
 
Mr A Bidwell 
Development Services 
Salisbury District Council 
61 Wyndham Road 
Salisbury 
Wiltshire SP1 3AH 

14 January 2008 
 
Your ref: S/2007/2518 
Our ref: JP08/1401/SD/Sol 

 
 
Dear Mr Bidwell, 
 
Proposed Development:    Proposed construction of Regional Distribution 

Centre and associated infrastructure works 
including roads 

 
At:  Solstice Park, Boscombe Down, Amesbury, 

Salisbury SP4 7LJ 
 
Application Number:  S/2007/2518 
 
I am writing in response to your formal consultation on the above planning application 
dated 19 December 2007.  Thank you for consulting the South West of England 
Regional Development Agency (South West RDA) with regard to this development. 
 
 
Overview 
 
The South West RDA supports the proposed development subject to: 
 
• The District Council being satisfied that the proposed development will not 

have a deleterious effect on the range and choice of employment space 
available in the district to meet the needs of business. 

 
Salisbury district has seen relatively strong economic growth in recent years. ‘Spatial 
Implications – Place Matters’1, an annex to the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) 
2006–2015, identifies that the economy of Salisbury and its surrounding Travel To 
Work Area (TTWA) has the potential to grow by 13,600 jobs and £1.5Bn GVA 
between 2006 and 2026. This jobs potential has recently been reinforced and found 
to be “achievable” by the independent Panel who conducted the Examination in 
Public of the Regional Spatial Strategy2. 
 
Central to achieving the successful and competitive businesses that will drive the 
Salisbury area’s economy will be the provision of an appropriate supply of 
employment sites and premises to assist the district in meeting its full economic 
potential. The Spatial Annex to the RES recognises that Salisbury and its TTWA 
(which includes Amesbury) have a shortage of appropriate and deliverable 
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1 Available at:  
http://download.southwestrda.org.uk/file.asp?File=/res/general/spatial_annex.pdf  
2 Draft Regional Spatial Strategy Examination in Public Panel Report (December  
2007) para 4.11.14 
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employment space. Furthermore, evidence3 suggests that this is likely to continue 
over the coming twenty years. As such, the proposed regional distribution centre has 
the potential to help to deliver a key Strategic Objective identified in the RES, that 
being to promote successful and competitive businesses. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the evidence from regional and local sources suggests that 
around 10ha of land will be required for B8 storage and distribution uses in the 
Salisbury TTWA over the period 2006-2026. The proposed development clearly 
exceeds this quantum considerably, proposing around 22 ha (net). It also departs 
significantly from the approved Development Brief and Masterplan for the site as set 
out in the applicant’s Planning Statement. The District Council will need to be 
satisfied that this will not have a deleterious effect on the range and choice of 
employment land (B1, B2, B8 and non-B employment generating uses) required 
within the district to support the continued strong growth of its economy.    
 
 
Background 
 
The South West RDA’s response is set in the context of a strong planning policy 
framework identified in PPG4, draft PPS4, the Regional Spatial Strategy, Wiltshire 
and Swindon Structure Plan, the Salisbury Local Plan and emerging Local 
Development Framework and the South West RDA makes no further comment about 
this.  However the application has been assessed on the ability of the proposals to 
help deliver the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) and it is within this context that 
our response should be considered. 
 
 
Delivery of the Region’s Economic Strategy (RES) 2006-2015 
 
 
Strategic Objective SO1:  Successful and Competitive Businesses  
 
Regional Priority 1A:   Support Business Productivity 
Delivery Activity 1A.7:  Deliver sustainable sites and premises for business 

growth 
Confirmed activity:  Deliver a suitable supply of employment land and 

business premises to meet the needs of new or 
growing businesses at the market rate. 

 
 
The RES Delivery Framework 2006-09 identifies the provision of a suitable supply of 
employment space to meet the needs of new or growing businesses as central to the 
achievement of more competitive and successful businesses in the South West.  
Furthermore, ‘Spatial Implications – Place Matters’, an annex to the RES, indicates 
that a lack of employment land could pose a challenge to Salisbury meeting its full 
economic potential in the future.  
 
Research by Roger Tym and Partners4  states that in the Salisbury Travel To Work 
Area (TTWA); ‘Both in terms of inward investment and retention of existing 
businesses the lack of available employment land is a key issue’. The South West 
RDA therefore supports measures to address the recognised shortfall in employment 
land supply relative to forecast demand. As such, the proposed regional distribution 
centre will contribute significantly to the provision of employment space in the 
Salisbury TTWA and the region.  
 
                                                      
3 DTZ (Jan 2007) ‘The Demand and Supply of Employment Land, Sites and Premises in South West 
England. 
4 ‘The Spatial Implications of Economic Potential in the South West’ (May 2006) 

 



 
In this vein, the South West RDA welcomes the inclusion within the applicant’s 
environmental statement of an analysis of the socio-economic issues related to the 
proposed regional distribution centre at Solstice Park. This includes, for example, 
estimates that the proposals will generate some 1,200 direct jobs together with a 
potential additional 400 jobs due to multiplier effects on local employment. It also 
reflects the significant job growth potential in the Salisbury TTWA identified in the 
RES (at least 13,600 jobs by 2026) and recently endorsed as achievable by the 
independent Panel scrutinising the Regional Spatial Strategy2. 
 
Research undertaken at the regional level3 translates these job growth forecasts into 
employment land requirements, and usefully disaggregates land requirements into 
broad type of space under the categories of office, other business space, warehouse 
and ‘non-B’ uses. This identifies that for Salisbury TTWA, 10 hectares of land are 
likely to be required for warehouse uses between 2006 and 2026. These findings are 
reinforced by the Salisbury District Employment Land Review (April 2007) which finds 
that 9 – 10 ha of land will be required for B8 storage and distribution uses in the 
Salisbury District in the period to 2026. This translates to a total of around 39,000sqm. 
Notably, it also finds that over half of the total employment land supply in the district 
will be required for B1 office uses to support the growth in service sectors.   
 
The proposed regional distribution centre, in providing around 22 ha net of land 
(around 88,000 sqm) for warehousing, considerably exceeds these forecast 
requirements. Moreover it represents a significant proportion of the overall Solstice 
Park scheme (over one third of the land area) and as such departs considerably from 
the approved Development Brief and Masterplan for the site. The District Council 
needs to fully understand the implications of this and will need to be satisfied that it 
will not have a deleterious effect on the range and choice of employment land (B1, 
B2, B8 and non-B employment generating uses) required within the district to support 
the continued strong growth of the local economy.    
 
 
Should you wish to discuss this matter further please do not hesitate to contact me or 
Pat Steward, Head of Planning and Transport. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
  
 
 
Jessica Potter 
Planning Adviser 
 
Direct Line: 01392 229367 
E-Mail: Jessica.Potter@southwestrda.org.uk
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Judy Howles
Area Development Manager
Development Services
Wiltshire Council
61 Wyndham Road
Salisbury
SP1 3AH

Salisbury Campaign for Better Transport
3 Hadrians Close

Salisbury
SP2 9NN 

July 6th 2009

Dear Ms Howles

Re: Solstice Park Planning Application, Ref: S/2009/0794

Salisbury Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Salisbury Transport 2000) wish to object to 
the above planning application for a Regional Distribution Centre (RDC) at Solstice Park 
Amesbury. We submitted an objection to the previous planning application – S/2007/2518 – and 
there is nothing in this revised planning application which causes us to alter our views. 

Summary reasons for objection
Our objection is on the following grounds:
Traffic
 Following the cancellation of the Highways Agency A303 Stonehenge scheme the emerging 

South West Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) no longer supports dualling of the A303 and this 
is a material consideration in the determination of this planning application. 

 The traffic modelling used for the outline planning permission assumed that dualling of the 
A303 would occur. The situation where Solstice Park was fully operational with no 
improvements at Countess roundabout and westwards was never modelled. With hindsight 
A303 improvements should have been a condition of the original outline consent, but this did 
not happen.

 The Highways Agency should be taking the cancellation of A303 improvements into account 
in their response, however they do not appear to be considering the impact on the strategic
road network without dualling in place. 

 Predicted queue length at Countess and Longbarrow roundabouts has not been supplied 
(noting that the Highways Agency identified in 2003 that queue length could be up to 60 
vehicles at Longbarrow, 70 at Countess, in the summer peak).

 Traffic modelling has failed to give a full picture of the situation with the latest proposals e.g. 
Andover Airport RDC, Stonehenge Visitor Centre and closure of A344/A303 junction.

 No consideration has been given to where HGVs might be able to park up on the A303 
(noting that supplier vehicles may need to arrive at the RDC during a specific time window).

 There would be additional traffic, especially HGV traffic, on other unsuitable roads locally and 
around the district including Porton Road. 

 There are no strategic lorry routes running south from the A303 in Wiltshire so HGVs would 
inevitably be using routes which are not suitable.

 There would be further congestion in and around Salisbury and elsewhere in Wiltshire.  
 There is no detail of how the ‘routing agreement’ proposed will work, or be enforced, 

including such fundamental points as whether it can be applied to supplier vehicles. Given 
the congested nature of the A303 at certain times this agreement would not in any case 
prevent other non-RDC traffic diverting along local roads when the A303 is congested or 
blocked.
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 This location for a RDC would be bringing a very large number of HGVs onto the A303 which 
would not otherwise be there. 

 Comparisons with a ‘reference case’ which would generate more traffic (though only about 
1/3rd of the volume of HGVs), does not mention that other business types would be able to 
make much more use of green travel planning to minimise vehicle use & road congestion. A 
business whose raison d’etre is the generation of lorry movements clearly has much more 
limited scope to reduce transport impacts. 

Development Plan Policy
 This development is not in accordance with the Development Plan currently in force and this 

level of B8 (Storage & Distribution) usage is far in excess of that which the district is deemed 
to need. The Robert Wiseman Dairy distribution centre now being built at Solstice Park 
(planning application S/2008/1113) – will provide sufficient employment of this type for 
Amesbury.  

 The development is contrary to the Stonehenge Management Plan since it increases the 
impact of traffic in the World Heritage site, with an estimated additional 655 HGVs a day 
crossing the WHS from this development alone. 

 The policy in the structure plan to dual the A303 no longer applies following the cancellation 
of the Stonehenge scheme and the updates in the RSS.

Government Guidance
 This development is contrary to PPG4 since it would add unacceptably to congestion.
In combination assessment of impact on River Avon SAC
 Both construction and operation phases of the proposed RDC require an assessment of the 

impact on the River Avon SAC to take account of the in combination effects with other 
developments. There is no evidence that this has been undertaken. 

We conclude that there are numerous reasons why this planning application should be refused, 
the prime points being that there is already sufficient B8 development taking place at Solstice 
Park and the scale of the RDC development proposed in S/2009/0794 is totally unacceptable 
given the cancellation of plans to dual/improve the A303 and the need to protect the Stonehenge 
World Heritage site from the impact of traffic. 

Detailed grounds for objection
The details of our concerns are given below: 

1. Traffic
1.1  A303 

Background and current situation
Historically, one of the factors which led to the siting of Solstice Park on the A303 was the 
expectation that this road corridor to the South West would be upgraded to dual 
carriageway.  

When SWARMMS (the London to South West and South Wales Multi-Modal Study) 
reported in May 2002 one of its recommendations was for “a significantly upgraded A303 
road corridor (to dual carriageway standard from M3 to Cornwall…)”.1 Dualling at 
Stonehenge was accepted as a premise by this Study - “… Government has previously 
decided to progress the section between Amesbury and Wylye (including Stonehenge) to 
dual carriageway standard.”2

However following years of development and a public inquiry, in the light of cost estimates 
which had risen to £540 million and after a review of the options, the decision was taken 
in December 2007 to cancel the A303 improvement scheme at Stonehenge. This had 
implications further down the corridor where work on the A303/A358 South Petherton to 
M5 Taunton scheme was put on hold “while the implications of the decision to cancel the 
A303 Stonehenge Improvement Scheme are considered by the Department for Transport 

1 SWARMMS Corridor Plan: London – Exeter Final Report, May 2002, GOSW/Halcrow, para 2.4.1
2 SWARMMS Corridor Plan: London – Exeter Final Report, May 2002, GOSW/Halcrow, para 5.3.3
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and the South West Region in the context of the wider strategy for improving the 
A303/A358 route corridor”.3

In effect the strategy proposed for the SW Corridor in SWARMMS is now unachievable, a 
conclusion which is underlined by the report into the Examination in Public of the SW 
Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). This has recommended that the reference to the 
achievement of dual carriageway standard for the whole A303 route be deleted.4

Traffic assumptions for the outline planning consent
In the Traffic Impact Assessment carried out in 1999 for the proposed development at 
what was then called ‘Folly Bottom, Amesbury’ it was made clear that the traffic model 
prepared by Mott MacDonald had assumed that improvements would be made to the 
A303 west of Countess roundabout, and that Countess roundabout itself would be fully 
grade separated as part of this scheme.5

The Highways Agency in 1999 noted that Salisbury District Council had expressed 
concerns that the ‘Folly Bottom’ (now Solstice Park) junction would be in place before 
improvements had occurred at Countess roundabout. As a consequence the Highways 
Agency carried out some further analysis of what they termed the ‘interim position’ where 
the Folly Bottom junction was operational and the Countess junction improvement was 
not.6 This modelling only modelled Countess Roundabout delays with 50% development 
at Solstice Park, the comment being made that "Hence the progression of employment 
development at Folly Bottom within the timescales assumed it is unlikely to cause 
capacity difficulty at Countess Roundabout junction prior to programmed grade-
separation." (our highlighting). The Highways Agency’s all-ways Solstice Park junction 
was progressed with a £10 million investment by the Solstice Park developers and was 
completed in summer 2004.7

With the benefit of hindsight, the dependency on A303 improvements should have been 
built into the outline planning permission. However it can only be assumed that such was 
the degree of confidence in the A303 Stonehenge Improvement Project at the time this 
was not considered necessary. 

Highways Agency’s position
The Highways Agency’s response to the previous planning application (S/2007/2518) said 
that they were ‘content that the proposed development will have no adverse impact on the 
Strategic Road network’8. However officers in Development Control will be aware that, 
when pressed on this point, the Highways Agency revised their position to state rather 
that “… the Transport Assessment submitted in support of this application did not 
consider the effect on the Countess and Longbarrow roundabouts. This was not 
considered necessary and the Highways Agency has not undertaken this work ….Whilst 
the Highways Agency would wish to minimise the impact of traffic on the Stonehenge 
World Heritage site it cannot frustrate development that has been through the planning 
process”9. 

The Highways Agency response to this current planning application similarly states that 
‘the proposed B8 usage will have no material impact on the A303 at Countess’ and that 
‘the proposed development will have no material impact on the safe and effective 

3 see http://www.highways.gov.uk/roads/projects/14075.aspx
4 Draft Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West, Examination in Public, Report of the Panel December 2007, para 
5.52
5 Addendum to Transportation Impact Assessment for Land at Folly Bottom, Amesbury, Sept 1999, Peter Finlayson 
Associates PLC, para 2.3
6 Letter from Highways Agency to Salisbury District Council 17 Nov 1999, HA Ref: U 167/442
7 http://www.solsticepark.com/park/background_info.html
8 Letter from Highways Agency to Salisbury District Council 7/1/2008
9 Letter from Highways Agency to Salisbury Campaign for Better Transport 17/3/2008, copied to SDC Development 
Control and available on the website for planning application S/2007/2518

http://www.highways.gov.uk/roads/projects/14075.aspx
http://www.solsticepark.com/park/background_info.html
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operation of the Strategic Road Network’10. It is difficult to see on what logical grounds 
this conclusion is based since, as has been pointed out above, the Traffic Impact 
Assessment which underpins the outline consent was based on road improvements which 
have now been cancelled.

The Highways Agency have previously expressed concerns about the capacity of the 
A303 on the single carriageway section past Stonehenge and at Countess and 
Longbarrow roundabouts. See for example the following:  

“In the summer, principally at weekends, traffic builds up along this section of the A303
and is often at a standstill. Residents of Winterbourne Stoke suffer from the A303 running 
through the village. On average, between 22,000 and 33,000 vehicles, many of which are 
large lorries, travel along the road each day. This is more than a single carriageway road 
can cope with satisfactorily, so queues are a regular and predictable sight. Congestion is 
inconvenient, but traffic accidents are the other inevitable outcome of roads under stress. 
There are accident blackspots on the approaches to Winterbourne Stoke and at the 
junction with the A344 at Stonehenge Bottom.”11

At the Stonehenge A303 public inquiry in 2004 the traffic and economics evidence 
presented by the Highways Agency stated that ‘During surveys undertaken in August 
2003, queues of up to 60 vehicles were observed for westbound traffic approaching 
Longbarrow Crossroads, whilst at Countess Roundabout, queues in excess of 70 vehicles 
for westbound traffic were observed at peak times.’12

A more recent report from the Highways Agency specifically refers to “two particular 
junctions on the A303 (Longbarrow Crossroads and Countess Roundabout) where 
congestion is a material factor” and refers to “the congestion problems that will arise 
along this section of the A303 as a result of the general growth in traffic”. 13

Our understanding of Circular DfT 2/07 ‘Planning and the Strategic Road Network’ is that 
the Highways Agency should have undertaken a full assessment process on this proposal 
since, due to the cancellation of the Stonehenge improvement scheme, there has been a 
material change from what is proposed in the current Development Plan. The Highways 
Agency do not seem to have done this, they seem instead prepared to rubber-stamp this 
development, without requiring an up to date traffic assessment, as if their plans for 
dualling the A303 were still in place. 

New information in the Transport Assessment
The information provided in the Transport Assessment which purports to show the 
potential impact of the RDC on the A303/A345 Countess and A303/A360 Longbarrow 
roundabouts in fact does nothing of the sort. An exercise has been undertaken whereby a 
traffic turning count was undertaken in a Friday pm peak in Feb 2009 and this is then 
used to predict the percentage impact of the RDC (Transport Assessment paras 3.19 –
3.20, 7.6 – 7.10 and Appendix B). 

However the value of this is somewhat limited as (i) a February count (even factored up 
by 1.05) is not likely to be representative of the volumes of traffic on this road at other 
times of the year given that this road is a seasonal tourist route and (ii) the exercise has 
taken no account of consented and committed development at Solstice Park or at 
Boscombe Down which would increase background flows and reduce the percentage 
impact of the RDC. This is allegedly ‘to take the worst case’ (!) since this gives a higher 
percentage figure for the influence of the RDC. What of course it does not do is give any 

10 Letter from Highways Agency to Wiltshire Council 29.6.2009, HA Ref: 004/001/004015
11 A303 Stonehenge Improvement Explanation of the Scheme and Non-Technical Summary of the Environmental
Statement, Highways Agency, June 2003.
12 Highways Agency, A303 Stonehenge Improvement, Public Inquiries, Traffic & Economics Summary, presented on 
behalf of the Highways Agency by TWA Arnold, para 2.4
13 A303 Stonehenge Improvement – Scheme Review Partial Solutions – A303/A344 Junction Clouse, Highways 
Agency, September 2007
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indication of the queue lengths which might result at Countess or Longbarrow 
roundabouts, noting (see above) that the Highways Agency identified in 2003 that queue 
length could be up to 60 vehicles at Longbarrow, 70 at Countess, in the summer peak.   
Clearly the predicted queue length at peak hours with all committed developments 
factored in would be a rather more meaningful statistic than the ‘worst case’ % increase 
which the developers have proffered. 

Requirement for traffic modelling to take account of latest development proposals
The traffic modelling which should be undertaken needs to consider the combined impact 
of all the developments which will affect the A303. This will include:
 Latest proposals for Stonehenge Visitor Centre at Airmans Corner and closure of 

A344 junction (which will add to traffic on the Longbarrow roundabout).
 The proposals for a Regional Distribution Centre at Andover Airfield, some 10 miles to 

the east of Solstice Park, which will also add to traffic on the A303. 

HGV parking areas – there seems to have been no consideration given as to where 
HGVs destined for the proposed RDC may park up for driver’s rest breaks. It is 
understood that the usual procedure at a distribution centre is that suppliers have a 
narrow time window in which to deliver and supplier parking may not be allowed on the 
distribution centre premises outside their delivery window, 

Members of the “STOP” Alliance in Andover conducted a survey of parking along the 
A303 in 2008 and a summary of their results was as follows: 

“The A303 from the end of the M3 (J8) to Stonehenge (approximately 60 miles) 
was examined both eastbound and westbound. There are 15 lay-bys in each 
direction. The eastbound carriageway provides approximately 52 HGV spaces, 
and the westbound carriageway approximately 48 spaces for HGVs.
The survey was carried out during March 2008 between 1900 hrs and 2100 hrs 

by two teams. At this period the Countess Service station near Amesbury had 10 
HGVs tightly packed in. Solstice Park, Amesbury, had approximately 36 HGVs 
parked around the incomplete development. The teams carrying out the survey 
live around Andover and are regular users of the A303 and it is a matter of their 
common observation that the lay-bys are very often filled with HGV.” [Supplied by 
STOP Alliance].

Parking alongside the A303 is limited and many of the existing lay-bys are not separated 
from the carriageway. Some are on hills which makes the exit speed onto the carriageway 
very slow for HGVs. There appear to be no facilities for drivers such as lavatories or even 
basic information on the area and the parking is not secured or lit. If HGVs turn off the 
A303 to find somewhere to pull over for a rest they are likely to be on totally unsuitable 
narrow roads.

No consideration seems to have been given to the additional HGV parking which would 
be needed in the area should this proposal go ahead, and a shortfall on parking spaces 
will result in lorries parking in inappropriate locations.  

1.2 Other traffic impacts
Porton Road
The potential impact on Porton Road is most concerning, since this is an unsuitable road 
for HGV movements given its narrow width and going as it does through residential areas. 
HGV usage of this road would rise considerably even if the proposed routing agreement 
restricts numbers of HGVs going to/from the proposed RDC which would use this road 
(see concerns re routing agreement in 1.3 below). Even if there could be enforcement 
such that only 10 HGVs from the RDC were allowed to use this route between 11p.m. and 
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7 a.m. Table 7.2 in the Transport Assessment shows that this would more than double the 
overnight HGVs on the road, based on the observed overnight HGV count in Feb 2009.

The quote from the developers that Figure 7.1 of Manual for Streets shows that two HGVs 
with a width of 2.55 metres can pass within a carriageway 5.5 metres wide is misleading –
the caption to Figure 7.1 states that the widths shown “are not necessarily 
recommendations”14. Also the maximum width for refrigerated vehicles increased to 2.6 
metres in 198615, and the width quoted does not take account of wing mirrors.  

Other routes
The Wiltshire HGV route network supplied as Appendix E of the Transport Assessment 
shows that there are no strategic lorry routes south of the A303 within Wiltshire (both the 
A350 and A36 south of the A303 being marked as local lorry routes). It seems unlikely 
that a recommendation for HGV drivers to use the A34/M3/M27 in journeys to/from the 
south coast would be followed - a journey between Solstice Park and Bournemouth via 
A303/A34/M3/M27 would double mileage and fuel costs compared to the journey via 
A345/A36/A338. Going via A303/A350 would add perhaps 60% to mileage, and this 
option would add to traffic on Countess Roundabout and on the single carriageway 
stretch of the A303 past Stonehenge and through Winterbourne Stoke. The A303/A350 
option to the south would also have traffic implications for the A350 e.g. on the villages 
between Shaftesbury & Blandford. 

Impact on Salisbury
HGV traffic heading south from this development by the shortest route would join the 
A345 and enter Salisbury on Castle Road. Presumably the majority of this traffic would 
then head for the A338 Downton Road or the A354 Blandford Road. The consequences 
of further traffic on the approach to Castle Road roundabout, Salisbury Ring Road and 
Harnham Gyratory need to be assessed. Additional traffic would lead to increases in 
queues and delays on the Ring Road, encouraging more traffic to cut though the city 
centre. HGVs in particular will add to the levels of noise and air pollution, making the 
roads more unpleasant and causing additional safety problems for pedestrians and 
cyclists. There is no way of knowing whether the developer’s traffic predictions, or their 
reassurances about the willingness of HGV drivers to take longer routes than they have 
to, will be proved correct. Both the rising cost of fuel and increasing congestion on the 
A303 at Countess Roundabout and Stonehenge are likely to lead to more, not less, traffic 
taking the shortest route south. Traffic impacts could very well be significantly worse than 
stated and the developer has not even begun to consider the impacts across the wider 
area.

1.3 Routing Agreement
The previous planning application suggested that 15% of HGVs accessing the site – an 
estimated 218 in a 24 hour period – would use Porton Road. We are now being told that 
this will be restricted to 80 (TA para 6.32), because of a ‘routing agreement’. However this 
does raise the issue that more traffic may travel down the A360 to Salisbury, coming 
through town on the Devizes Road. This will cause significant noise, safety and pollution 
problems to those who live in this part of Salisbury.   

There is not enough detail provided about the routing agreement in paragraph 5.19 and 
6.30 – 6.32 to answer the following questions:
 How is the routing agreement to be enforced? 
 Who will pay for whatever technology is required? 

14 Department for Transport Manual for Streets, 2007, p.79
15 See response to House of Commons written answer for 11.2.1997 (pt 11) available at 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199697/cmhansrd/vo970211/text/70211w11.htm

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199697/cmhansrd/vo970211/text/70211w11.htm
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 What will the penalties be for infringement?
 In the absence of a named end user what guarantees are there that any routing 

agreement will remain in place once a specific user comes forward?
 Will controls apply to all HGVs going to and from the RDC, or only to those which are 

under the control of the site occupant? (i.e. will supplier vehicles be exempt). The 
following communication from Tesco's Corporate Affairs Manager to Test Valley 
Borough Councillors in relation the planning application for a Tesco’s distribution 
centre at Andover Airfield explains the problem: 

“The issue: Tesco have explained previously that we have no explicit control over 
the routeing of our third party suppliers' vehicles, the majority of the vehicles which 
will be making deliveries to (not from) the proposed Distribution Centre. 
Approximately 300 different hauliers and/or local suppliers will supply a facility 
such as that proposed.

Our contracts with suppliers do not and cannot govern the routeing of their 
preferred hauliers to the proposed site. The issue is often that these suppliers or 
hauliers are en route between different customers located throughout the country. 
i.e. a local supplier or haulier may deliver to us, then to another company's 
distribution centre such as Morrisons or ASDA that is quickest to get to on barred 
routes. How would this be controlled, what would we do, who is responsible?

Our suggested solution: We can use our reasonable endeavours to guide, 
recommend and propose the routeing that supplier vehicles take to the proposed 
site, which will work in most instances. But we cannot dictate routeing. Should 
Tesco or any other business be held responsible for another company's 
actions?”16

Even if HGVs going to/from the RDC can be persuaded to adhere to a routing agreement 
there will be others caught in the likely congestion on the A303 who may be persuaded to 
take alternative routes. Satellite navigation systems will doubtless suggest routes along 
Porton Road and others in the district, something which local residents already perceive 
to be a problem.

1.4 Existing or additional traffic?
The Transport Assessment says that “…few of these HGVs will be new trips to/from new 
markets in the south west. Rather, it gives the opportunity to rationalise and improve the 
efficiency of businesses taking advantage of the location of Solstice Park adjacent to the 
strategic road network, and to capture HGV movements which are already on the 
strategic highway network.” (Transport Assessment, para 7.4, underlining in original text).  
A note on traffic modelling from PFA Consulting (who are responsible for the Transport 
Assessment) put it even more strongly “..the nature of the RDC is that the majority of 
HGVs are likely to be already on the highway network in the vicinity of the site ….”17 . 

However HGVs for one particular supermarket/store will not be on the A303 as even a 
cursory check of any possible users would show. For example, Asda currently has 
distribution centres in the South of England at Dartford, Erith, Bedford, Bristol, Chepstow 
and Didcot18. The South West and South Coast markets which might potentially be 
served by a distribution centre at Amesbury would currently presumably be served by 
Bristol (located close to the M5) and Didcot (close to the A34). Only those lorries which 
were coming from or serving locations on the A303 would chose to use the A303. Any 
hints that the HGV traffic which would come with a distribution centre is already on the 
A303 is plainly nonsense. 

16 Extract from letter from Tesco Corporate Affairs Manager to Test Valley Borough Councillors Reproduced on Sir 
George Young MP’s website 18.10.08 http://www.sirgeorgeyoung.org.uk/news/Cnewsitem.cfm?newsid=3364
17 Notes on HGVs associated with ‘Reference Case’, PFA Consulting, 5.3.2008
18 See http://www.asda.jobs/all-about/locations/distribution_locations.html
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1.5 Reference Case
The Planning statement and Transport Assessment make much of the point that a 
hypothetical ‘reference case’ would generate more traffic than the scenario where this 
RDC development goes ahead. This argument does not stand up to scrutiny for the 
following reasons:
 New residential developments and non-B8 business usages are amenable to green 

travel planning measures to minimise vehicle usage. A distribution centre which is not
located near a railway line is inevitably going to be dependent on road transport.

 The emphasis is on comparing peak hour flows (the same data being repeated in 
Tables 6.2, 7.1 and 9.3). This is an area where an RDC comes off relatively well, 
since there is less of a peak for HGV flows than there is for other business types. 

 Whilst the hypothetical reference case results in more traffic overall, there would be 
less predicted HGVs than for the RDC. The net effect of the RDC, according to Table 
6.8, is that there will be 3160 fewer car journeys per 24 hour day, and 909 more HGV 
movements. Even if this is accurate (see the point above re green travel planning) it 
is still debatable whether 3.5 cars are preferable to 1 HGV or vice versa. In terms of 
factors such as weight and fuel emissions one HGV has a considerably greater 
impact than 3.5 cars.

2. Development Plan Policy
2.1 Scale and type of development

This development would be contrary to the Development Plan currently in force, because 
of its size. The Forward Planning department of Salisbury District Council therefore raised 
a policy objection to the previous application S/2007/2518. The development of such a 
large warehousing/distribution facility on Zone D of the site – which was originally zoned
for ‘Major User and Headquarter facilities’ – is also contrary to the Solstice Park 
Masterplan. 

The South West Regional Development Agency commented in its response to the 
previous planning application S/2007/2518 that ‘the District Council will need to be 
satisfied that this will not have a deleterious effect on the range and choice of 
employment land (B1, B2, B8 and non-B employment generating uses) required within 
the district to support the continued strong growth of its economy’19. SWRDA also note 
that it is predicted that around 10 hectares of land will be required for B8 storage & 
distribution uses in the Salisbury TTWA over the period 2006-2026 and that the proposed 
development exceeds this quantum considerably at around 22 ha (net), as well as 
significantly departing from the approved Development Plan and Masterplan for the site. 

The approval of the Robert Wiseman Dairy distribution centre in Solstice Park on 
19.9.2008 will of course strengthen the grounds which the SWRDA have suggested for 
refusal in relation to the previous planning application S/2007/2518. Planning application 
S/2008/1113 covers the details of a distribution centre which, according to the Design and 
Access statement, would occupy 3.8 hectares of the overall 65 hectare Solstice park 
site20. This allocation – in Zone A of Solstice Park which is the area furthest from housing 
which was intended for Industrial/Distribution uses – is predicted to provide some 264 
jobs including drivers21. This is sufficient for this type of employment use in Solstice Park, 
and is in accordance with the Masterplan for the site. 

19 Letter from Jessica Potter, Planning Advisor, South West RDA to Development Control SDC, 14.1.2008
20 Regional Dairy Distribution Centre, Design and Access statement, see documents for planning application 
S/2008/1113. The figure given is 9.4 hectares, but this is clearly wrong for a portion of the 20 acre (8 ha) Zone A – it is 
presumed the land area is 9.4 acres.
21 Solstice Park Planning Statement, Appendix 2, Tables showing progress of development at Solstice Park 
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2.2 Impact on the Stonehenge World Heritage Site
A revised Stonehenge Management Plan was published in January 2009. The previous 
Management Plan was adopted by Salisbury District Council as Supplementary Planning 
Guidance and it is anticipated that the relevant parts of this Management Plan may be 
similarly adopted by the local authority as a Supplementary Planning Document. The 
latest Stonehenge Management Plan has an aim (Aim 5) to reduce the impacts of roads 
and traffic on the Outstanding Universal Value of the WHS and to improve sustainable 
access to the Site. 

This current planning application predicts more traffic on the A303 west of Amesbury than 
the previous application due to the routing arrangements which try to restrict HGV 
numbers on more unsuitable roads. It is now predicted that 45.5% of HGVs, some 655 
HGVs per day, will cross the WHS compared to 545 HGVs per day in the previous 
application. This is a significant increase in the noisiest, damaging and most polluting type 
of vehicle within the World Heritage Site and we consider that the application should be 
refused on these grounds.

2.3 Removal of Stonehenge A303 scheme from development plan
The Stonehenge A303 improvement has been a longstanding aspiration in the District 
and this forms part of the current Development Plan. Policy T12 of the adopted Wiltshire 
Structure Plan states that: 
“Improvement to enhance the strategic network will be progressed to support other 

policies in the structure plan and the local transport plans. 
(1) the following trunk road schemes are proposed for construction: A303 Stonehenge (to 
include the Winterbourne Stoke Bypass and a flyover at Countess Roundabout)…”22

The cancellation of the Stonehenge A303 improvement in effect removes this policy from 
the development plan. The correct response by the planning authorities is to consider 
what other policies within the development plan might need to be reviewed, with some 
urgency, in the light of this change. The suitability of Solstice Park for usage such as B8 
(Storage/Distribution) which puts a high volume of HGVs onto the road network would be 
one item for immediate consideration. 

3. Government Guidance
PPG4 (Industrial, Commercial Development and Small Firms) advises local authorities to 
discourage new development “where it would be likely to add unacceptably to 
congestion”. In the light of the cancellation of the Stonehenge A303 scheme we would 
dispute the applicant’s statement that the application complies with PPG4 in this respect. 
No transport assessment has been provided which shows the extent of congestion which 
would occur on the strategic road network.

4. In combination assessment of impact on River Avon SAC
It has been recognised that the considerable development which is planned around 
Amesbury will require ‘a demanding and complex appropriate assessment of the plans 
alone and in combination with each other’23. Both construction and operation phases of 
the proposed RDC require an assessment of the impact on the River Avon SAC to take 
account of the in combination effects with other developments, noting that the traffic and 
run-off from the A303 will be one of the aspects to be considered.

Conclusions
We ask Wiltshire Council to take note of the wholly exceptional circumstances in which we now 
find ourselves following cancellation in December 2007 of the A303 improvements which had 

22 Wiltshire & Swindon Structure Plan 2016 http://www.wiltshire.gov.uk/structureplan2016.pdf
23 English Nature 2003 River Avon SAC Conservation Strategy (e.g. Appendix G Development Schemes), available 
from http://www.english-nature.org.uk/lifeinukrivers/strategies/Avon/avon.html

http://wiltshire.gov.uk/structureplan2016.pdf
http://nature.org.uk/lifeinukrivers/strategies/Avon/avon.html
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been planned for Stonehenge and the subsequent removal of the aspiration to dual the A303 
from the emerging Regional Spatial Strategy. It would be both irresponsible and inappropriate to 
grant permission for further B8-type usage alongside the A303 at this point in time.  

With the approval of the Robert Wiseman Distribution Centre at Solstice Park an appropriate 
level of Storage and Distribution usage for the site is now secured. Amesbury deserves a better 
and more highly skilled range of job opportunities than this further RDC could supply, and the 
proximity to housing and the constraints of the current road network make this a totally 
inappropriate site for such a large-scale development. 

We trust that Wiltshire Council will take these views into account when determining this planning 
application.

Yours sincerely

Margaret Willmot
Salisbury Campaign for Better Transport  












































