that the figures in Table 4.1 do not include windfalls. The proposed changes to Table 4.1
( PC3) clearly show that the minmum to be allocated in the South Wiltshire HMA has increased by approximately 55%. Our objections to PC15
Table 4.7 have questioned the methodology for windfalls. An objection is made to the approach to windfalls which has deviated from the
approach in the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy. The approach in the Core Strategy was found sound, (but conservative) by the Inspector. The
Council are now using an approach which gives a higher figure and are relying on a greater number of large windfall sites than found sound by
the Inspector. In the adopted Core Strategy the Council relied upon Method 1 (as set out in the July 2014 HLSS) ie for South Wiltshire over 5
years the windfall allowance was 230 dwellings. The Council are now using Method 3 from the 2014 HLSS (now referred to as Method A) which
generates 330 dwellings over the 5 years. However, the consistent application of Method 3 / Method A shows how the number of windfalls has
decreased over time ie from 449 dwellings over 5 years to 330 dwellings over 5 years. This shows windfalls are declining and yet the Council
persist with a method which is totally reliant on historic trends of windfalls. The Council are also allocating sites, therefore the capactiy is reduced
for windfalls as these sites will come forward as allocations. This would suggest that the number of windfalls will be below the declining historic
trend. It is considered that going forward, for the remaining plan period that there is an over reliance on windfalls in the South Wiltshire HMA.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 164 1132344 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: -
397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

PC15

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC15 provides an update to Table 4.7 HMA housing land supply to reflect the latest housing land supply statement. The latest assessment of the
developable supply which is available is contained in the Wiltshire Housing Land Supply Statement Update March 2018 (HLSS) with a base date
of April 2017. The Councils latest evidence indicates that from April 2018 the Council are unable to demonstrate a five-year land supply against
the adopted requirement without the emerging allocations, this is based on NPPF 2012 which allows a far more permissive definition of a
deliverable site. Whilst this is acceptable as the Plan was submitted under the transition arrangments, once the Plan is adopted the assessment
of housing land supply will be subject to the new NPPF 2018 and the housing delivery test (the latter is to be published in November 2018).
NPPF 2018 fundamentally changes the assessment of deliverable supply, such that certain sources of supply should only be considered
deliverable where the Council provides clear evidence that the first completions will be achieved within five-years. We have undertaken an
assessment of the deliverable supply in accordance with NPPF 2012 and conclude that the Council is only able to demonstrate a deliverable
supply of 2,593 homes, which equates to a 4.20 year land supply rather than the figure of 5.7 years supply as suggested in amendments to
Table 4.8 (PC17). Given the figures in the adopted Wiltshire Core strategy are a minmum housing requirement and given that the housing land
supply as currently calculated is fragile towards the end of the plan period, and furthermore given the delay in the preparation of the Wiltshire
Core Strategy (it cannot be relied upon to address the shortfall) it is considered that a contingency should be included for the South Wiltshire
Housing Market Area. Land to the north of Old Sarum has been submitted to the Council, indeed this area (Longhedge) along with land at
Netherhampton was recognised in paragraph 5.112 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy ( adopted January 2015) as:- broad areas of search for future
development around Salisbury are mapped in Topic Paper 19 (see map Potential Areas for Strategic Growth in and around Salisbury/Wilton )
45, If further land is required in the future, sites at Netherhampton and additional growth at Longhedge should be considered as part of the
councils ongoing monitoring process. An objection has already been made to Policy H3.1 the inclusion of land at Nerthhamton Road for 640
dwellings and questioned the deliveralbity of the site in the plan period. It is noted that whilst in the Housing Site Allocations Plan, land at
Netherhampton Road, Salisbury is proposed in the Plan for 640 dwelllings, however, according to the HLSS March 2018, only 520 are envisage
to be delivered in the plan period and this is assuming a start date of 2021/22 with 40 dwellings in that year and thereafter 120 dwellings per
annum. Evidence Windfalls In our reps to PC4 we have questioned the windfall figure. As can be seen from page 113 of the Housing Land
Supply Statement, the number of windfall completions and permissions is highly variable (ranging between circa 40 and 170 dwellings per
annum in South Wiltshire). This is as a result of the influence of occasional large site windfalls which cause significant variation from the broadly
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consistent level of delivery of small site windfalls. The Council now simply assume that the historic average rates persist without evidence that
there is the capacity to sustain previous rates of large site windfall delivery. This means that exceptional windfall permissions (which will not be
replicated) become embedded in the trends which the Council relies upon in the future, even if there are no similarly sized potential sites which
could replicate that which has occurred. Such an approach cannot be sound. Saved Local Plan Allocations The Council continue to rely upon the
delivery of saved Local Plan allocations in the Table 4.7. Appendix 1 of the HLSS, March 2018 although the number of sites and the contribution
from those sites has reduced significantly as the Council have acknoweldged that the Churchfield site will not come forward until beyond the plan
period. There are still some saved local plan sites that are included: The saved local plan allocations from the South Wiltshire Local Plan are:
Bulbridge {45 dwellings} Salisbury District LP 2003 and carried forward to South Wiltshire Core Strategy (adopted 2012). Bulbridge this site is a
saved allocation from the Salisbury District Local Plan which was adopted in June 2003. In the intervening 15 years, no planning application has
been received for the development of this site. This record alone indicates that there is no realistic prospect of delivery according to the PPG (3-
020). This site is not subject to any planning application. Oldstock hospital {45 dwellings} this sites also dates from the Salisbury District Local
Plan and is not envisaged to delivery until 2022/23, some 20 years later from when it was allocated. Old Manor Hospital {9 dwellings} Salisbury
District LP 2003 and carried forward to South Wiltshire Core Strategy (adopted 2012). It was allocated for 80 dwellings. A full planning
permission has been granted for 71 dwellings (15/09465/FUL) and the remainder of the allocated area has gained permission or been built for
alternative uses (including care homes and a primary healthcare facility). There is therefore no remaining capacity for the residual 9 dwellings to
be built. However, the Council include these remaining 9 dwellings for which there is no capacity, and which is not the subject of detailed consent
within their deliverable supply. It can be concluded that these sites were allocated in June 2003 and saved again in February 2012. In the
interveninig years these sites have not delivered and as such they are unlikely to provide a reliable source of supply in the future. Proposed
Allocations It is evident from the HLSS March 2018 that the allocations comprise 173 dwellings of the deliveable supply for 2017-2022. Due to
the reliance on one large site and commitments, the housing land supply deteriorates towards 2022/23. (Table 4.8 PC 17). Housing Land Supply
There is a difference in the deliverable housing land supply from that set out in the Housing Land Supply Statement published March 2018 (base
date April 2017). Table 2 states that the deliverable supply 2017 2022 for South Wiltshire is 3,173 dwellings (this corresponds with Appendix 4 of
the HLSS) however, when compared to Table 6.5 in Topic Paper 4 July 2018, the figure for the deliverable supply is 3,187 dwellings. The
difference being 14 dwellings which is the proposed allocation: The Yard, Salisbury. For reasons set out above, eg question the reliance on
windfalls, the saved allocaitons and the deliverability of some of the proposed allocations, we do not believe the housing supply as set out in
Topic Paper 4. There remains no up-to-date housing trajectory to support the Proposed Changes.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.
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Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.
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Comment

D 165

Consultee

Person ID:

1132344

Agent
Pegasus Planning Group
Person ID:

397761

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC16

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Consistent with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC16 refers to paragraph 4.32 which is proposed to be updated to reflect the HLSS March 2018. The amended text states that for the supply
exceeds the five year requirement through to the end of the plan period for all years except for four in South Wiltshire HMA, and then states that
by then additional allocations will be included within the review of the Wiltshire Core Strategy. However, the Wiltshire Core Strategy is
significantly delayed. It is over twelve months since there was a consultation on the scoping of the Core Strategy Review and no further
consultation is envisaged until the latter part of 2019. Consequently, the Site Allocations Plan will not be able to rely upon the Wiltshire Core
Strategy to address the housing shortfall later in the plan period. Even based on the Councils assessment of housing land supply, the position
deteriorates in 2019/2020 onwards so that by 2022/23 the housing land supply is vunerable being only 5.14 years (PC17 Table 4.8). In order to
ensure that there is a five year housing land supply it is considered that a contingency site needs to be included in the plan ie land land north of
the Portway, Old Sarum which has previously been identified in the Wiltshire Core Strategy as an area suitable for additional growth.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment | 1132344 Person ID; legally compliant’
ID: -
397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC17 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC 17 relates to Table 4.8 HMA Five Year Housing Land Supply. Topic Paper 4 paragraph 6.6 acknowleges that a 5 year housing land supply
with a 5% buffer can only be demonstrated until 2021 and this is calculated on the basis of NPPF 2012 which takes a more permissive approach
to assessing deliverable sites. We have already made the point in representations to PC4 that once the Local Plan is adopted the method for the
calculation of housing land supply will change and therefore the position is not as robust as set out in Topic Paper 4 July 2018. Therefore it is
considered that the Plan should include a contingency site ie land north of the Portway, Old Sarum which is in the Longhedge area which was
acknowledged in the Adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy as if further land is required in the future, sites at Netherhampton and additional growth at
Longhedge should be considered as part of the councils ongoing monitoring process. (paragraph 5.112). Land at Netherhampton Road is
proposed in the Site Allocations Plan, but the allocation of 640 dwellings is not deliverable in the Plan period to 2026 ( approximately 120
dwellings are envisaged post 2026). This is set out in the Coucnils evidence base the HLASS published March 2018. Pegasus has already
submitted detailed objections on behalf of Dolphin Farms Ltd in September 2017 objecting to the Netherhampton Road site (Policy H3.1) and
promoting land north of the Portway, Old Sarum which has been assessed in the preparation of the Housing Site Allocaitons Plan. We have
objected to the Sustainability Appraisl of the site and provided evidence to support our objections when we responded to the consultation on the
Plan in September 2017. Our previous representations set out that land north of the Portway (SHLAA site S80) should be considered as a more
sustainable location for growth that can be delivered in the plan period, which would contribute to some of the housing provision on which Policy
H.3 is reliant and also in recognition that the housing land supply deteriorates through the plan period. The land to the north of the Portway is
well placed to accommodate growth in order to meet local housing needs and help sustain the new community at Old Sarum/Longhedge. We
have outlined in our previous representations that over a period of 10 years of so, the Local Planning Authority has developed a strategy which
has focussed development on Old Sarum, with the objective of creating a new community with a high level of self containment whilst having
good public transport links to the city centre. SHLAA site S80 is well located in relation to the mixed use developments at both sites. The south
western boundary adjoins the northern phases of housing with the Old Sarum development, including an area of parkland along approximately
half of the boundary. Its north western boundary adjoins the Longhedge development albeit that the adjoining area is also proposed for parkland.
Site 690 and the Longhedge are both contained by the Monarchs Way bridleway. The land is well related to the existing development with direct
access to the highway network and in single ownership. The land is available and a number of tecnical studies have been undertaken to inform
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the masterplaning of the site. These were submitted to the Council in September 2017 to support our representations on the Site Allocations

Draft Plan.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 167

Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Person ID: Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
1132344 Person ID: legally compliant?
397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is

unsound because it is not: Positively (1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

prepared: Justified: Effective; Consistent with national policy

Consistent with national policy?

pPC27

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC27 provides an update to Table 4.11 South Wiltshire HMA - distribution of housing development 2006-2026. It is noted that the developable
commitments includes the proposed allocations. The developable commitments has reduced from 3,833 dwellings to 2,970 dwellings, it is
considered that this figure should be reduced further to reflect the uncertainties surrounding the central car park site (even though only 100
dwelllings is included in the plan period at this site) and also to acknowledged the uncertainties in relation to the delivery of housing at Kings
Gate, Amesbury (paragraph 6.3 Topic Paper 4 July 2018). Based on the Councils figures the developable commtiments excluding proposed
allocaitons for Salisbury and Wilton are 2,226 (Table 2.3 Community Topic Area Paper Salisbury July 2018), allocations comprise:
Netherhampton Road reduced in the HLSS for the plan period to delivery 540 dwellings ( allocated for 620 dwellings) Hilltop Way 10 dwellings
North of Netherhampton Road 100 dwellings Land at Rowbarrow 100 dwellings The Yard 14 dwellings The total allocations proposed to delivery
in the plan period is 744 dwellings. Compared with the residual requirement of 866 for Salisbury and Wilton (Table 2.3 of the Communithy Topic
Paper July 2018 referred to above), leaving a shortfall which is to be met by windfalls in Salisbury and Wilton. We have critised the assumptions
for the windfall figure in our response to PC4. In view of our objections to the Housing Land Supply and our obejctions to the allocation of
Netherhampton Road ( the latter is set out in detail in response to the Draft Plan in September 2017) it is considered that the developable
commitments (which includes proposed allocations) should be increased to reflect the fact the overall housing requirement is a minimum
(indicative housing requirement and is therefore not a ceiling figure). The Council based on their own figures acknowledge that the surplus
amount possible over the indicative requirement for the plan eriod is modest even at face value . In view of the above there should be a
contingency site included in order to support/maintain the five year housing land supply and housing delivery across the plan period and support
the role of Salisbury as the Principal Settlement and focus for development in the HMA.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).
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document this
representation relates to:

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed

Person ID: Pegasus Planning Group Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment | o 1132344 Person ID: legally compliant?
ID: .
397761 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
tati terial ti i .. - .
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are cqmmen .|ng op_ls (1) Positively prepared: Justified; Effective:
unsound because it is not: Positively Consistent with national polic
Identify Proposed Change PC29 prepared; Justified; Effective; policy

Reference Number

Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC29 amends paragraph 4.64 to the effect that two allocations of over 500 dwellings provide a large source of supply . However, one of the
allocations was included in the Wiltshire Core Strategy ie Fuggleston Red and has planning permission and is continuing to be developed. The
other allocation is a proposed allocation at Netherhampton Road. The reliance on these two sites is significant. Of the proposed allocations in
the Salisbury Community Area ie 850 dwellings, the plan proposes 74% on one site at Netherhampton Road (Policy H3.1), which is not
envisaged to commence delivery until 2021/22 and then only 40 dwellings are anticipated. Thereafter, 120 dwellings are expected with the site
continuing to delivery post 2026 beyond the plan period. We have in our response to Policy H3.1 of the Draft Plan in September 2017 objected to
the site and outined our major concerns in respect of traffic, landscape, water supply and deliverabiliy. The proposed changes do no provide any
further information to support the proposed allocation of land at Netherhampton Road, (Site 1208) Policy H3.1. There is no evidence to indicate
that the development could come forward by overcoming the very real constraints and develop a comprehensive mixed use strategy within the
plan period. Furthermore, it is noted that both sites ie land to the north of Nerthhampton Road (Policy H3.3) and land at Netherhampton Road
(Policy H3.1) comprising proposed alllocations of 640 dwellings and 100 dwellings respectively are in the control of the same developer Bovis
Homes. The HLSS ( March 2018) indicates that both sites will start to deliver with 40 dwellings each in 2021/22 and then the following year 120
dwellings are expected from land at Netherhampton Road and 60 dwellings from land north of Netherhampton Road, ie 180 dwellings from Bovis
Homes in a year. Even on the basis of the Councils own evidence for a forthcoming inquiry the average that has been achieved on one site is
117 dwellings ( on land North, West and South of Bishopdown Farm - Barratt David Wilson). We remain of the view that the approach taken in
the Housing Site Allcoations Plan to allocate 74% of the Salisbury housing allocations in one location, with many unknown and unresolved
issues, risks a significant housing shortage in Salisbury within the plan period. By limiting the potential housing supply to one large site in
Salisbury, the plan conflicts with paragraph 14 of the NPPF which states that: Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with
sufficient flexibility to adapt to prapid change. Should sites S1028 and S1027 fail to deliver within the plan period, the Plan as currently
proposed does not allow for sufficient flexibility for an alternative, deliverable site to come forward in accordance with policy. It is considered that
the Plan should address this issue and a contingency site at land north of the Portway, Old Sarum should be included in the Plan, this site should
be allocated and can then support the five year housing land supply.
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Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 169

Consultee

Person ID:

1132344

Agent
Pegasus Planning Group
Person ID:

397761

Do you consider
the Proposed

Change to be ves
legally compliant?
Do you consider
the P d
e Propose No

Change to be
sound?

Identify subject of
representation

Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation
Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01)

Do you consider the consultation
material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively

Identify Proposed Change
Reference Number

PC31

prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy?

(1) Positively prepared; Justified; Effective;
Consistent with national policy

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think

the consultation material is

sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC31 amends paragraph 4.68 to reflect that the intention is that Fuggleston Red (instead of Churchfields) and the Netherhampton Road site will
deliver new homes alongside each other towards the end of the plan period. For reasons set out in response to the Proposed Changes this is not
considered to be a robust and effective strategy as the anticpated delivery per year from these sites is questionable. | refer to our previous
representations on Policy H3.1 which questioned the delivery from the Netherhampton Road site and also reference was made a report into the
delivery of urban extensions on behalf of Gladman Developments Limited in 2014 and the also the Savills study on behalf of Barrattt Homes in

2014. Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners produced a report Start to Finish

in Novmeber 2016 which also illustrates the long lead in times for

large sites, that on average it took 3.9 years lead in time for large sites prior to the submission of the first planning application. Pegasus remain
concerned that the sites that the Council rely upon will not delivery as set out in the housing trajectory.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Hallam Land Management/Velcourt Limited Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 170 Person ID: 1013209 legally compliant?
ID: -
1146294 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively Justified; Consistent with national policy
Identify Proposed Change PC99 prepared; Justified; Effective;
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

Hallam Land Management Limited (HLM) and Velcourt Limited object to PC99 on the basis that development encroaching above the 70 metre
contour would have an adverse effect on the approach and landscape setting of Salisbury along Netherhampton Road. In addition to the
landscape and setting concerns HLM and Velcourt raised at the Regulation 19 stage in their objection to Policy H3.1, the ability for built
development to encroach above the 70 metre contour would fail to have full regard to the Stage 4a Site Landscape Assessment whereby the
Capacity to Accommodate Change is Low and both the Magnitude of Effect on Landscape Character and Views are High Adverse. There is
limited, if any, logic to potentially increasing these visual and landscape adverse effects by pushing built development further up the slope.
HLM and Velcourt also find it somewhat curious that there are no comments similar to PC104 concerning the historic setting of Salisbury.

Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)
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Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Yes

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Consultee Agent Do you consider
the Proposed
Hallam Land Management/Velcourt Limited Person ID: Change to be Yes
iant?
Comment 171 Person ID: 1013209 legally compliant’
ID: -
1146294 Do you consider
the Proposed No
Change to be
sound?
Identify subject of Schedule of Proposed Changes - Consultation Do you consider the consultation
representation Document (September 2018) (EXAM/01) material you are commenting on is
unsound because it is not: Positively Justified; Consistent with national policy
Identify Proposed Change PC104 prepared; Justified; Effective;
Reference Number Consistent with national policy?

Please give details of why
you support or do not
support the consultation
material. Please let us
know whether you think
the consultation material is
sound and legally
compliant, and if not why
not

PC104 highlights the concerns raised by Hallam Land Management Limited (HLM) and Velcourt Limited to the suitability and appropriateness of
allocating land north of Netherhampton Road for housing development (Policy H3.3). By reason of the sensitivity of this site for the setting of
historic Salisbury, the heritage assessment should already have been undertaken to determine what the capacity of the land might be to
accommodate development (if at all). Indeed, the Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA - March 2018) has been published post the Regulation 19
version of the Local Plan rather than informing decisions about the principle and suitability of land to include in the Local Plan as allocations.
HLM and Velcourt consider that the belated preparation of the HIA is seeking to justify the allocation after a decision has been taken rather than
informing the assessment process. The HIA identifies the following which indicate the very real and significant harm development on land north
of Netherhampton Road would cause to important heritage assets: Historic Setting of Salisbury and the Cathedral The nature, scale
(particularly height and massing) and location of any development proposed on the site will be critical in determining precise levels of impact.
Nevertheless, it is likely that harm will occur as a consequence, interacting with the aesthetic value of the Cathedral and potentially reducing the
ability to appreciate the asset (and Salisbury) in its rural landscape and topographical setting. The communal values of the asset may also be
affected, although the extent to which the view is valued by the public is not clear. With regard to the Conservation Area, impact on this strategic
view could be held to directly conflict with the requirements of the Conservation Area Appraisal. Taking a precautionary approach, it is likely that
the effect would be at least medium-high given the importance of the asset and the sensitivity of this element of its setting to change.
(paragraph 9.19) It is unlikely that the effects of development could be entirely avoided or satisfactorily mitigated with regard to impacts on
strategic views. Development would therefore be very likely to conflict with the requirement to conserve strategic views set out in the City of
Salisbury Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (2014). (paragraph 9.24) Archaeological Matters While the significance of the
on-site archaeological assets is not anticipated to be of an order likely to completely constrain development, the presence of at least regionally
significant later prehistoric industrial activity in close association with putative settlement suggests that a precautionary approach is advisable.
(paragraph 9.21) These issues go to the very heart of the soundness of the proposed allocation and, if it were to be retained, what is this sites
real capacity is to accommodate built development without causing the significant harm to designated heritage assets as identified in the HIA.
For these reasons, HLM and Velcourt object to the inadequacy of PC104 to address the real heritage concerns associated with the land north of
Netherhampton Road.
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Please state which of the
Sustainability Appraisal
documents or Habitats
Regulation Assessment
document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
Sustainability Appraisal (September 2018)
or the Habitats Regulation Assessment
Addendum (September 2018).

Please state which
evidence document this
representation relates to:

Please give details of why you support or
do not support the updates to the
associated evidence documents.

Supporting documents
(Please see Objective)

Does your representation
relate to a previous one
you submitted at the pre-
submission stage or
previous consultation
stage. If so, has the
Council satisfied your
objection through the
proposed changes that
have been prepared?

No, the Proposed Change does not meet a previous objection

Notification that the
Inspectors Report into the
Wiltshire Housing Site
Allocations Plan has been
published.

Future Notification that the Wiltshire
Yes Housing Site Allocations Plan has been
formally adopted.

Yes
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Comment

D 172

Consultee
Halla