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hangars. Provision of associated access, including the 

construction of new points of vehicles access to the surrounding 

highways network, car parking and connections to the 

surrounding footpath and cycle networks. Green infrastructure 

provision, including open space, play space, recreational 

footpaths, cycle paths and landscape enhancement areas; the 

provision of above and below ground utilities, including a 

sustainable urban drainage system. Associated vegetation 

removal, ground modification and engineering works 

Applicant Mr Grenville Hodge 

Town/Parish Council LAVERSTOCK 

Ward LAVERSTOCK, FORD AND OLD SARUM 

Grid Ref 415237  133537 

Type of application Outline Planning 

Case Officer  Richard Hughes 

 
Reason for the application being considered by Committee  
 
Following a protected period of discussions and negotiations, the applicant has chosen to 
exercise their right to appeal against non-determination of the application. This means that 
the Council no longer has the powers to formally determine the application, as this power 
now rests with the Planning Inspectorate. The matter is scheduled to be considered at a 
Public Inquiry later in the year. The views of the committee on the application are now 
sought to enable the Council to make its case to the Inspector.  
 
 



 
 
1. Purpose of Report 
 
As the applicants have appealed against the non-determination of the application, this report 
is intended to outline to Members the issues and outstanding matters surrounding the 
application, and to seek Members views on how they would have determined the application 
if they had retained the powers to do so. The report below outlines the issues and reasons 
for refusal officers consider form the basis for a defence of the appeal. Following Members 
consideration of this report, and depending on the outcome, officers will then defend the 
Council’s position at the appeal.  
 

 
2. Report Summary 
 

1. Principle and Policy issues 
2. Design and impact on surrounding area/heritage assets 
3. Impact on residential amenity 
4. Impact on highway systems 
5. Impact on ecology 
6. Archaeology issues 
7. Drainage and flooding issues 
8. S106 and viability matters 
 

Laverstock and Ford Parish - Objects as the proposal does not accord with policy, 
lack of community involvement, no regard to the Conservation Area.  
 
Salisbury City Council – Object due to the impact of the scheme on the Conservation Area, 
Air Quality, and highways matters. 
 

 
Winterbourne Parish Council – Object to the application with reasons being congestion, 

perceived destruction of wildlife, inadequate infrastructure in the locality. 

Third parties - 452 letters have been received, raising various concerns and issues, 

regarding the impact of the development on the surrounding area and the airfield itself (see 

later section of report). A petition with 1500 names and comments has also been received. 

 
3. Site Description 
 
The site is located to the north of Salisbury and is located wholly within Laverstock and Ford 
ward. It is positioned between The Portway A338 Road (running along the north western 
boundary of the site) from which the airfield and other commercial uses are accessed, and 
the “C class” Roman Road, which bounds the site to the south.  
 
The application site encompasses Old Sarum Airfield and associated airfield buildings and 
hangers, and also a disused squash court building, and a rifle firing range, which remains in 
use. The three hangars are Grade II listed buildings, and the whole airfield site is located 
within a Conservation Area. The majority of the site contains open grassland. A grass airstrip 
is located in the centre of the site. The airfield dates originally from World War 1 and was 
operated by the Ministry of Defence until the early 1980’s, when it became a 
commercial/civilian airfield. 
 



Some of the buildings within the red line of the application site and immediately adjacent to 
the airfield operated buildings are more modern commercial uses and industrial buildings, 
not associated with the operation of the airfield (known as Sarum Business Park). 
 

 
 

The location of the site 
 

 
Site Context  



To the north east of the site runs Green Lane, a restricted Byway. To the north and north 
west are a number of commercial and industrial buildings, and beyond a growing area of 
housing (Old Sarum and Longhedge). To the south-west is located the Old Sarum Ancient 
Monument and its associated Conservation Area, and to the immediate south east, the site 
is bounded by the settlement of Ford, and Roman Road. Beyond that to the south is the 
growing area of housing known as Hampton Park and its associated Country Park. 
 
4. Planning History 
 
The site has been the subject of numerous planning applications/works including a number 
of mobile and small scale buildings and different uses since the early 1980’s. For brevity only 
the most pertinent and relevant have been listed below:  
 
S/2004/0243 Certificate of lawful use - Use of land & buildings as an airfield for light 

aircraft storage, repair maintenance & refuelling, together with ancillary 
offices & restaurants  

 
S/1981/1043         Change of use of airfield to light industrial use and civilian airfield 
 
 
Notwithstanding the various applications at the airfield, the land surrounding the airfield has 
been the subject of significant development in recent years, and in particular the following: 
 
16/00048/FUL      Revised Country Park design, at land adjacent to Hampton Park, Salisbury 
S/2009/1943        500 Dwellings and new Country Park, Hampton Park, Salisbury 
 
S/2005/0211       Outline consent for housing, commercial, local centre, retail and community 
uses at Old Sarum, the Portway (followed by various reserved matters and applications for 
additional housing) 
 
13/00673       Outline consent for 673 dwellings, commercial uses, local centre and 
community facilities, at Longhedge, adjacent Old Sarum (reserved matters app no. 
15/07253/REM) 
 
Other applications of interest 
  
S/2011/0437      Change of use to Aviation Museum 

S/2008/0670  Erection of stone memorial near Hangar 3 

13/01292/FUL  Change of use from B1/B8 to D1 museum 

16/02069/FUL  Replace squash courts with studio, demolish unused squash courts 
and construction of new gym/studio  

 
5. The Proposal 
 
The current application is in outline form only, with only access details provided in detail. 
Other matters such as design, scale and layout and landscape are therefore indicative only 
and would need to be approved via a future reserved matters or other similar full application. 
The scheme is accompanied by an Environmental Statement, which covers multiple issues, 
as well as other separate supporting documents such as a Conservation Master Plan, a 
Development Masterplan, a Design Code document, a Transport Assessment as well other 
ancillary documents covering archaeology, ecology, noise and vibration, aircraft safety, and 
a business plan. These are referred to in the relevant sections of the following report. 
 



The application site is divided into 3 distinct areas of development. Over the duration of the 
application process, the applicant has adjusted the scheme, and it now includes the 
following works: 
 
 

 
 
 
5.1 Area A – On land to the north west of the airstrip and existing commercial buildings it is 
proposed to construct up to 302 dwellings, including two new access points of the adjacent 
Portway road system. This area also contains road access to the adjacent Area B. These 
works involve the removal of some existing planting including along the Portway, plus 
replacement landscaping. 
 
5.2 Area B – This area is located directly to the south east of the existing hangers and other 
commercial buildings. It is proposed to construct 6 hanger buildings (the initial residential 
accommodation within these has now been deleted from the application). Furthermore, a 
new Aviation building would be constructed, which would include a replacement control 
tower, together with a replacement cafe and restaurant, and house a museum of flying, 
together with several meeting rooms and ancillary spaces. A building is also proposed for 
the use as an Archive of flying history. New planting is proposed between these buildings 
and existing commercial buildings, together with new access roads and associated parking. 
 
5.3 Area C – It is proposed to erect up to 160 dwellings to the immediate north west of Ford 
settlement, between Green Lane and the Roman Road, with vehicular access off the Roman 
Road. This area would include new planting/landscaping, including along the southern 
boundary of the application site adjacent to the Roman Road. There are also suggested 
highways works. 
 
Additionally, to facilitate the above developments, the existing grass airstrip would be 
relocated 50 metres to the south of its current alignment, and extended. 
 
It is proposed to remove some existing structures which are regarded as “clutter” in front of 
the existing listed hangers, and to make general improvements to the site, including 
interpretation boards, and to allow public access to and through the site. One of the 
dilapidated listed Hangars would also be repaired. 



 
These matters are examined in more detail in the sections below. 
 
6. Relevant Planning Policy 

For the purposes of this application, the following policies are considered most relevant: 

6.1 National Planning Guidance 

NPPF, NPPG 

Central Government Aviation Policy Framework guidance 2013 

Central Government General Aviation Strategy document 2015 

Noise Policy Statement for England 2010 

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed building and Conservation area) Act 1990 states that the 
local planning authority has a duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving 
the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 
possesses. 
 
Section 72 of the Planning (Listed building and Conservation area) Act 1990 states that the 
local planning authority has a duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving 
and enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. 
 

6.2 Wiltshire Core strategy policies 

CP1 & CP2 – Settlement strategy and housing provision 
CP3 – Infrastructure requirements 
CP20 – Spatial Strategy for Salisbury Community Area 
CP23 – Spatial Strategy South Wiltshire Community Area 
CP25 - Old Sarum Airfield 
CP38 & 39 – Leisure and tourism 
CP43 – Affordable Housing 
CP49 – Provision of local facilities 
CP50, 51, 52 – Landscape, Green infrastructure and ecology 
CP55 – Air Quality 
CP56 – Contaminated Land 
CP57 – Design and amenity 
CP58 – Conservation of the historic environment 
CP61 to 64 - Transport and Development 
CP67 – Flood Risk 
CP69 – River Avon SAC 

 
Saved policies D8 (public art), R2 (open space) 

Adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance “Creating Places” 

Salisbury City Conservation Area Appraisal adopted 2014 

Policy WCS 6 of the Wiltshire Council Waste Core Strategy 

Wiltshire Council Air Quality DPD 



Wiltshire Council Planning Obligations DPD 

7. Consultation response (summaries) 

Wiltshire Council Conservation – Object due to the significant harm caused by the 

scheme on the heritage assets  

Wiltshire Council Spatial Planning - Core Policy 25 is explicit in what new development 

needs to be assessed against, including the production of a Master Plan developed in 

partnership with various key stakeholders.  Officers need to be satisfied that the application 

and its supporting evidence complies with the policy.  

Wiltshire Council Environmental Protection – Object to the scheme on noise grounds 

(see amenity section of report)  

Wiltshire Council Highways  -  Area A & B acceptable, subject to suitable contributions to 

sustainable transport initiative, but object to Area C in terms of its proposed access onto 

Roman Road and the subsequent impact of traffic onto this narrow road, which will also 

impact on pedestrian and cycle safety. 

Wiltshire Council  Open space - Object, until additional financial contributions required for 

impacts of dwellings on play space and equipment provision are provided via a S106.  

Wiltshire Council Housing – Object, until 40 percent affordable housing provided in line 

with Policy CP43, unless viability assessment indicates that a lesser provision is required. 

Wiltshire Council Education – Objection until financial contributions for primary and 

secondary provision, and early years provision have been secured via a S106 

Wiltshire Council archaeology - No objections subject to suitable mitigation and 

management, and a suitable condition. 

Wiltshire Council Waste and Recycling - No objections subject to waste and recycling 

contributions in line with policy as part of a legal agreement.  

Wiltshire Council Public Art officer – Object unless a financial Contribution towards public 

art is provided 

Wiltshire Council Urban Design – Object due to poor design and layout issues 

Wiltshire Council  Drainage – Conditions required to secure suitable foul and surface water 

drainage 

Wiltshire Police (Design Advisor) – Object to the proposed layout as it shows a lack of 

defensible space, poor parking arrangements distant from the dwelling, restricted 

surveillance, and excessive permeability, contrary to national and local policies. 

Wiltshire Fire and Rescue. - Contribution required towards fire and rescue infrastructure, 

plus general advice provided. 

Historic England - Historic England objects to this scheme, in its current form, as we are 

unconvinced that this proposal will allow for a sympathetic and compatible new development 

on the airfield’s perimeter that can deliver a sustainable future for the listed hangars, and will 



not cause major damage to the setting of the nearby scheduled hillfort of Old Sarum, 

together with harming the character and appearance of the Old Sarum Airfield Conservation 

Area. 

The Core Policy accepts some form of development at the airfield, within certain 
parameters (in addition to being compliant with national policy and guidance) and on 
the basis that it delivers certain benefits. We do not believe that the current proposals 
fully meet those policies or that it has been demonstrated that the possible harm to the 
historic environment has been minimised. We recognise the need for investment in the 
historic fabric on the site, and welcome the desire to provide a sustainable future for 
continued flying from the site. 

Natural England - No objection either development options, satisfied that proposals will not 

adversely affect the integrity of the River Avon SAC, SSSI. Welcomes proposals for 

enhancement of biodiversity which should be conditioned. Recommends the planting 

scheme for the Community open space (option A) include elements to enhance the site for 

butterflies. Provision for nesting swifts is included in the scheme. 

Environment Agency - No objection, subject to conditions related to land contamination, 

groundwater protection, surface water management and water efficiency 

Wessex Water - Guidance provided regards drainage matters. Recommends that condition 

be imposed requesting a foul and surface water drainage strategy. 

Highways England - No objections subject to a financial contribution towards improvements 

to traffic light system on Castle Road Roundabout and those works coming into operation 

prior to the development. 

MoD – No safeguarding issues 

CAA - The housing structures shown in the elevation plan do not present any hazard to civil 
aviation as en‐route obstructions. However, check any safeguarding maps lodged with the 

Council to identify any aerodrome specific safeguarding issues. In all cases, responsibility for 
aerodrome safeguarding rests with the aerodrome operator/ licensee, not the CAA. 
 

8.0 Third Parties/Publicity 

Salisbury City Council Object for the following reasons (Summary): 

Impact on Old Sarum Conservation Area 
 

 The revisions to the planning application address some points which have been 
raised by consultees, for example a reduction in house numbers from 310 to 302 in 
Area A is proposed so key views between Old Sarum and the airfield can be 
retained.  However this fails to address the significant concerns in respect of 
conservation, design and landscape issues which have been raised:  

 

 Concerns have been expressed about restrictions on the flying activity at Old Sarum 
should the proposed housing development go ahead. This would be contrary to the 
provisions of Core Policy 23, which says development will only be permitted if it 
retains and safeguards flying activities from the airfield.  There would be a concern, 
should flying be curtailed or cease altogether, that this would impact on other local 
industries and businesses.  This would be contrary to Core Policy 20, where Old 



Sarum is considered to be a Principal Employment Area which will be supported in 
accordance with Core Policy 35.  

 
Green Travel Plan 
 

 Area C of the development in particular is poorly served by public transport, and in the 
amended planning application there are no steps to address this.  

 There are high levels of parking provided: the application form indicates 1403, which is 
1253 spaces more than currently at the site (this will presumably have reduced 
marginally in the revised application). Research has shown that the more parking there is 
provided by a new development, the higher the household car ownership level.  
Furthermore developments with more parking produce more car travel since people who 
own cars use them. 

 
Air Quality Issues 
 

 The issue of traffic congestion on the A345 and the air quality issues which would 
result both on that corridor and elsewhere in Salisbury has not been satisfactorily 
addressed in the revised planning application. 

 

 Significant additional traffic will be generated by this development in combination with 
other developments on this corridor which are already consented (at Old Sarum and 
Longhedge) so it seems inevitable that the delays and congestion which are already 
a problem on Castle Road will get worse when the traffic from this development is 
added. 

 

 A ‘sizeable impact’ in traffic terms at this roundabout is going to lead to increased 
congestion on this roundabout, and there are no plans to install MOVA here.  A 
worsening of the air quality in this part of the AQMA seems inevitable.  

 

 

Laverstock and Ford Parish Council – Object for the following reasons: 

 The plans for the airfield would lead to a massive overdevelopment  for 

the northern part of the Laverstock and Ford Parish. 

 

 The Parish Council understands and fully supports the aspiration to 
continue flying at Old Sarum Airfield.  What is proposed within the 

Planning Application is overdevelopment in the extreme and ignores 
the views of the majority of the residents within the Parish. 

 

 It will destroy the character of this historic asset and goes against 
the rationale for conferring Conservation Area status on a 

priceless WW1 flying field. 

 

 The level of development proposed far exceeds that required to 

'preserve and enhance' the Conservation Area and thereby the 

Airfield. There is almost no information provided on (1) the Capital 

Investment required for renovating/enhancing the airfield or (2) the 

income streams required to secure the long-term future of the site, 

which might convince the Parish Council to the contrary. 

 



 Community involvement – issues with the process 
carried out by the applicant 

 

 Impact on A345 and surrounding systems may not be 
addressed by the solutions put forward by highways 

england 

 

 Local Roads and traffic – concern about impact on 

roman road and Green Lane, pedestrian accessibility 
and safety, as there is a history of accidents in the area 

 

 Noise – aircraft and pistol range. Whilst encouraging to 

note that most of the housing will not be subject to 
excessive noise, it is not acceptable for the remainder of 
dwellings to exceed the recommended levels, and some 
dwellings should be removed from the plan. 

 

 Density and magnitude – the development of Area A is 
too high a density and does not accord with the 
surrounding area. 462 houses is gross 

overdevelopment 

 

 Viability – will the airfield be viable even if the proposed 

development goes ahead ? 

 

 Infrastructure to support the size of development 

remains inadequate 

 

 Draft Conservation Management Area Plan is not 

acceptable – an adopted CAMP must be in place before 
any new development can be permitted 

 

Winterbourne PC - Object to the application with reasons being congestion, perceived 

destruction of wildlife, inadequate infrastructure in the locality. 

Third Parties - The Council’s record system indicates that a petition with 1500 names and 

comments has been submitted, and some 452 letters/correspondence (some from the same 

parties and regarding the amended plans), raising various concerns and issues regarding 

the impact of the development on the surrounding area and the airfield itself. The issues 

raised include:. 

 Sets precedent for further development north of Salisbury  

 Results in over development/ over population  

 Less sensitive alternative sites are available  

 Unacceptable density proposed  

 Site is not a strategic housing allocation  

 No need for housing in the area  

 Benefits will not outweigh harm  

 Cumulative impacts of developments in area  

 Housing mix inappropriate  



 Airport would still be viable with fewer homes  

 Noise complaints from new residents will lead to a cessation of flying  

 Long term operation of the airport will be threatened  

 Owner intends to develop the whole airfield  

 Parachute school will cease  

 Flights will be unable to operate safely in constrained area  

 Stated intention to ensure flying for next 100 years not substantiated with evidence  

 Reduced capacity to host special events  

 Lack of costings information provided  

 Alternative income/funding streams have not been considered  

 Development of business park ignored  

 Justification on the basis of viability not material to the application  

 Enabling Development element of the proposal should meet Historic England advice  

 Loss of employment  

 No justification for how flying will be sustained provided  

 New licence will be required when development is completed – details unknown  

 Clear business case needs to be presented  

 Voluntary reduction in flying activities by 40% as existing demonstrates agenda  

 Noise, pollution and safety concerns will lead to closure  

 Harmful to aviation heritage/ conservation area/ listed buildings  

 Harmful to setting of Old Sarum SM  

 Perimeter of airfield is valuable to its character and will be destroyed  

 Timetable/ funding related to heritage improvements/ protection not provided  

 Grass airfield should be preserved as it is a rare surviving example  

 Archaeological finds have not been considered  

 Urbanisation of Roman Road unacceptable  

 PPG has altered since submission, so principle of allocation is affected  

 Existing road infrastructure inadequate  

 Highways improvements proposed insufficient  

 Adverse impact on A345/ journeys to Salisbury  

 Additional traffic in Ford unacceptable  

 Safety and pollution concerns  

 Congestion will lead to loss of tourism income  

 Impact on Green Lane unacceptable  

 Cumulative highways effects have not been considered  

 Lack of alternatives to private car – unsustainable  

 Car sharing should be encouraged  

 Roads are prone to flooding in Ford  

 Pedestrian routes are inappropriate  

 Impact of delivery vehicle traffic  

 Harm to views from Old Sarum Scheduled Ancient Monument 

 Impact on views out of the airfield  

 Destruction of semi-rural character of the Parish  

 Coalescence  

 Impact on views from the air  

 Impact on distinctive landscape character  

 Impact on views from top of Salisbury cathedral  



 Loss of open space/ green fields/ countryside/ recreational space/ agricultural land  

 Loss of strategic gap/ buffer  

 Loss of green belt  

 Urban sprawl  

 Develop brownfield first  

 Harm to wildlife/ ecology  

 Loss of wildlife corridor  

 Loss of unimproved grassland habitat  

 Impact of Equinox noise and vibration 

 Impact of flying – with risk of airport closing  

 Impact of traffic  

 Noise attenuation in proposed dwellings unacceptable  

 Impact of construction  

 Adequacy of noise survey  

 Impact of shooting range and complaints leading to closure  

 Restricting flying will enable the Council to control noise  

 Uncertain that sufficient mitigation will be secured as part of any permission  

 Impact on infrastructure  

 Inadequate infrastructure improvements  

 Need for affordable housing  

 Lack of capacity in local schools  

 No local employment  

 Lack of health facilities  

 Lack of shops  

 Lack of public transport  

 Impact on character/ identity of Ford  

 Impact on Ford’s infrastructure  

 Will lead to coalescence of settlements  

 Impact on light and privacy  

 Reduction of safe land area, particularly relevant as airfield is used for training  

 Safety concerns associated with additional traffic  

 Reduction in size of parachutist drop zone  

 Impact on potential for air displays due to encroachment of development  

 Highways safety concerns  

 Proximity of shooting range   

 Inadequate engagement  

 Views of community disregarded  

 Too few neighbours consulted  

 Developer’s questionnaire was confusing  

 Existing flooding not adequately considered  

 Development will exacerbate flooding elsewhere  

 Capacity of drainage network  

 Roads prone to flooding  

 Sewage Capacity and flooding/drainage issues in Ford and Green Lane  

 Proposal will not create significant employment  

 Impact on tourism  

 Submission of separate applications for each development parcel  



 Adequacy of CAA response  

 Consideration of MoD covenants  

 Inconsistency in planning process and information submitted  
 
The above responses contained the following comments from various groups: 
 
Old Sarum Residents association - Objection (Summary) 
 

 This housing will put significant pressure on a small area with very poor infrastructure 

 The roads will be gridlocked and put pressure on Ford, which is already used as a rat 

run, and has no footways and is prone to flooding. 

 Will exacerbate existing drainage and flooding issues 

 The public consultation was not well done 

 The proposed development is not sympathetic to the historic airfield and the 

character of the site will alter 

 Will create a precedent for further development of the area 

 Will residents of new houses be safe so close to the airfield runway 

  

Salisbury Civic Society - strongly objects to the current proposal for the following reasons 

(summary): 

 Impact on Conservation Area & setting of Old Sarum- The historic airfield would be 
squeezed to an unacceptable extent by this proposal & it would lose both its unique 
character & identity. Furthermore, the scale of development would have an adverse 
visual impact on views from Old Sarum, & into & out of the Conservation Area. In 
addition, there would be an adverse impact on the rural character of Green Lane to 
the north of Manor Farm Road & on the area to the west of the property known as 
‘Green Acres’ on the Ford road. 

 
 

 Layout & Design- majority of the development is very banal any-place suburban & is 
hardly appropriate here in this special historic environment. Residential hangars are 
shown along the existing development frontage. This approach would hide/screen 
the existing buildings & the distinctive ‘clutter’ of a working airfield & is not considered 
enhancement & would encroach onto the airfield itself & detract from the qualities of 
this historic site. 

 

 Whilst the sketch elevations in this outline proposal includes some potentially 
interesting sketch designs for the living hangars where residents could park their own 
plane, the majority of the development proposals are again very banal suburban in 
style when there are clearly opportunities for a much more innovative approach 

 
 

 Landscape & Planting- The proposed planting would offer some screening effect in 
due course & assist with integration; there is also an acknowledgement of the Roman 
road in the layout, but there appears to be nothing that marks it out as a special or 



imaginative landscape solution that picks up on the open & spacious qualities of this 
unique landscape & the important views both out of & into the Conservation Area.  

 

 Furthermore, there is no indication that any consideration has been given to 
identifying off site planting opportunities in order to overcome the issues of visual 
impact, impact on local amenities including noise, & impact on the historic character 
of the airfield itself in a way that is appropriate & will make a positive contribution to 
the character & quality of this area. 

 

 Impact on Local Amenities- Rather than enhancing the historic environment  & 
protecting the amenity of existing residents as required by the Core Strategy, 
spreading out the development in the way proposed means that future residents will 
be very dependent on their cars because it is harder to connect with existing service 
provision such as shops, schools & the Park & Ride facility. The scale of 
development would also have an unacceptable impact on the local road 
infrastructure in the area & on traffic & air quality particularly in Castle Road. There is 
a danger that the increase in housing close to the airfield could lead to an increase in 
noise & safety considerations which could lead to pressures for more restrictions on 
its use & ultimately the closure of the airfield. 

 

 Other Points- It is important to find ways to ensure the windfall gain from any housing 
development is guaranteed to secure the future of the airfield, its historic hangers & 
appropriate enhancement of the Conservation Area. 

 

CPRE (summary) 

 Purpose - new facilities and benefits for the community - of the 13 listed there are 
only 3 that “might be” of some interest to the community: 

 
- Restaurant 
- Fast Food Café 
- Recreational walking and cycling routes 

 

 Despite the primary purpose being the airfield, there appears above, and in other 
parts of the substantial documentation, ill-judged and ill-conceived attempts to 
persuade us that the aim is to produce an integrated airfield community with huge 
benefits to all and sundry, including the surrounding community (though this is ill-
defined), and indeed the whole of Salisbury. 

 

 Heritage - Placing a large housing development in very prominent places visible from 
the Scheduled Monument and from many other parts of the surrounding landscape 
could hardly be described as “screening”. 

 

 Access - we have to express concern that developers seem frequently to insist that 
the introduction of large numbers of extra vehicles will have no or minimal impact on 
the road network.  

 

 Flooding – although the application area itself is a low risk flood area, the valley in 
which sits the village of Ford frequently floods. The construction of 470 houses and 
associated facilities (roads, etc), no matter how carefully done will inevitably mean an 
increased danger of flooding in the Ford area. This is unacceptable 

 



 Business Plan – there is no business plan for the airfield development and it is 
therefore difficult to see whether all the works proposed in Scheme B will eventually 
fulfil the purpose of extending the life and vitality of the airfield. This is unsound 

 

 Facilities - Old Sarum has few facilities, apart from a school. With the current and 
consented growth for Old Sarum, the imposition of masses of extra housing should 
not be allowed until this lack is rectified. 

 

 Ford – the building of 160 new houses right next to Ford begs the question as to 
whether they are part of Ford, to which they will be contiguous, or of Old Sarum from 
which they are somewhat distant. And this construction would also remove the green 
barrier between the village of Ford and the outlying suburbs of Salisbury, a 
separation which has been respected for many years. The 160 new houses would 
double the size of Ford and place a sudden and unacceptable burden on this 
community contrary to Core Strategy policies regarding the protection of communities 

 

 Employment – the Core Strategy stresses in numerous places that employment and 
housing should be developed together.  

 

 Key principle – There is no employment development proposed with this application. 
Indeed the number of employees currently working on the airfield site is deemed to 
remain the same. This is contrary to the Core Strategy 

 

 Other – there are other variances from Core Policies in the Wiltshire Core Strategy 
as instanced by the Parish Council and serious allegations of a lack of full and proper 
community involvement also detailed by the Parish Council.  

 New application should have been submitted  

 This is three applications that should have been considered separately 

 Lack of community involvement 

 Changes to Area B have made this part less acceptable 

 Concerns about the future viability of the airfield 
 
 
Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership - Object (Summary) 
 
 
Impact on Historic Airfield, Landscape Setting and Strategic Gap 
 

 The amount of development proposed, particularly for Areas A and C would impinge 
on the historic airfield and Conservation Area to an unacceptable extent and 
jeopardize the distinctive character that is derived from the open and spacious 
qualities of the landscape and the stunning views both out of and into the 
Conservation Area. 

 

 The proposed development, particularly for Area A, would have an adverse and 
intrusive impact on views from the Ancient Monument of Old Sarum and would also 
affect views into and out of the Airfield Conservation Area.Development on the scale 
proposed around the edges of the airfield would impinge on the integrity of the 
strategic gap and green buffer zone to an unacceptable extent. 

 
 
Proposals for Mitigation 
 



 Core Policy 25 requires a landscape-led approach to the development of this site and 
clearly states the need for high quality landscape improvement to mitigate the visual 
impacts.  

 It is difficult to see what is ‘high quality’ about the landscape proposals being put 
forward. As they stand as they are not dissimilar to schemes in the existing housing 
areas at Old Sarum.  

 The proposed planting would offer some screening effect in due course and assist 
with integration over time; there is also some acknowledgement of the Roman road in 
the layout, but there appears to be nothing that marks it out as a special or innovative 
landscape design solution.  

 In addition, the requirement for the long-term pro-active enhancement of the 
Conservation Area as a whole is likely to include the identification of offsite 
opportunities to achieve improvements in the broader landscape as well as 
opportunities for enhancement within the site itself. Development of the high quality 
landscape improvement strategy required needs to be an integral part of the master 
planning process. 

 
Absence of Master Plan 
 

 Wiltshire Council’s adopted Core Strategy specifically states in paragraph 5.121 that 
there will be a Master Plan which will be developed in partnership with the local 
community, the local planning authority and the developer prior to any application 
being considered. Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership is not aware that any such 
Master Plan exists or that there is any forum or mechanism for the two community 
areas to work together to consider the bigger picture and contribute to developing the 
Master Plan for the airfield. 

 
 
Council for British Archaeology (Summary) 
 
Damage to setting of the hillfort  
 

 Our primary concern lies in Area A where we consider that the impact upon the 
setting of the Old Sarum Hillfort ancient monument will be most adverse. In this case 
there are also significant damaging aspects to the developments proposed at site A 
and C which unbalance the ratio of benefits to harm. In particular area A would 
appear to us to be an unsuitable location for the siting of a residential development 
based upon the historic landscape impact which it would have.  
 

 We are unsure how the plan justifies claims that the plan offers ‘improvements to the 
setting of the Scheduled Monument’ (Design Masterplan p.27) and would regard that, 
in actuality, the imposition of housing on this site would be a substantial detractor to 
the current setting of the monument.  

 The current proposals, in our opinion, negatively affect the landscape character by 
hemming in wide, open connections, impact views from the monument, and detract 
from the visual dominance of the asset as a focal point in the landscape . We do not 
agree that the imposition of a large area of housing will ‘soften impacts’ of intrusive 
buildings 

 

 Not only do we consider the proposed development at area A an encroachment on 
the current setting, we also consider that it is an inappropriate site for a residential 
development, owning to the lack of other residential development in the immediate 



vicinity (with industrial and commercial uses associated with the surgery and airfield 
to the east of the Portway and housing only occurring on the north and west of the 
airfield, substantially further away from the hillfort and its wider continuous 
landscape).  It is possible that Area A could be developed in a more appropriate way, 
for example, the siting of the heritage centre and restaurant at this western location 
would put it in a more suitable spot for attracting visitors to the hillfort, and vice-versa.  

 
Impact upon the Old Sarum Airfield Conservation Area  
 

 The proposed residential development in Area C is less damaging to the setting of 
the hillfort being situated at distance which is unlikely to lead to a significant 
difference in perception of the landscape. There are, however, impacts of the 
proposals on the airfield conservation area. The City of Salisbury Conservation Area 
appraisal does mention the importance of the views across open landscape to the 
hillfort and thus provide some evidence that this landscape quality is valued.  

 
Impact on the historic buildings  
 

 Whilst we consider the area B proposals to be largely appropriate if it secures the 
future of the site as an active airfield and enables greater tourist use of the site as a 
heritage attraction, we do note that it is important to recognise the impacts on the 
listed buildings.  

 

 We note with respect the detailed application and the high quality information which 
is provided in the application in respect of the historic environment. We are 
encouraged by this, and hope that the applicants are therefore open to constructive 
comments on the nature of the development. We recognise the need to build 
housing, particularly where such development enables conservation of the historic 
environment. However, we are unconvinced in this case at the necessity of the 
extent, scale and siting of some of the planned housing.  

 We note our appreciation for the intention to create a heritage centre on the site and 
to renovate the existing listed buildings. We also feel that the buried archaeology on 
site is well understood and that provided that appropriate conditions are added to any 
permission that there should be no objections raised on these grounds. These are all 
positive things. However, the impact of the proposals on the landscape quality are 
moderate to severe, particularly the proposals at site A, and we question whether the 
development potential for this area is one which is appropriate in its current form.  

 
9.0 Planning Considerations 

9.1 Principle, policy, and planning history 

9.12 National Planning policy 

National Planning Policy, via the NPPF, is supportive of economic regeneration projects and 

the provision of housing in sustainable locations. The NPPF indicates generally that: 

“14. At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both 
plan-making and decision-taking. 
 



For decision-taking this means: 
 
●approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 
without delay; and 
●where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are 

out‑of‑date, granting permission unless: 

–– any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 
Framework taken as a whole; or 
–– specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 
restricted.” 
 
In terms of aerodromes and airports, Paragraph 33 of the NPPF generally covers the topic: 

“33. When planning for ports, airports and airfields that are not subject to a separate national 
policy statement, plans should take account of their growthand role in serving business, 
leisure, training and emergency service needs. Plans should take account of this Framework 
as well as the principles set out in the relevant national policy statements and the 
Government Framework for UK Aviation.” 
 
 Other associated guidance is then provided in separate central government aviation related 

documents. However, the general thrust of this guidance assumes that the Local Planning 

Authority would either be dealing with development suggested by a third party which may 

impinge on the operation of an adjacent airfield, or that aviation related development is being 

proposed by an airfield operator itself. The 2013 Aviation Policy Framework document states 

that: 

“..The Government’s primary objective is to achieve long-term economic growth. The 

aviation sector is a major contributor to the economy and we support its growth within a 

framework which maintains a balance between the benefits of aviation and its costs, 

particularly its contribution to climate change and noise. It is equally important that the 

aviation industry has confidence that the framework is sufficiently stable to underpin long-

term planning and investment in aircraft and infrastructure. 

This particular application is somewhat unique in that it relates to development proposals by 

an airfield operator, most of which is not connected to the actual operational requirements of 

the business (including the housing in Areas A & C). 

9.13 Local planning policy 

In general terms, CP1 & CP2 relate to sustainable development and housing provision. 

CP23 relates specifically to the strategy for the South Wiltshire Community Area, where the 

application site is located.  The enhancement of the airfield leisure facilities would also be be 

covered by policies CP38 & 39. CP 49 encourages the enhancement of community facilities. 

A site specific policy was originally included in the previous adopted South Wiltshire Core 

Strategy (then Core Policy 9). This was then included within the adopted Wiltshire Core 

Strategy (WCS) as Core Policy 25 (previously policy number 23 in some earlier iterations of 

the document). The supporting text to this policy states that: 

 



5.133 Old Sarum Airfield dates from the First World War and is one of the best 

preserved  in the  country as it has remaining technical buildings and three listed 

hangars, which still have a functional relationship to the grass airstrip. The facility is 

highly valued locally for the historical and recreational opportunities it provides. 

However, there are a number of issues relating to the site that this Core Strategy 

seeks to resolve. 

 
5.134  The heritage value of the airfield has been damaged by the intrusion of 
functional late 20th century industrial sheds, which compromise its historic 
character. There are no controls over the level and intensity of flying activity from the 
airfield, and there has been a long history of complaints from local residents about 
the noise, which has been caused largely by aeroplanes flying over the city, in 
training circuits, especially during the summer months. While there is no local wish 
to prevent flying altogether, there is a desire to seek some control and strike an 
appropriate balance between the flying activity and amenity of Salisbury's residents. 
 
5.135 This strategy will allow sympathetic new development on the airfield 
perimeter, including high quality residential use, where it can be fully 
demonstrated that it will deliver the outcomes identified in the following policy.   The 
Master Plan will be developed in partnership with the local community, local 
planning authority and the developer prior to any application being considered. 
 

The main text of the policy sets out the criteria that must be met if any new development at 

the airfield is to be permitted: 

New development will only be permitted on Old Sarum Airfield if it delivers the 
following: 
 

i. A long-term proactive strategy for the enhancement of the 
Conservation Area including management plan and public access 
and visitor/interpretive material on its historic relevance 

ii. A high quality strategic landscape improvement to mitigate 
impacts of existing intrusive buildings, to soften impacts when 
viewed both out and into the Conservation Area and from Old Sarum 
Scheduled Ancient Monument 

iii. The completion of a legal agreement (section 106) to agree 
reasonable controls over flying activity in the interests of the amenity 
of local residents 

iv. Submission, agreement and implementation of a development master 
plan, which delivers a high quality development that takes 
opportunities to enhance the historic environment and protects the 
amenity of existing residents 

v. Retains and safeguards flying activity from the airfield 
vi. Provides community benefit for the Old Sarum residents. 

 

Therefore, some form of development of this site is acceptable in principle, but only subject 

to the various criteria listed within the policy being met as well as the other relevant policies 

in the development plan, and compliance with the statutory duties applying to development 

and heritage assets, and national planning guidance. The following report outlines the 

scheme that has been submitted and whether the aims of policy and other national and local 

planning policies have been met.  



However, in order to fully understand the reasoning behind Core Policy 25 (see below), it is 

necessary to understand some of the recent history related to the site that occurred up to the 

policy being formulated. 

Old Sarum Airfield dates from the First World War and is one of the best preserved in the 
country, in that it has remaining technical buildings and three listed hangars which have an 
unsevered, functional relationship to the grass airstrip. The facility is highly valued locally for 
the history and recreational opportunities it provides. However the site has been affected for 
years by two issues. 
 
Firstly, noise. Historically, there had been a history of noise complaints to the predecessor 

Council (Salisbury District) related to the operation of the airfield. Whilst the Council sought 

to take some form of enforcement action, operational airports and aerodromes are exempt 

from prosecution in regards to noise disturbance under the Environmental Protection Act. 

Furthermore, the original planning permission granted for the commercial airfield in 1981 did 

not contain any restrictive planning conditions on the operation of the airfield.  

Secondly, heritage. The heritage value of the airfield (Grade II* listed hangars and a 
designated Conservation Area) has been affected by the introduction of later industrial 
buildings which compromises its historic character. Furthermore, the value of the heritage 
asset has been placed at risk by ongoing speculative developments, not least that of building 
on the whole of the site proposed through a previous local plan process. The Planning 
Authority has resisted these attempts, including through Local Public Inquiries.  
 
In this respect the Inspector in his final report into the South Wiltshire Core Strategy 
concluded: 
 

“….Another issue is that the hangars are surrounded on three sides by 
unsympathetic modern industrial buildings. These buildings are intrusive, they harm 
the character and appearance of the conservation area and, being clearly visible 
from the ramparts of the hill fort at Old Sarum, they harm the setting of this Ancient 
Monument.” 

 

As a consequence, the Council began discussions with the owners of the airfield to try and 

resolve the noise complaints. The result of these discussions was that it was resolved that a 

legal agreement would be required from the airfield operator in order to place restrictions 

and limitations on the operation of the airfield that would reduce the noise disturbance issues 

and result in heritage improvements. In return, it was agreed that such an agreement would 

be secured as part of a Core Strategy policy, which would permit some form of limited 

development of the airfield in exchange. 

9.14 How the three development areas were produced 

 
The Council Spatial policy officers have indicated the areas highlighted for development in 
the Core Policy were developed as follows: 
 
“……Areas of the airfield were assessed, firstly, to ensure that regeneration would not 
prejudice the historic flying activity at the airfield or compromise the unsevered relationship 
between the listed hangars and the operational flying field, which is a unique feature as 
identified in the English Heritage study, 'Survey of Military Aviation Sites and Structures, 
Summary Report' by the Thematic Listing Programme, J. Lake 2000 (see evidence base 
document STU/49).  



 
Secondly they were based on an assessment of the site to establish how the topography 
could be utilised to introduce carefully screened views both in and out of the site and across 
the airfield, thereby mitigating the impact of later commercial built interventions. The Old 
Sarum Conservation Area Appraisal is a detailed assessment of the airfield and its environs. 
This document clearly indicates where there have been instances of intrusion and damage 
to the special qualities of Old Sarum Airfield and outlines the potential for enhancement, 
through improved landscaping and restoration of items of original character, through removal 
of inappropriate fences and such like.  This data was drawn on by the landowner who 
commissioned their own detailed contextual landscape and site appraisal to further inform 
discussions with the Council.  
 
Based on such evidence it is the assessment of the Council, as set out in adopted policy, 
that a carefully designed development has the potential to have a positive effect on the 
airfield, listed buildings and Old Sarum Scheduled Ancient Monument, through the improved 
screening of inappropriate views allied to careful design and a comprehensive landscape 
scheme. Also some interpretative material and managed public access to the site would 
greatly add to the understanding and appreciation of the airfield and its role in British aviation 
history.   
 
The South Wiltshire Core Strategy Final Sustainability Appraisal July 2009 Appendix IV, 
page 151-153 indicates a positive outcome for this policy subject to appropriate mitigation 
measures…” 
 
9.15 Collaboration with landowner 
 
The Spatial policy officers have also offered the following explanation of their involvement of 
the landowner in policy formulation: 
 
“…The Council accepted that to achieve these aims then there needs to be an incentive for 
the landowner and hence Core Policy 25 states it will allow sympathetic new development 
on the airfield perimeter, including high quality residential use, where it can be unequivocally 
demonstrated that the above objectives can be delivered and that the historic flying function 
is preserved. To work in partnership with landowners to try and find a lasting solution to 
regeneration and safeguarding of heritage assets is standard practice and required by 
national policy. One of the key aspects is seeking a viable use, which makes necessary 
investment justifiable.  
 
The Core Policy seeks to afford the Council some control over the level of flying activity and 
therefore the noise caused by it, for the first time. This would be by means of a voluntary, but 
enforceable, Section 106 Agreement that sets out the type and levels of flying activity that 
would be permitted. The background to this is important. The landowner has expressed a 
commitment to a Section 106 agreement which sets out the type and levels of flying that will 
be undertaken. This would allow the Council, for the first time, to have some control over the 
activities so that it can monitor and enforce if, for example, the activity intensifies in a 
manner that is outside the agreed parameters and leads to complaints. Therefore this would 
deliver one of the key outcomes sought by the then planning committee which looked at this 
issue in 2000…” 
 
9.16 Core Strategy evidence.  
 
The Council’s Spatial planning officers have also offered the following regards formulation of 
the three areas of development referred to by the Policy. 
 



The Core Policy is clear that the three indicative areas have the potential in principle, if 
sensitively developed, to bring significant benefits to the Airfield and wider environment, 
including mitigation of noise and softening harsh, urban edge views. As stated clearly in the 
Statement of Common Ground agreed with Blanefield Property Co at the Examination in 
Public: 
 

Each area has different opportunities and constraints deriving from their location, 
adjacent uses and linkages influencing the types and forms of development most 
sensitive and appropriate to the location.  
 
Definition of potential areas in Map 5 is indicative and does not necessarily mean that 
they will be fully or inappropriately developed:  
 

 in the north west area the original line of the Portway and the view cone to 
Old Sarum SM should be kept clear.  

 Proposals will be subject to stringent site specific and normal development 
management policies including on noise pollution, listed buildings, 
conservation areas, landscape, protection of amenity, sustainability, access.  

 
So as with any planning application submitted in response to an adopted planning policy the 
assessment in this case is whether the proposals are accompanied by sufficient evidence to 
allow the Council to conclude that they either will deliver the outcomes sought; can do so 
with modification; or do not do so.  
 
It would be wrong to state that any form of development would be appropriate in these 
locations. That has to properly be tested through the planning application process and 
consideration of evidence. Equally it would be wrong to adopt the view that no development 
is possible in any of the areas as the evidence and debate over the principle of development 
has been conducted at two EIP’s,  and found to be sound, effective and positively planned. 
So in summary the principle of development should not be argued about for the sake of it, 
that is contrary to Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 but neither 
should inappropriate development be permitted where it would not deliver the outcomes 
sought by Core Policy 25 or fail to comply with the other relevant development plan policies, 
statutory requirements and national guidance.  
 
The Council’s Spatial Planning officers have also offered the following explanation of how 
the issues of the Masterplan, Community Benefits, and the amount of development should 
be approached: 
 
9.17 Masterplan 
 
The policy requires that a master plan should be developed which provides a concept for the 
development and indicates clearly how the outcomes required by the policy will be realised. 
In this case due to the heritage issues and the sensitive nature of the site, fairly detailed 
plans would be expected so that the impacts and benefits can be adequately evaluated. As 
with all master plans required in the Wiltshire Core Strategy, it is based on the concept that 
many issues may be overcome through working in partnership with the local community at 
an early opportunity. While there may not be consensus we would expect to see clear 
evidence of community involvement in helping shape the master plan, including clear 
indication of where valid community views have helped shape the scheme and the reasons 
others were not considered appropriate.  

 
It is envisaged that after community engagement and iterations with consultees and the 
Council, that the final Master Plan be submitted with the planning application to set out a 



clear context for the detailed plans and demonstrate how the development and its phasing 
will be delivered to meet the policy requirements.  
 
It is for the case officer to consider whether the master plan fulfils its purpose as outlined 
above and ultimately for committee to make a decision on it. Clearly in this case heritage 
and landscape appraisal is essential amongst the other requirements. Also a draft 106 is 
required to ensure that there can be control over the flying activities.  
 
9.18 Community Benefits 
 
The level of community benefit requires an assessment. Clearly control over flying activities 
being a principle goal, but also enhancement, interpretation of and additional recreational 
value added to the historic airfield being important.  Softening the impacts to and from Old 
Sarum SAM are also key benefits sought for the wider community through screening the 
‘raw urban edge’ referred to by the Inspector and quoted above. Also any facilities that could 
have synergy with the housing across the Portway such as a restaurant and/or public house 
may be welcome.  
 
9.19 Quantum of development.  
 
There is no expectation over numbers and indeed it was not discussed at either of the two 
EIP’s (Examination in Public). The quanta of development and its form/layout on the airfield 
will be determined by the requirements of the policy, in particular, to deliver controls over 
aircraft activities, to deliver a workable management plan for the preservation and future 
safeguarding of heritage assets, to mitigate the impacts of existing development, and to 
protect the amenities of residents living within the vicinity of the airfield.  This judgment will 
be balanced against the need to ensure all other material and policy considerations are 
taken into account.  These ‘other’ considerations include the impacts on scheduled 
monument(s), the conservation area, the wider landscape, established uses of surrounding 
land, and amenity in general.  The areas defined in Map 5 do not indicate the extent of 
acceptable built development; the acceptable extent of built development can only be 
determined after the constraints of all the considerations have been defined and mapped.  
 
The Master Plan and supporting documents should be key is reaching this assessment and 
is the vehicle for the applicant to set out their narrative for how the concept meets the 
requirements set out in the Core Policy 25. 
 
Whether or not the planning application provides this definition, and then whether or not it 
uses this to map acceptable forms and layouts for the development, is a matter for the 
planning officer in conjunction with the specialist consultees to determine. 
 

9.10 Housing requirement issues 

It is noted that the documents already submitted by the applicants related to the forthcoming 

appeal process indicate that the applicants intend to challenge the Council’s 5 year land 

supply and the Council’s preferred method of calculation of those supply figures 

Whilst policies CP1 & 2 relate to the provision of strategic housing sites, Members should 

note that any housing being proposed as part of this proposal does not form part of the 

overall housing allocation for Wiltshire. Any dwellings approved as part of any scheme would 

therefore be in addition to those already approved or allocated by the Core Strategy. As the 

Council has at the time of preparing this report a proven 5 year housing land supply, the 

proposed housing subject of this application is not required to meet land supply 



requirements. It should also be noted that even if the housing land supply fell below the five 

year requirement in paragraph 49 of the NPPF, the presumption in paragraph 14 that 

permission should be granted  unless ‘any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly 

and demonstrably outweigh the benefits’ is not engaged as the proposal directly affects 

designated heritage assets – including the Old Sarum Airfield Conservation Area which 

extends to cover all three of the proposed development areas within the site.  

Members should note that a recent appeal decision received by the Council regards a site at 

Semington, where the Inspector confirmed that the Council’s method of calculation of 

housing figures was indeed correct. These issues will be dealt with in detail by officers at the 

appeal. 

As a consequence of the above matters, whilst the principle of some development, including 

some housing, is in principle accepted by policy CP25, the specific form, and quantum of 

any such development will clearly only be acceptable if the proposals are deemed to meet 

the requirements of policy CP25, and the aims of the Core Strategy as a whole. The 

following sections of the report deal with the consideration of the outline scheme as 

submitted. 

9.2. Design, and overall impact on wider Conservation Area/heritage assets 

Old Sarum airfield is a significant heritage asset. As outlined in Historic England’s 
consultation response, Old Sarum Airfield has one of the most significant and complete 
groups of technical buildings representative of a Training Depot Station from the First World 
War period in the South West of England. It also, uniquely for any of the key surviving sites 
of the period up to 1918, retains its grass flying field with no perimeter tracks. Within the 
airfield perimeter are three surviving Grade II* hangars. They are formed from one single 
and two paired aircraft storage hangars. They were constructed in 1918 and are again 
relatively rare survivals from this period reflected in their Grade II* designation. Other Grade 
II buildings also survive within the site.  
 
As a consequence of this, the Council commissioned a study to assess the significance of 
the airfield (the Atkins report referred to by third parties and consultees), and subsequently, 
the whole site has been designated as a Conservation Area since 2007. 
 

The application sites also lies in an area of landscape significance, subject of adopted WCS 

policy CP51, and WCS policy CP58 in relation to both the Old Sarum conservation areas. 

The wider area also contains numerous historical features of interest, including the Old 

Sarum Ancient Monument and its Conservation Area. There are other listed buildings in the 

immediate and wider vicinity, including Longhedge House, and the nearby Tollgate house. 

Some distance from the airfield to the east is located Figsbury Ring Scheduled Ancient 

Monument. 

There have been significant concerns expressed by third parties regards the overall design 

of the scheme and its wider visual impacts, particularly the impacts on airfield Conservation 

Area, the setting of Old Sarum Monument and Conservation Area, and the impact on the 

adjacent settlement of Ford.  



Policy CP25 makes it clear that the design of the scheme should be informed by and derived 

from a Development Masterplan, and a Conservation Area Management Plan. The following 

analyses the submitted documents: 

9.21 Development Masterplan issues 

The supporting text of the above policy at the last line on para 5.121 indicates that: 
“......The Master Plan will be developed in partnership with the local community, 
local planning authority and the developer prior to any application being 
considered.” 

 
A number of third parties have expressed the opinion that this current scheme and 

application should not be considered positively unless some form of overall Masterplan 

document is first agreed between the parties and the local public, and formally adopted by 

the Council.  

In this instance, the applicant has chosen to draft a document, and submit it with the 

application. The document proposes a development framework, to address the following 

issues: 

 Maintain flying activity 

 Improvements to public access 

 Improvements to presentation of the historic relevance of the flying field and 

associated aerodrome buildings 

 Repairs and regeneration 

 Improving the setting of Old Sarum Monument 

 Community benefits 

 It is the applicant’s position that the document and its contents have been discussed with all 

relevant parties of the last few years, and the document altered to reflect any relevant 

comments. The quality of the public consultation undertaken to inform the document has 

however been disputed by several third parties, who have generally indicated that the 

document was not drawn up in partnership with others, and its contents therefore do not 

reflect the views of the local community. 

From the Council’s point of view, it has no immediate plans to endorse or adopt the current 

Master Plan document, as a Development Plan Document. Indeed, as it has now been 

submitted as part of the evidence base associated with this planning application, such an 

endorsement would prejudge consideration of the planning application, and any adoption 

timetable would inevitably take many months, particularly as public consultation would be 

involved. Based on current third party and other consultation responses, it seems unlikely 

that any such formal document would be agreed between the parties in a speedy fashion 

without significant adjustments to the document and its contents, which ultimately may 

require revisions to the submitted planning application scheme. It would appear at the time 

of writing that the applicant does not wish to significantly adjust the submitted scheme or the 

associated supporting documentation. Therefore, whilst the ideal scenario would have been 



that a previously agreed and adopted Masterplan would have been developed prior to this 

application being submitted, ultimately, the applicants are entitled  to submit a formal 

planning application with what they consider to be appropriate supporting information and 

ask for it to be considered by the Local Planning Authority.  

9.22 Conservation Master Plan issues 

Criteria (i) of the main policy text states that: “...... A long-term proactive strategy for the 

enhancement of the Conservation Area including management plan and public access and 

visitor/interpretive material on its historic relevance.” 

The issues proposed for resolution by the document are: 

 Maintaining flying activity 

 Mitigating noise nuisance from flying 

 Improving the relationship between the listed hangars and the grass strip 

 Improving the view of the airfield as a whole, particularly from Old Sarum Monument 

 Improving other parts of the Conservation Area 

 Maintaining the economic viability of the airfield so that it will be in beneficial use 

 Removal of inappropriate agricultural uses 

 Improving equal access to the site for users and visitors 

 Opportunities for enhancement and guidelines for future development.  

 

Third parties have suggested that some form of Conservation Plan should have been agreed 

and adopted by the Council prior to this application being considered. In this instance, the 

applicant has chosen to draft a document, and submit it with the application. However, both 

Historic England and the Council’s Conservation Officer have criticised the document and 

the Masterplan. In particular Historic England has indicated that: 

“……….the Core Strategy Policy requires a management plan for the conservation area 
together with agreement of a development master plan, which should seek to deliver a high 
quality development that takes opportunities to enhance the historic environment and protect 
the amenity of existing residents.  
 
Whilst these documents have been submitted, Historic England believes that the master 
plan has yet to be agreed with various stakeholders and that the management plan is not a 
robust enough document to provide the delivery of the appropriate level of repairs and long 
term management for those heritage assets that are in the ownership of the applicant. 
 
Both documents provide limited indications of the quality of the new development, 
together with an appraisal demonstrating how the overall scheme will enhance the 
significance of the existing designated heritage assets…..”. 

Similarly, the Council’s Conservation officer offers the following on this specific point 



(The policy)… requires the delivery of a ‘long-term proactive strategy for the enhancement of 

the Conservation Area including management plan and public access and 

visitor/interpretative material on its historic relevance’.  The starting point for developing such 

a strategy is the appraisal written at the time of designation, identifying specific issues that 

need to be addressed in addition to opportunities for enhancement.  The way in which these 

matters are addressed should be in accordance with the English Heritage’s (now Historic 

England) Conservation Principles and guidance on the writing of CA management plans.  

The document’s recommendations and solutions need to be acceptable to the local planning 

authority, which means that public consultation (by the LPA, or in line with the LPA’s 

requirements) on this specific document is essential in order to gain wider input and identify 

priorities for the whole CA, not just the elements currently within the applicant’s control. 

….The substantial document provided with the application is primarily a second appraisal of 

the airfield, with some enlargement upon its conclusions in the Development Masterplan.  

There appears to be no distinction between those areas excluded from the CA and those 

within.  The supporting text of CP23 requires that the masterplan should be developed in 

partnership between the major landowner, the council and local community.  This has not 

been the case. 

Clearly, based on the above, it appears that there are issues with the form and content of the 

Conservation Management Plan, and this will have affected the acceptability of the scheme. 

9.23 Overall design issues 

Notwithstanding the issues with the above documents, concerns have also been expressed 

by various parties and consultees regarding the impact of the proposed development sites. 

The following summarises the issues: 

Area A 

This land is currently of an open character laid to scrub, with some small single storey 

buildings sited to its northern edge. It is bounded by hedging. The land (and that for Area B  

& C) is clearly visible from the surrounding area, including the adjacent Old Sarum 

Monument, and the Roman Road serving Ford, as is the adjacent airfield and commercial 

buildings, and also the more recent developments of Old Sarum and Longhedge. The site is 

and will be readily visible looking northwards from the higher land associated with the 

emerging Country Park to the south of the site. One of the aims of CP25 is consequently to 

produce a high quality strategic landscape improvement to mitigate impacts of existing 

intrusive buildings, to soften impacts when viewed both out and into the Conservation Area 

and from Old Sarum SAM.   

The applicants have submitted a Design Code which outlines the type and form of 

development and materials which could be utilised. The intention being that a planning 

condition could be imposed on any future approval which tied any future development to the 

design principles in the Design Code.  



 

 

 

 

The applicant originally proposed up to 310 dwellings on this part of the application scheme, 

but following discussions this was reduced by the applicant to a maximum of 302 dwellings. 

The southern edge of the development was also adjusted and moved back away from the 

airfield, in an effort to improve views from Old Sarum SAM. 

 The layout of the scheme would retain the route of an old roman road which originally ran 

from the end of the adjacent Portway road, towards Old Sarum Monument. Dwellings would 

then be arranged around this feature, and also around a centralised area of open space, 

which would also serve as a drainage area, as the land naturally dips at this point. 

Landscaping is proposed along the western edge of the development, with vehicular access 

being created off the Portway road to the northern edge of the site, and to the north east, off 

the existing road system that currently serves part of the adjacent industrial estate and the 

airfield. The creation of the accesses would result in the loss of part of some of the existing 

mature hedging which sits along the northern, and north eastern boundary of the site, with 

the latter currently serving as a partial landscaping screen to the adjacent industrial 

buildings.   

The submitted indicative details for the this area show a housing development of somewhat 

contemporary design, with the tallest buildings located adjacent to the airfield perimeter to 

the south east, and also adjacent the north eastern boundary of the site adjacent to the 

commercial buildings and airfield beyond. The applicant’s concept is to provide a 

development which would be attractive to occupiers whom may wish to be located close to 



the airfield operations, and thus the tallest properties (three storey apartments as illustrated) 

would face towards the adjacent airfield. As no meaningful landscaping is shown along this 

elevation, the proposed apartments would be readily visible from the south from the 

emerging Country Park area. 

Whilst more significant linear landscaping has been suggested along the western edge of 

the development, given the overall massing of the residential buildings being proposed, it 

would seem likely that any such landscaping would only serve a general softening role in 

terms of the visual impact of the development. It may also be possible to introduce tree 

planting within the central core of the Area A layout where a linear open space is suggested, 

and this would soften the overall development.  

Even so, when the development is viewed from a greater distance from higher and rising 

land to the south and west, such landscaping is unlikely to be able to screen much of the 

development proposed for Area A, particularly given the height of a number of the 

properties, some of which are suggested to be 3 and 4 storey apartment blocks and three 

storey houses. The applicant intends that such apartment blocks could also perform a 

screening function in respect of the large commercial building on the adjacent industrial 

estate, although this is not explicitly stated in the Design Code. 

The applicant’s Design Code indicates that the development would be distinctive and of high 

quality, and take their architectural appearance from the historic airfield buildings, with a 

combination of traditional and contemporary details and materials, to create a development 

with its own identity. Sketches within the design code document suggest dwellings of brick 

with contemporary standing seam metal style roofing or more “traditional” townhouse design 

and materials reflecting those already permitted on the adjacent Old Sarum development. 

The applicants have also submitted supporting photomontages and sectional drawings. 

A number of consultation responses identified in section 7 of this report have raised concern 

in a general sense with the impact on the surrounding area of the overall development 

proposed including Historic England and CPRE with The Salisbury Area Greenspace 

Partnership, Council for British Archaeology, the Council’s Conservation Officer and 

Councils Urban Designer  also making specific reference to Area A. 

The Council’s Urban Design Officer has raised detailed concerns regarding Area A 

particularly in relation to the coverage and scale (mass(ing) and height) of development 

presented and the visual impact this would have on the context and setting of the Old Sarum 

Ancient Monument, the airfield complex and settlement of Ford but also regarding the layout 

of Area A which is also of concern to the Wiltshire Police Design Advisor.  

Wiltshire Police Design Advisor also expressed concerns about proposed layout as it shows 

a lack of defensible space, poor parking arrangements distant from the dwelling, restricted 

surveillance, and excessive permeability, contrary to national and local policies. 

The impact of Area A is also of concern to Historic England, which indicates that:  

We have concerns that the proposal for residential development within the 
application at Area A will cause harm to the setting of Old Sarum Scheduled 
Monument. Old Sarum is prominently located upon an isolated hill and forms a 
dramatic and imposing presence in the view for some distance when approached 



from any of the historic routes leading to it, including both modern highways and 
ancient Roman roads. The immediate environs of the hillfort are currently almost 
entirely free from modern or intrusive development, and this together with the 
massive hillfort ramparts perched upon their isolated hilltop gives the impression of 
Old Sarum as a dominating and powerful presence in the landscape. 
 
The views out from Old Sarum are equally dramatic and provide the viewer with a 
readily appreciable experience of the commanding and dominating relationship that 
the hillfort (and later the castle) has over the lower lying surrounding predominantly 
agricultural land. Old Sarum Airfield is prominent within this viewfield and the 
western part of the airfield, being laid to grass rather than tarmac or concrete, forms 
part of this apparent rural continuum, giving the impression of a largely agricultural 
landscape dominated and surveyed by the fortified site at Old Sarum. This is 
considered to be an appropriate type of landscape setting for a major hillfort. 
 
However, incremental development - chiefly of a residential character - is eroding the 
wider landscape setting of Old Sarum to its north-east. Thus far, such development 
has been restricted to the north side of the south-west - north-east aligned road 
known as The Portway. The open green space of the airfield has served as an 
effective buffer in preserving the impression of an agricultural setting for Old Sarum, 
particularly for a viewer looking out to the east and north-east from the main 
viewpoint on the hillfort ramparts, despite the addition of later industrial units to the 
west of the original airfield buildings and hangars. Intensive residential development 
such as that proposed within Area A will undoubtedly have a negative impact within 
that viewfield and bring the developed edge of the Portway suburb into sharp focus 
when viewed from the hillfort…. 
 
….It is our view that the development currently proposed for Area A will not serve to 
achieve this purpose of the Policy, but rather will have a harmful negative impact 
when viewed from Old Sarum, such that it would cause harm to the significance of 
this nationally-important, designated heritage asset. We question whether such a 
large area of intensive residential development is necessary to deliver the high 
quality strategic landscape improvement envisioned by the Policy, and whether a 
smaller area of development, not necessarily residential, would deliver this objective 
of the Policy without causing harm to the setting of Old Sarum..” 
 

The Council’s Conservation officer has indicated the following regards the adjustment to 
Area A: 
 
“..The area has had its southwestern corner cropped, apparently to limit the impact on views 
of the airfield.  This aim is welcomed but the reduction is insufficient to achieve anything 
close to maintenance of the existing view.  The loss of the clearly defined rectangular block 
of existing airfield and later industrial development would be an adverse impact on the 
character of the CA and views of it from OSC.. 
 
….Photomontages. 
The montage shows that the view from Old Sarum Castle over the airfield would be 
significantly impacted by the proposed development.  The houses in Area C are clearly 
visible creeping up the slope toward the crown of the airfield and creating a form of built 
enclosure currently not present, conflicting with the rural character of the CA’s setting.  The 
view of the landing strip itself would be obscured by buildings in Area A, even with the 



slightly reduced extent of development; these buildings also introduce a multitude of roof 
types and orientation, contrasting with the near uniformity of character of the existing 
buildings at the western end of the airfield; and while shown as an innocuous soft green 
colour, the new hangar-style buildings of Area B clearly intrude into the open space of the 
airfield and compromise its character and the setting of the LBs, all as described in the 
earlier consultation response…” 
 

The overall layout of the dwellings in Area A as suggested would appear to following a 

generally “traditional” housing layout format similar to other modern housing estates with 

normal parking arrangements and areas adjacent to dwellings or within plots, and with 

feature buildings at prominent points throughout the development.  

However, the Design Code also suggests that some dwellings would be designed with 

elevated rear gardens at first floor level above either living accommodation or internal 

garages. This kind of design is somewhat unusual in what is a suburban context, and whilst 

may not be unacceptable in itself, it does suggest that the number of dwellings in Area A 

may have caused the applicant issues in terms of meeting the Council’s parking 

requirements, and thus that there may be a case for reducing the number of dwellings in 

area A.    

Officers are similarly concerned that the provision of a number of 4 storey apartment blocks 

within the scheme (largely along the northern and south eastern edges although some 

dotted through the scheme) would be somewhat out of keeping with the character of the 

area. Although the surrounding area does indeed contain multi-storey apartment blocks at 

the Old Sarum and Longhedge sites, and the Riverdown Park housing development to the 

south of Roman Road, these buildings are not quite as tall as those suggested for Area A, 

and are located within a different context. Area A is considered to be a more prominent site 

than either of these three sites given the open nature of the landscape at this location and 

the visibility.   

Officers also remain to be convinced that even well designed apartment blocks of the scale 

suggested may help alleviate the existing visual detriment to the landscape caused by the 

existing industrial buildings, particularly as the designs are illustrative only due to the outline 

nature of the application. Whilst the Design Code could be conditioned to any approval, the 

Design Code as currently provided is a rather generalised document which is considered to 

leave a degree of flexibility which would allow normal standard house types and materials to 

be used. However, to achieve the number of dwellings sought by the applicant on this part of 

the site, building higher than a standard two storey building would be required, but this begs 

the question as to whether the number of dwellings sought in this area is appropriate, given 

the sensitive landscape setting.   

Thus, officers also remain to be convinced that a scheme based on the current numbers, 

Design Code and indicative layout would provide a high quality residential development with 

a high quality strategic landscape improvement that would satisfactorily mitigate the impacts 

of existing buildings and be in accordance with the criteria set out in Policy CP25. 

Impact on Beehive Toll House - This grade 2 listed building is located some distance to the 

south of Area A. Its immediate setting and context was altered significantly a number of 

years ago with the construction of the park and ride complex and the associated roundabout 



and access junctions. Given this, and the distance from the application site, it is considered 

that the character and setting of the building is unlikely to be affected to any significant 

degree.  

Area B 

Area B is located along the east facing edge of the existing airfield and adjacent commercial 

buildings. It is readily visible from the surrounding landscape. Part of the reasoning behind 

Core Policy 25 is to mitigate the visual impacts of the existing buildings in this location, 

particularly the modern industrial buildings.  

The proposal envisages a number of buildings along this edge. Some of the buildings are 

located to the southern section of Area B, whilst others are located to the northern part of the 

Area. This layout is in relation to the listed hangars, with the intention being that a visual gap 

is left between any new development which would improve the setting of the listed hangars, 

along with the removal of other ancillary clutter and buildings in this area.   

 

 

 

The Council’s Conservation Officer and Historic England have raised concerns regards the 

development suggested in this area. The Conservation Officer indicates that: 

“……The proposed range of buildings in Area B would be parallel with the historic building 

line but nearly 100m forward of it.  In visual terms, these would bring a unified appearance to 

the airfield side of the industrial areas, largely hiding the industrial buildings from southern 

views.   

The hangars are clearly the most important buildings within the CA.  Views of and from 

them, and their physical relationship with the grass field, are of the utmost importance to 

their significance and that of the CA.  The identified extent of their setting as proposed in the 

application (Development Masterplan p18) is a very simplistic interpretation and has several 



failings.  In my view, the proposed buildings would leave the old buildings behind, set back 

from the active airfield behind the line of new development. The relationship between the 

hangars and the grass would be severely compromised by the loss of the sense of proximity: 

when stood at the airstrip side of the hangars, the new buildings would reduce visibility of the 

airfield and the wider landscape, and one could no longer experience one of the most 

important characteristics of the buildings’ setting and the CA, perhaps best considered by 

asking ‘how did it look to a WWI airman?’.  The form of development with their unified style 

would introduce a strongly dominant line of substantial buildings, having a substantially 

negative imposing effect on views of the hangars from within the airfield and longer distance 

views from the east.  Furthermore, the line of the buildings would reduce visibility of the 

hangars in angled views from both directions.  The hangars would also extend the area of 

airfield concealed from the view from OSC, further decreasing the open character of the 

airfield and its views.  

The D&A does not describe how the concept design for these buildings was reached, and 

the design does not form part of the outline application. Nevertheless, they are shown as 

large, elaborate and possibly architecturally unusual buildings with a huge sense of 

presence.  It is not considered that there is any characteristic relationship with any existing 

buildings of the CA, which are rather utilitarian in their appearance, and their presence would 

further diminish the prominence of the existing buildings having an adverse impact on the 

setting of the LBs and the character of the CA…” 

 Historic England indicates as follows: 

“………..The development will protrude onto the land that is identified as the grass 
airfield, an important element of the setting to the listed hangars and a unique 
survival from 1918. By implication the present airstrip will need to move south 
away from the terminus building and more importantly the listed hangars that serve 
to store the planes, harming their setting and historic relationship. We also question 
how viable the residential hangars maybe, how compatible their use is in 
conjunction with the commercial uses that presently dominate the site and how this 
use may undermine the essential characteristics of the airfield”……(NB – the residential use 

of the hangars has now been omitted in the amended plans). 

6 hangar buildings are proposed in Area B. The applicants design code contains only a 

limited amount of information regards Area B, but indicates that these hangars would be up 

to 11 metres high. These hangars had originally contained residential accommodation at first 

floor level with hangar space on the ground floor, with the original intention apparently being 

that aircraft users/owners would occupy the accommodation occasionally and keep their 

aircraft on the ground floor. However, during the course of the application, this element of 

the application was withdrawn by the applicant. As a result, the sketch elevations and floor 

plans that were originally submitted with the application are presumably superseded, 

although it does not appear that further revised elevations of the hangars have been 

submitted to the Council as part of the application. This is important as the original 

elevations clearly had a residential character particularly on their visible east elevations, 

which contained first floor glazing and balconies serving the residential use. It is presumed 

that buildings simply intended to operate as aircraft hangars would be simpler structures with 

far less need for glazing. This would then affect the visual appearance of the buildings and 

their visual impact.  



Notwithstanding this, it is unclear why any hangars would now need to be up to 11m in 

height. Whilst the applicant’s intention was to produce buildings which would screen the 

existing industrial units, officers are not aware that a detailed assessment of the comparative 

height of the adjacent industrial has been undertaken or submitted to the Council by the 

applicant, and therefore no justification of this height limit/requirement is provided at present.  

The other suggested buildings along this eastern edge include a new control tower, aviation 

building, and archive building, together with a building initially intended to be occupied by the 

Royal Aeronautical Society. However, the applicant has since advised that this user has now 

chosen not to occupy this building. Furthermore, the applicants Design Code document 

indicates that all the buildings in Area B would be up to 11metres in height, and the sketches 

submitted regards these various uses seem to suggest quite substantial buildings, particular 

the replacement control tower, which is shown on the sketches as being taller than other 

Area B buildings. However, no justification has been submitted which explains why these 

buildings need to be of the scale suggested, and the overall scale of the restaurant use and 

the new control tower seems to be well in excess of the modest scale of the existing control 

tower and on site café. It is also noted that the applicants submitted environmental statement 

drawings indicates that Area B buildings would be up to 14 metres high. 

 Whilst it is accepted that in improving restaurant facilities some increase in scale is 

acceptable, the applicant has not explained in any detail why the new control tower needs to 

be of the scale suggested to serve the needs of the airfield now or as intended by any future 

agreed restrictions.      

The original plans for Area B (in the Development Masterplan) also indicate a total of 514 car 

parking spaces. However, as the scheme has been adjusted since the submission of this 

document with the removal of one hangar building and the removal entirely of the residential 

accommodation within the hangar buildings, it is unclear whether this level of car parking is 

still proposed or if it is, whether it is still justified. In this regard, it is also noted that the layout 

of the buildings in Area B differs between that shown in the applicants Masterplan document, 

and the Area B drawings. Thus, this will need to be clarified during the appeal in relation to 

which version of the layout forms part of the appeal. 

Whilst matters such as scale could be dealt with via any future reserved matters application, 

if the current Design Code document was to be conditioned as part of any outline consent, 

this would make it very difficult for the Council to refuse any buildings along this eastern 

edge which would be approximately of the scale suggested in the Code or submitted 

sketches. It should also be noted that there is limited reference in the design code to Area B, 

and thus if the document was conditioned, it would offer very limited controls of the future 

design, scale, layout or appearance of the buildings along this edge.  

Therefore, whilst in principle, the provision of enhanced facilities associated with the 

operation of the airfield and its business, as well as to provide ancillary uses which have a 

synergy with the airfield operation is welcomed, in the absence of suitable justification or 

details of the scale or design of the buildings, or clarification regards the overall height, 

officers remain to be convinced that the buildings being proposed along this very visible 

edge could not be reduced in scale and height  considerably, and thus the final visual impact 

of the scheme on the heritage assets and surrounding area could not be equally reduced, as 

well as potentially reducing the cost of construction. 



Repair/enhancement to Listed Hangars and other buildings on site 

The applicant’s submitted scheme indicates that as part of the overall development of Area 

B, repair works to the listed hangar(s) will take place. It is assumed that this refers primarily 

to Hangar 1, which is understood (from Historic England) to be in the poorest condition, 

although some of the applicants appeal submission either refer more generically to 

‘hangars’, and Hangar 3 is referred to in the Development Masterplan, so some clarification 

seems to be required on this matter.  

The applicants appeal viability report estimates that these repairs would cost some £3 million 

pounds, and gives a brief run-down of the works which need undertaking. Such a cost raises 

a query regards whether the likely extent of works could now fall within the scope of repair 

as original suggested, or whether a formal listed building consent application may be 

needed. 

Such repair is of course welcomed in principle. However, Historic England has stated the 

following: 

“We note that the conservation management plan states that the refurbishment of 
Hangar 1- the worst condition of the three Grade II* hangars- together with the 
provision of a museum and café will help to bring life back to the airfield and the 
specific heritage assets. However, without a thorough condition survey of the listed 
structure, an agreed and costed schedule of repairs, or a business plan for these 
aspects of the scheme, we are unable to see how this can be delivered. We are, 
therefore, concerned that there appears to be no robust mechanism to secure the 
long-term future for the designated heritage assets, in particular the 3 designated 

hangars on this site. We also question the long-term viability of the airfield given the 

large number of residential units that are being proposed and how compatible this 

use is with a working airfield.” 

Similarly, the Council’s Conservation officer has indicated:  

“…The buildings which are within the control of the applicant are believed to be Hangar 3, 

the control tower, squash courts and machine gun range.  In the outline planning application, 

works are not proposed to any of these.  There is a stated aim of restoring the hangar, 

although there is no evidence submitted of a survey identifying the extent and nature of 

works required; the proposal for the repairs to be carried out by apprentices under the 

supervision of non-specialists is not an appropriate approach given the sensitivity of the 

buildings and the level of craftsmanship required.  It is considered likely that the works of 

repair will require LBC, not least because some of the roof may need to be dismantled in 

order to effect the repairs. 

Notwithstanding the hangars, whilst the existing squash courts and machine gun range are 

shown within the red line of the application site and mentioned in some of the applicants 

documents, it appears that no enhancement works are proposed to these buildings. 

Consequently, as part of any appeal, the Council will need to seek clarity of the exact scope 

of works and which buildings/ hangars are affected. At the current time, based on this lack of 

clarity, and without a detailed S106 agreement to secure such works or funds, officers have 

included this matter within the reasons for refusal.   



 Area C 

The proposed plans suggest up to 160 dwellings in this location. Again, this site is readily 

visible, both from the Roman Road, and the wider area to the south east, around Ford and 

the Country Park. Equally, it would be readily visible from Green Lane.  

 

 

The Design Code and submitted sketches and layouts offer what appears to be a suburban 

style development, which if suitable conditioned, may in general terms result in a scheme 

which could be generally acceptable (in design terms). However, the applicants own 

landscape visual assessment document indicates that some of the roofs of the dwellings, 

and also the northern most part of the housing in Area C would be visible from the environs 

of the aircraft hangars, and from the Old Sarum Ancient monument.  

This matter has been raised by Historic England, who has commented thus: 

“…….Whilst there may be scope for some form of low key development in this 
part of the site, we are concerned that the ridges to some of the proposed dwellings 
will start to impinge on the sightlines from Old Sarum and within the Conservation 
Area. There are no cross sections to help illustrate the relative heights of the 
proposed and existing units but the introduction of houses within the topographically 
higher area of this part of the airfield will be more visible from certain viewpoints 
around the site. Additionally, the units shown located on the far eastern side will be 
more intrusive as the land on this side is higher and appears to rise up towards the 
northern side of the airfield putting this part of the development into visual contact 
with the working airstrip. This will also be harmful to the open character of the 
airfield and Conservation Area……” 

The Council’s Conservation Officer has also indicated that: 



“….The southeastern corner of the airfield is the least sensitive in terms of its direct 

contribution to the setting of the listed buildings, but remains a large expanse of open 

grassland contributing much to the character of the CA.  The scale and disposition of the 

proposed houses means that their roofscape would also be visible from OSC, detracting 

from the open character of its views.  Although the ridges of existing houses at Ford are 

visible, they are largely screened by trees on the airfield boundary; the proposed houses 

would be on higher ground and much more visible, and would be perceived to be much 

closer to the frontage of the existing hangars.  As a combination of effects, this is considered 

to be a high, if not substantial, level of harm to the designated assets…” 

Similarly, the Council’s Urban Design officer and other third parties have indicated that when 

viewed from the Old Sarum Monument,  Area C is likely to visually overlap  with Area B. The 

applicants perspective photomontages seem to suggest this also.   

Whilst some cross sections were subsequently submitted by the applicant as part of the 

Design Code document which appear to illustrate that housing in Area C could be design 

and dug in to the land so that they may not be visible, to allow an accurate assessment of 

this matter would require fuller details of the design of some of the relevant dwellings, and 

fuller details of ground levels. At this point in time, it is not clear whether a detailed survey of 

the levels of the land in Area C has been undertaken by the applicant, and thus it is not 

known how much excavation may be required to lower any dwellings below the sight lines, 

or indeed, what the visual impacts of that work may be on the house designs or the overall 

design and appearance of the scheme. It does not appear that the other details within the 

design code adequately show any such revised designs. Thus the conditioning of the Design 

Code as part of any outline consent would not lend limited assurances in this regard in 

relation to future applications.  

Summary on design issues 

As a result of the above, it is considered that it is the quantum of development being 

proposed by the applicant that appears to be the main source of many of the issues, and the 

apparent scale (mass(ing) and height) of the development. Officers have asked the applicant 

to reduce the amount of housing in Areas A & B on a number of occasions. Whilst a modest 

reduction was undertaken to Area A, the planned 302 dwellings would appear to result in a 

built form that would be unsympathetic to the area, and have an adverse impact on the wider 

airfield Conservation Area, and the Old Sarum SAM Conservation Area. Similarly, if the 

amount of dwellings was reduced in Area C, this would reduce its likely visual impact on the 

airfield Conservation Area and the Old Sarum SAM. With regards Area B, the main issue is 

that the details for this part of the scheme are sketchy, and have been partially adjusted 

during the course of the application. Thus there is currently limited and conflicting detail 

regards this part of the scheme which makes it difficult for officers to recommend it positively 

at this stage. 

The Act requires that special attention shall be given to the desirability of preserving or 

enhancing the character or appearance of a CA when considering proposals for 

development.  It also requires special regard to be paid to the desirability of preserving the 

character and setting of listed buildings.  The NPPF provides further advice for how local 

planning authorities should consider planning applications affecting heritage, using the terms 

‘substantial’ and ‘less than substantial harm’: the former should be only be considered in 



exceptional circumstances, while the latter may be weighed against the public benefits of a 

scheme. 

Based on the concerns of Historic England and the Council Conservation Officer, the impact 

on the Conservation Area as a whole is considered to be the most serious, in terms of 

causing “substantial harm”. The setting of the listed hangars and their relationship with the 

grass airfield would also be significantly compromised, with the harm caused being “less 

than substantial. Similarly, the harm caused to the setting of Old Sarum Monument would 

also be  ‘less than substantial’.   

The NPPF (para 133) states that proposals that would cause substantial harm to a 

designated asset should be refused ‘unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm 

or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss’. In 

officers opinion, based on existing submissions, the public benefits being offered would not 

outweigh the harm caused, and as a result, officers have advised that a refusal regards 

these matters would be warranted.  

9.24 Community and Public Benefits 

Policy CP25 highlights that any scheme should provide community benefits. Policy R2 of the 

WCS also deals with the provision of suitable open space and play areas to serve a 

development. Policy CP49 covers the provision and enhancement of community facilities. 

The applicant’s Development Masterplan lists the community benefits of the scheme as 

follows: 

 Provide a long term future for the airfield and promotion of flying activity  

 Better access to, and  visibility of, and understanding of the historic airfield 

 Improvements to the setting of the Old Sarum SAM and the airfield 

 A restaurant/club available to the public  

 Air shows which will be a tourist attraction 

 Improved links to public transport 

 Reinstatement of the line of the Roman Road at the west end of the Portway 

However, at the rear of that document, the community facilities are listed simply as New 

Footpaths, Viewpoints, Picnic Areas, New cycleways. A similar list has been provided as 

part of the appeal submission S106 matters (see separate section). Notwithstanding this 

discrepancy some of the matters listed above would be difficult to secure unless there was a 

completed legal agreement, and with regards to the new restaurant/club, whilst welcomed, it 

would be difficult to ensure that this was maintained for community rather than private 

benefit. With regards the Roman Road extension, whilst this can be secured with the Area A 

development, the extension of that route into the adjacent pig field cannot be achieved as 

the land is owned by a third party. The Air shows may well be a tourist attraction, but are not 

really considered a community benefit in the normal sense. 

 



Open space, play areas, footpaths and cycleways  

The outline scheme suggests the provision of small areas of public open space within Areas 

A & C, and also indicates that the areas of open land and landscaping between Area C and 

the airfield, along Roman Road, and the open and landscaped area adjacent the western 

boundary of the airfield leading up into Area A would also be utilised for more informal public 

open space. Within these areas, areas for picnicking would also be provided, served via a 

footpath/cycle pathway.  

The Council’s open space officer has no objections to the suggested provisions of open 

space, provided they are secured via a suitable S106 Agreement. However, as the Council 

no longer adopts areas of open space, such spaces would either need to be provided and 

maintained in perpetuity by the applicant, or by another body, usually the Parish Council. 

However, in their draft Heads of Terms submitted as part of the appeal process, whilst the 

applicant has indicated that the scheme would provide for the footpaths/cycleways and 

public picnicking areas and viewpoints, the document is silent on whether the applicant is 

willing to provide and maintain the areas of public open space and the play areas, and 

officers are not aware of any discussions regarding a third party such as the Parish taking on 

and maintaining such provision, as has occurred to the south of the site at the Bishopdown 

Country Park. Notwithstanding, without a formalised S106 agreement, such provision cannot 

be secured. 

As a result, at this time, officers are recommending that the scheme would have been 

refused on the lack of a suitable S106, which secured such provision, and which also 

provided for the long term maintenance of such provision.  

9.3 Impact on amenity 

9.31 Noise issues from aircraft 

One of the main aims of Policy CP25 is to secure noise controls over the existing airfield 

operations, as a result of historic complaints from surrounding residents.  Notwithstanding 

any historic complaints and issues there may have been related to airfield noise, in recent 

months, the Council has received further complaints regards the airfield operation, following 

an increase in flying operations, including helicopter training.  

The NPPF indicates the following: 

“123. Planning policies and decisions should aim to: 

 avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts4 on health and quality of 
life as a result of new development 

 mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and quality of life 
arising from noise from new development, including through the use of conditions 

 recognise that development will often create some noise and existing businesses 
wanting to develop in continuance of their business should not have unreasonable 
restrictions put on them because of changes in nearby land uses since they were 
established5  

 identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed 
by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason.” 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/11-conserving-and-enhancing-the-natural-environment#fn:27
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/11-conserving-and-enhancing-the-natural-environment#fn:28


More specifically, the Aviation Policy Framework 2013, states that: 

“……..The Government recognises that noise is the primary concern of local communities 
near airports and we take its impact seriously.  

17. Our overall objective on noise is to limit and where possible reduce the number of people 
in the UK significantly affected by aircraft noise. The document makes clear that the 
acceptability of growth in aviation depends to a large extent on the industry continuing to 
tackle its noise impact and confirms that the Government expects the industry at all levels to 
continue to address noise…”  
  
Whilst most of the above document relates to the operation of larger airports, Section 3 of 
the document covers noise issues in relation small aerodromes, and states: 
 
“..General aviation and helicopters  

3.42 The Government recognises that aviation noise is not confined to large commercial 
airports and that annoyance can also be caused by smaller aerodromes used for business 
and general aviation (GA) purposes, especially at times of intensive activity. However, it 
would not be appropriate for the Government to intervene by exercising powers under 
section 78 of the Civil Aviation Act 1982 to set noise controls at small aerodromes. Industry 
has developed codes of practice and the CAA has produced guidance. We would encourage 
the GA sector and the CAA to review their respective best practice and guidance to reflect 
the policy adopted in this Policy Framework. We would also encourage the sector to monitor 
compliance with its codes of practice. 
 
 
As indicated above, the Government stance with regards noise disturbance seems to 
suggest that it is the responsibility of the aerodrome and the CAA to alleviate any noise 
issues. 

  
As stated elsewhere in this report, one of the main aims of CP25 is to improve the amenity of 

those residents living close to the airfield, and to secure controls over the airfield as part of 

an enforceable legal agreement. As explained, flying operations at the airfield are not 

currently subject of any controls, and the only way for the Council to impose such controls 

would be via an agreement with the airfield operators. Core Policy 57 of the WCS generally 

deals with amenity and disturbance issues. 

Current situation 

The applicant and the Council have had ongoing dialogue regarding the impacts of the 

development and how to secure meaningful and enforceable controls over future airfield 

activity. 

The Council’s public protection officers have indicated that their current position is that they 

currently maintain an objection due to noise impact from the use of the air field on future 

residents of areas A and C, and indicate: 

“Following detailed negotiation with the applicant’s representatives a suitable level of noise 

exposure for future residential properties was agreed. The agreed sound levels could be met 

by either some control over flying compared to the 2014 levels which were used in submitted 

noise assessment, or by moving a small percentage of proposed residential properties in 

areas A and C further away from the airfield.  The applicant subsequently withdrew their 

agreement therefore, in the interests of future residents refusal is recommended.  



The applicant is currently proposing 50 000 movements per annum for the airfield to be 

viable. However, the noise assessment submitted with the application used the flight figures 

for 2014 when there were 35 000 movements. As stated above, there would need to be 

some control over even this level of flying for suitable sound levels to be achieved. Without 

strong evidence that flying activities could be controlled so that suitable sound levels can be 

achieved an increase from 35 000 movements could not be supported.  

Should the development go ahead, very detailed Section 106 terms to control aircraft noise 

into the future would need to be agreed.  

Other outstanding noise issues which include a pistol range, adjacent industrial uses and 

road traffic on the Portway can be controlled through conditions. A condition regarding 

contaminated land would also need to be attached. 

The Council’s public protection officers have also indicated that they no longer support an 

objection based on Air Quality impacts. A diffusion tube was moved to Castle Road in light of 

the Air Quality Assessment accompanying the application. 18 months of data is now 

available and although we would not seek refusal on this ground we would wish to see the 

AQA revisited in light of this new data or significant mitigation measures such as ULEV 

infrastructure, public transport support etc included in any conditions attached should the 

Inspector be minded to grant this application..” 

Imposing controls via legal agreement 

As indicated above, negotiations have revolved around limiting flight numbers and the type 

of aircraft authorised to operate at the airfield, and could also involve limitations of special 

events and aircraft training flights. Such matters could be controlled via a very detailed S106 

legal agreement as referred to in policy CP25. 

However, in recent months the applicant has apparently increased flying activities at the 

airfield, including the introduction of helicopter training flights, which have resulted in 

additional complaints to the Council regards noise disturbance. However, it is unclear 

whether these additional flights have been included in any updated noise assessment, and it 

is also unclear whether these additional training flights would be able to be controlled or 

stopped by legal agreement, due to existing contractual arrangements. 

Notwithstanding, at this time, no firm S106 has been agreed with the Council, and the 

applicants information submitted with the appeal documents does not specify in detail what 

forms of agreed controls they may wish to propose or agree to. The situation is complicated 

by the fact that the applicants have suggested that if stringent controls are placed on the 

airfield which significantly affect the number and type of flights, then it may affect the viability 

of the airfield. As the viability issues surrounding the airfield have not yet been agreed, it 

would therefore be very difficult at this time to agree detailed controls over the airfield, as the 

aim of CP25 is to retain and enhance flying operations at the airfield as well as limiting the 

impact of the operations. Thus, some kind of balance has to be reached between amenity 

and retaining the function of the airfield, but if the level of flying sought is high, to achieve 

viability, it raises the issue as to whether there will be any material improvement in the 

amenity for local residents. 



Officers have therefore suggested a reason for refusal based on this issue and lack of a 

suitable Agreement. 

Impact on new dwellings 

This proposal suggests locating additional new dwellings adjacent to the realigned runway, 

in particular the suggested dwellings in Area A and C. 

Aircraft noise is a very technical and specialist area. The applicant submitted noise 

assessments which he suggests indicate that there is unlikely to be a significant impact in 

terms of noise on the residents of the planned Areas A & C, with only some of the planned 

dwellings being located within the defined noise contours which emanate from the runway.  

However, at the current time, there is disagreement on this matter between the applicants 

and the Council’s Environmental Protection Team, who is currently objecting to the proposal, 

and have indicated that they would wish to see the two housing areas reduced in size so as 

to remove all the dwellings from the harmful noise contours. 

At the current time, the applicant has refused to amend the scheme further to either 

reposition dwellings or reduce the number of dwellings in Area A & C. Consequently, at the 

current time, there remains an objection from officers on the noise impact of flying activities 

on planned dwellings. 

9.32 Aircraft and public safety issues 

Concern has been expressed by various third parties regards the suitability of locating 

development within such close proximity to the operating airfield and airstrip. 

Guidance from Central Government in the NPPF and related airfield advice documents 

indicates that aerodromes should seek to agree Safeguarding Zones around their airfields 

with the relevant Local Authority, and the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA), publishes guidance 

for aerodrome operators on various issues, including safety zones. Wiltshire Council has 

information related to the aerodrome which was previously agreed with Salisbury District 

Council. The information is not substantial, and largely refers to limitations on the height of 

any development within certain distances of the airfield and airstrip, above which 

consultation should occur with the aerodrome for its views on the development.  

In past years, officers from the LPA have on occasion been involved with development 

adjacent the existing grassed runway, within the existing commercial areas. The general 

thrust of the safeguarding advice in this area has historically been that development in that 

zone may be possible, provided certain height restrictions applied. Indeed, some years ago, 

the LPA won an appeal in relation to the likely impact on airfield safety of a two storey 

building being located within the existing commercial area directly adjacent the grass 

runway. 

However, this proposal is somewhat unique in that it is the aerodrome operators themselves 

that are proposing the development adjacent to the operating airfield and airstrip. Limited 

technical information has been submitted with regards aircraft safety, other than to reiterate 

that all the proposed development would accord with the required safety requirements in 

terms of heights and location of buildings. It appears that the intention is to ensure that light 

aircraft could safely land, without any adjacent buildings impeding their take-off or landing 



vectors through the creation of general turbulence and of course due to the appropriate 

proximity of buildings to the runway in general safety terms. 

However, it should be noted that the applicant is suggesting repositioning the landing strip 

some 50 metres to the south east. As the various height vectors emanate from the landing 

strip, it follows that provided the landing strip is repositioned as suggested, then the 

proposed buildings located adjacent to the landing areas would be unlikely to affect aircraft 

safety. 

The Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) has been consulted, but has simply indicated that the 

location of the development as shown on the submitted plans would be unlikely to affect 

aircraft safety. However, it reiterated that such safety matters should be discussed with the 

aerodrome, and that it is the aerodromes responsibility to ensure the safety of the airfield 

operations. Officers asked the CAA whether there were any minimum distances between the 

operating airfield and residential dwellings, but they simply reiterated that there were 

restrictions on heights of buildings, not distances between buildings.  

In officers opinion, it would appear from the safeguarding information submitted by the 

applicant that the proposed development would not affect aircraft safety. Consequently, as 

the airfield operators are ultimately responsible for the safety of the airfield and the public, 

and whilst the various aircraft safety concerns are understandable, it is considered that it 

would be difficult to refuse the scheme subject of the application on the basis that the 

development was likely to harm aircraft safety, or hence, likely to harm the safety of the 

occupiers of any new development on the site. 

Therefore, officers do not recommend that the scheme be objected to on an aircraft safety or 

a related public safety issue.  

9.33 Impact on and from firing range facility 

To the north east corner of the site, adjacent to Area C, is located an historic firing range, 

which once formed part of the MoD airfield use, but is now in separate usage by a civilian 

pistol group. The range is currently located away from existing dwellings, separated by field 

systems and part of the airfield land. Third party objections have been raised from users of 

this facility, indicating that should Area C be approved as suggested, then it is likely there 

would be future noise disturbance to the proposed dwellings, which may ultimately lead to 

the firing range being shut down. 

Officers requested that the size of Area C be reduced, so that new housing would be located 

away from the firing operations. Such an adjustment also has synergies with other issues. 

However, the applicants have undertaken a noise assessment, and maintained that subject 

to conditions, the relationship between the firing range and Area C would not be 

problematical. 

As indicated above, the Council’s Public protection believe that this matter can be resolved 

via appropriate planning conditions. This issue does not therefore form part of the suggested 

reasons for refusal. 

  

 



9.34 Construction Impacts 

Notwithstanding the above, the submitted EIA covers the mitigation required to protect 

neighbouring amenity, and a construction management plan can be conditioned, which 

should help reduce the impact of construction works on the existing occupiers and users of 

surrounding properties and the road system. However, it is likely that regardless of any 

mitigation, general construction works will be likely to lead to a reduction is local residential 

amenity whilst construction works are carried out, and this could be for a number of years. 

9.35 General amenity impacts of new dwellings 

Residents of Ford 

The current residents of Ford are likely to suffer the most significant reduction in residential 

amenity. The proposed development of Area C surrounds these properties to the north, and 

the new dwellings would be accessed via Roman Road. Whilst the development of Area C is 

considered acceptable in principle by CP25, the quantum of development being currently 

proposed indicates that a number of the dwellings would be located in close proximity to 

existing dwellings in Ford. Given the elevated nature of part of the site, it is therefore likely 

that the open aspect and high level of privacy many of the residents currently enjoy over the 

airfield land would completely alter in character, to a more suburban appearance. However, 

as the design of the scheme is not a matter for consideration at this stage, a refusal based 

on a loss of amenity may be difficult to justify at the appeal. 

Existing Dwellings around the Portway 

These are likely to be similarly affected during construction, and particularly during the 

construction of the roundabout. Following construction and building out of the scheme, it is 

officers opinion that the occupiers of this dwelling would suffer from increased road and 

traffic noise, together with a general impact on their aspect and outlook to the east, which at 

the current time is of a rural character, albeit somewhat affected by the busy A345 road. 

However, given that the principle of development on Area A is considered acceptable, and 

as the design of the scheme is not a matter for consideration at this stage, a refusal based 

on a loss of amenity may be difficult to justify at the appeal. 

9.36 Vibration issues  

Over the last few years, there has been an issue related to an ongoing industrial operation 

and the creation of vibration emanating from one of the adjacent industrial units on the Old 

Sarum business Park.  A number of existing properties on the existing Old Sarum site have 

apparently experienced this vibration. The noise emanated from the Equinox building as was 

due to the cutting of sheet steel. 

The Council’s Public Protection  officers original raised concerns regards this matter and its 

likely impact on the planned new housing. However, since the application was submitted, 

this issue has resolved itself. Equinox have since vacated the building, and the building is 

now occupied by more benign industrial uses. Consequently, this is no longer an issue in 

relation to amenity. 

 



9.4 Highways and parking issues 

The scheme proposes new access points onto the Portway to serve Area A, and a new 

access onto the C Class Roman Road, to serve Area C. The proposal also suggests works 

within the site and within the highway along the Roman Road to improve highway 

safety/traffic calming works, as outlined below: 

 Internal circular footway / cycle path within the 
site boundary providing a traffic free route for 
pedestrians and cyclist for around 700metres 
along the Airfield frontage onto the Ford Road 

 

 Footway connection between Parcel C access 
and Merrifield Close along Ford Road; 

 

 Traffic and environmental management 
measures to improve Ford Road. Measures 
could include: 

 

 Extend 30 mph speed limit; 
 

 Introduction of a Gateway Feature in 
to assist with reducing traffic speeds; 

 

 Introduction of priority working at 
locations to keep speeds low; 

 

 Investigate options for improvements 
to the bridge crossing over the River 
Bourne; 

 

 Improved pedestrian and cycle links at 
the Portway; 

 

 Investigate provision of a formal 
crossing point over the Ford Road to 
connect to the South and some road widening  

Concerns have been raised regards the highways impacts of the development by many third 

parties, particularly with regards the likely impact of the scheme on the narrow Roman Road 

which serves Ford and the immediate area, which is of a pleasant rural character, but 

already used as an alternative route by local traffic between the A345 and the A30 London 

Road and A338, and is described by many third parties as a “rat run”. The road also serves 

as part of the National cycle route through the Salisbury area. 

Paragraph 32 of the NPPF indicates that: 

“32. All developments that generate significant amounts of movement should be 
supported by a Transport Statement or Transport Assessment. Plans and 
decisions should take account of whether: 
 

 the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up 
depending on the nature and location of the site, to reduce the need for 



major transport infrastructure; 
 

 safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and 
 

 improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost 
effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only 
be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts 
of development are severe” 
 

(Members should note that the NPPF does not define what “severe” means in a highways 

context. However, a recent appeal Inspector’s decision indicates that: 

“……..36 -  I note that the third bullet point at paragraph 32 of the Framework (NPPF) states 

that development should only be refused on highway grounds where the cumulative residual 

impact would be severe. There is no definition of the word severe in the Framework but that 

is clearly an extremely high bar. However, it appears to me that paragraph 32 of the 

Framework in that regard is referring to matters of highway capacity and congestion, as 

opposed to matters of highway safety. The Courts have held that paragraph 32 should not 

be interpreted to mean that anything other than a severe impact on highway safety would be 

acceptable and I have viewed the paragraph in that context. 

 

The Inspector cites relevant case law (Mayowa-Emmanuel v Royal Borough of Greenwich) 

which indicates that: 

 

“..29        In my judgment, paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework that the 

Claimant relies on under this ground 2 is addressing matters of highway capacity and 

congestion. It is not concerned with highway safety considerations in themselves. It cannot 

be, because it cannot be the case that the Government considers anything other than severe 

impact on highway safety would be acceptable, which would be the implication of the 

Claimant's argument.”  

 

Given the above, whilst the Council still has a responsibility to demonstrate ‘severity’ in 

issues relating to capacity, it would appear that test is not required when considering safety 

matters.) 

 

Notwithstanding the NPPF, CP57 of the WCS deals with the general impacts of a 

development, linking to CP61 of the WCS, which deals with the highway impacts of a 

proposal. Similarly, policies 62-66 also relate to the highway related impacts of the proposal.  

Core Policy 61 (Transport and New Development) of the WCS indicates that: 
 
“New development should be located and designed to reduce the need to travel particularly 
by private car, and to encourage the use of sustainable transport alternatives. 
As part of a required transport assessment, the following must be demonstrated: 
i. That consideration has been given to the needs of all transport users (where relevant) 
according to the following hierarchy: 
a. Visually impaired and other disabled people 
b. Pedestrians 
c. Cyclists. 
d. Public transport. 
e. Goods vehicles. 



f. Powered two-wheelers. 
g. Private cars. 
ii. That the proposal is capable of being served by safe access to the highway network 
iii. That fit for purpose and safe loading/unloading facilities can be provided where these are 
required as part of the normal functioning of the development. Where appropriate, 
contributions will be sought towards sustainable transport improvements and travel 
plans will be required to encourage the use of sustainable transport alternatives and 
more sustainable freight movements.” 
 

9.41 Current situation 

A detailed Transport Assessment has been submitted with the application, which indicates 

that whilst traffic in the surrounding area would be increased, subject to mitigating works and 

contributions, the impact of the scheme in highways terms would be acceptable. The 

scheme includes suggested traffic calming measures along the Roman Road through Ford, 

as well as a new vehicular access off that road. Two other road accesses off the Portway are 

also proposed. Significant numbers of parking spaces are shown within the scheme.  

As stated, this application is in Outline form only. However, the only matter to be considered 

in detail for the proposed scheme are two access points into Area A & B, and the access to 

Area C, including some suggested works to the Roman Road.  

The Council’s Highways officer has indicated that: 

“…Areas A and B 

I am satisfied that the arrangements for the development of Areas A and B (and subject to 

the access modifications shown on WSP drg SK102C) are, satisfactory. However, I have 

had no response to issues raised on the points raised in the Masterplan –  

• There is an opportunity to create a better entrance from the Portway, that will give a better 
presence to the airfield entrance and reduce interaction with industrial estate users and 
the housing to the north. 

• The airfield owners are in discussion with the owner of the entrance to the airfield to enable 
improvements to be put in place 

And in relation to Green Lane; 
• It is proposed that use will be restricted to bicycles, maintenance vehicles and public 

transport.  
This needs further discussion. 

 

I have also had no response to concerns about the ability to provide acceptable footway 

facilities on Roman Road (shown on sketch drawings submitted), related to concerns I have 

with the potential conflict between pedestrian movements generated by the site with the 

additional traffic generated by Area C of the site (and which require detailed consideration of 

boundary features, apparently affected by proposed work on existing roadside verges). 

I do not consider there to be reasons on transport grounds to refuse these elements of the 

application, and would seek the a planning agreement to secure local transport 

improvements identified in the Salisbury Transport Strategy, principally to support existing 

non-commercial bus services in the area…” 



Thus, in terms of revised areas A & B, subject to a suitable S106 to secure financial support 

towards non- commercial bus services in the area, the highways officer would have no 

objection. However, with regards Area C, he offers the following: 

“Area C 

This aspect of the development is of concern from a highways and transport consideration. 

Whilst the access arrangements proposed are satisfactory from a technical point of view, I 

am concerned that the arrangements set out in the supplementary submission by WSP (Dec 

2015), to accommodate separation of pedestrians from traffic on the carriageway in the 

vicinity of Ford Road between the proposed site access and Green Lane are not achievable 

within highway land to an acceptable standard of provision. 

The additional potential conflicts of traffic and pedestrians in this area, and along other 

stretches of Ford Road, where few facilities for pedestrians exist, present a potential safety 

hazard which remains unaddressed. 

The nature of Ford Road, especially to the east of Green Lane, is characteristic of a rural 

lane, which is subject to levels of traffic which cause damage to carriageway haunches and 

roadside verges. The intensification of traffic associated with the development on the lane 

will likely lead to further deterioration. 

The terminal junction of Ford Road with the A338 near the Church Road roundabout, and 

the junction of Old Castle Road with the A345 (catering for east Salisbury and Amesbury 

bound traffic respectively) are both sub-standard in relation to contemporary junction 

standards, with visibility being constrained at both. Intensification of use of these junctions is 

undesirable and could result in an increase in the collision records recorded at these 

junctions. Ford Road and Old Castle Road junction is constrained in width, and difficult for 

two vehicles simultaneously passing through the junction. 

The level of public transport provision serving the Ford Road is very limited, and not at a 
level where it can be relied upon to provide a realistic alternative to travel by car mode. The 
existing service provide for school trips, but other than that they are extremely limited. We 
therefore have major concerns about the development in Ford on the south side of the 
runway for the following reasons: 
 

 Bus services through Ford are limited to two buses per day (off-peak) plus school 

buses. Area C is not within easy walking distance of any regular bus route. 

 It does not appear that there will be any facility for buses to be able to penetrate and 
turn round in the new estate in Ford. Therefore buses would have to pick up and set 
down passengers on main East-West road through Ford (Ford Lane) but this has no 
pavement of any length along it, nor bus stops on the westbound side of the road. 

 

 The lack of safe bus stops on Ford Lane would present a major problem for students 
on school buses needing to alight near the new estate as most would need to be 
transported to schools some distance away.  

 

 It might be possible to resolve some of the bus stop concerns if a road link could be 
made from Manor Farm Road into the new estate, as buses would then be able to 
operate a loop around the old and new estates using Merrifield Road. 



 

 If an improved bus service was provided along Ford Lane there would need to be 

funding for this and provision of tarmacked bus stop waiting areas and footways 

leading from them to the development. 

 If no primary schools were going to be provided on any of the three sites, it is likely 

that school transport would need to be provided to schools in surrounding villages 

such as Winterbourne Earls, Stratford sub Castle and Laverstock.  This is because 

the primary school at Old Sarum is full and there would be is no safe walking route to 

any other school (including Longhedge).  Assume an additional cost to Wiltshire 

Council of £40,000 per annum for this. 

 Transport would also be needed from the site to Laverstock Schools - again assume 

an estimated cost of £40,000 for this. 

Members will need consider whether these identified deficiencies in the local road network 

are such that the development proposed at Area C would provide for opportunities for 

sustainable transport modes being taken up, that safe and suitable access to the site can be 

achieved for all people, and improvements can be undertaken within the transport network 

that cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development; proposals should not be 

refused on transport grounds unless the residual cumulative impacts of development are 

severe. These are the tests which the NPPF (paragraph 32) requires are met. (NB the 

Courts have now clarified as noted above that the severity test does not apply to highway 

safety considerations) 

The balance in this case suggests that an objection to the Area C development should be 

considered…..” 

As a consequence of the above comments, officers are advising that: 

i) Until a suitable S106 agreement has been provided which secures a suitable 

contribution to enhance the local non-commercial bus operation, then an 

objection remains regards the impact of Areas A & B on the highway system, and 

ii) At the time of writing, concern still exists regards the impact of Area C in highway and 

pedestrian safety terms. The lack of a bus contribution to mitigate future 

deficiencies as a result of the development is also of concern. 

Consequently, officers have recommended a refusal reason regards highway safety and the 

lack of a S106 and thus the provision towards sustainable transport mitigation. 

9.42 Impact of the scheme on A36 road system 

Notwithstanding the above, Highways England (formerly the Highways Agency), has had 

lengthy discussions with the applicant during the application process, regarding the impact of 

the development on the A36 Trunk road system around the edge of Salisbury. To this end, a 

capacity assessment has been undertaken with regards the impact of the development on St 

Pauls Roundabout, Castle Roundabout, and St Marks Roundabout which are located along 

the northern part of the ring road system to the north of the city centre. 



The assessments have indicated that the impact of additional traffic from the development in 

combination with existing traffic will result in a “severe” impact on the road system, in terms 

of exacerbating existing queuing and delays. 

Consequently, the HE has stated that in its opinion, the proposal would be acceptable 

subject to a financial contribution of £500,000. This contribution would be required to 

mitigate the impact of the increased traffic at this junction, and would be used to modernise 

the existing traffic light system at this roundabout, effectively making it more intelligent and 

responsive to enable better management of the traffic. The new system would improve the 

efficiency of the system and reduce delays. 

Highways England  have therefore suggested that the scheme is now acceptable in terms of 

its impact on the A36, subject to a condition securing the works to the Castle Roundabout, 

and a condition related to travel plans and sustainable travel. Whilst a condition related to 

travel planning can be achieved, the securing of a defined quantum of financial contribution 

can only be secured via a legal agreement. (If a condition is used, it may ultimately be that 

the works to the roundabout may end of costing either less or more than the current defined 

sum. This in turn may affect the viability of the scheme).  

Consequently, whilst the applicants have accepted the need for this mitigation and have in 

principle agreed to provide the financial contribution, a S106 agreement is not yet in place 

which secures such a payment or mitigation. Until that point in time, officers have to 

recommend that the lack of such agreement must form part of any reasons for refusal.  

9.43 Impact on Green Lane right of way 

The development areas are located adjacent to Green Lane, a well used right of way leading 

southwards through Ford and on to the Bishopdown Area. A small part of the right of way off 

the Portway and in Ford is also used to access a number of dwellings, but the remainder is 

solely used by non vehicular traffic and has in the most part a rural green character to it. 

Where substantial new development has occurred adjacent to green Lane in the 

Bishopdown area, existing planting and mature trees adjacent the right of way have been 

retained and improved. 

Whilst some of the supporting literature submitted with the application indicates that Green 

Lane may be affected by the development in terms of needing upgrading, it is understood 

that the applicant has clarified that Green Lane would be retained as it is and therefore 

unaffected by any additional works. Area C would have a separate vehicular access onto 

Ford road, although pedestrian and cycle access to Green Lane is suggested at a few 

points. As part of Area B, one of the hangers would be located adjacent to Green Lane, but 

would not impact on it considerably. 

Thus in highway terms, officers are advising that there is no grounds for refusal of the 

scheme in terms of the impact on Green Lane. 

9.44 Linkage to surrounding development and areas 

The proposals includes footpath/cycle linkage within the site to the existing Ford settlement, 

including a pathway linkage to the Roman Road to the south, with the intention that the 



scheme would allow future linkage with and access to the emerging country park which is 

being built out to the south of Roman Road.  

Such linkage is considered desirable, and is welcomed. It would also allow all residents to 

share the various facilities and services offered in the surrounding area, including the open 

space, schools, and any other community facilities which may develop over time. In 

particular, it would offer access to the planned community land and to the wider countryside 

via the footpath network. Such a link would in officers opinion, offer benefits to the future 

residents of the scheme, as well as to existing residents of the both the Old Sarum and 

Hampton Park residential areas. Whilst it is noted that a similar linkage already exists via 

Green Lane, linking Ford and Old Sarum residential areas with the edges of the city, this 

linkage is some distance to the south, and a northern linkage would allow easier access to 

the emerging Country Park facilities and the adjacent school.  

However, such linkages will need to be secured via any S106 agreement, as public access 

will need to be secured in perpetuity, and they may need to be built out to adoptable 

standards, and this may be affected by the different legal ownerships of the application site. 

At this point in time, not such agreement exists, and therefore the linkages and any benefits 

have not yet been secured. Consequently, at the present time, until such agreement is 

reached, the proposal would not secure such community gains, and thus, be contrary to the 

aims of CP25. Officers have therefore recommended a refusal reason on this basis. 

9.5 Ecology and biodiversity 

Paragraph 118 of the NPPF indicates clearly that: 
 
“118. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should 
aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying the following 
principles: 
 
● if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), 
adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning 
permission should be refused; 
● proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific 
Interest likely to have an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (either individually or in combination with other developments) 
should not normally be permitted. Where an adverse effect on the site’s 
notified special interest features is likely, an exception should only be made 
where the benefits of the development, at this site, clearly outweigh both 
the impacts that it is likely to have on the features of the site that make it 
of special scientific interest and any broader impacts on the national 
network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest; 
 
● opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments 
should be encouraged; 
 
planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the 
loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient woodland 
and the loss of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland, 
unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location 
clearly outweigh the loss; 



 
Similarly, Core Policy 50 (Biodiversity and geodiversity) & 52 (Green Infrastructure) are 
relevant, with the former stating that: 
 
“Development proposals must demonstrate how they protect features of nature conservation 
and geological value as part of the design rationale. There is an expectation that such 
features shall be retained, buffered, and managed favourably in order to maintain their 
ecological value, connectivity and functionality in the long-term. Where it has been 
demonstrated that such features cannot be retained, removal or damage shall only be 
acceptable in circumstances where the anticipated ecological impacts have been mitigated 
as far as possible and appropriate compensatory measures can be secured to ensure no net 
loss of the local biodiversity resource, and secure the integrity of local ecological networks 
and provision of ecosystem services.........all development should seek opportunities to 
enhance biodiversity. Major development in particular must include measures to deliver 
biodiversity gains through opportunities to restore, enhance and create valuable habitats, 
ecological networks and ecosystem services..” 
 

The site is located within proximity of the River Avon SSSI. Hence the area is sensitive in 

terms of development which may affect the water systems and drainage. 

The applicants have submitted an Environmental Statement (ES) which covers the likely 

impacts on the ecology and water systems. This concludes that there is unlikely to be 

significant impacts. It does not appear that the general site contains any significant 

biodiversity or protected species. 

However, the application site directly abuts Green Lane to the east, with open countryside to 

the north and the planned Country Park to the south. With this context in mind, the Council’s 

ecologist has commented thus: 

“…The Council has not completed an assessment for this application under section 61 of the 

Habitats Regulations 2010 (as amended) and this will therefore be the responsibility of the 

Inspector who will become Competent Authority under Regulation 61(1). Since the Council 

Ecologists consultation response of 16 May 2016, the principles underpinning the Nutrient 

Management Plan for the River Avon SAC have been under scrutiny. The Council has 

prepared its own model to demonstrate the effects of current and proposed development 

throughout the Hampshire Avon catchment and this is currently being finalised with advice 

from specialists at the EA and Natural England. Once approved, it is expected that the 

Council’s model will support the Council’s Housing Site Allocations Plan through EiP in 2018. 

Currently the model takes account of strategic allocations identified in the Wiltshire Core 

Strategy 2006-2026 and the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan (pre-submission draft 

June 2017) and the inspector will need to determine at the time of making a decision, the 

extent to which the model accommodates the 462 dwellings proposed by the Old Sarum 

application. As the model is currently incomplete, the Council recommends that advice is 

sought from Natural England and the EA on the approach to be taken in the assessment. 

Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that potential bat corridors along 
Green Lane can be maintained in the long term. No survey information was provided in 
relation to this corridor and, in light of the use made by bats of Green Lane at Hampton Park 
II to the south, the Council assumes it forms a commuting and potential foraging route for 
bats at Old Sarum. The Illustrative Landscape Plan is unclear on the treatment of this 
boundary. In addition, the Council cannot accept that boundary features under private 



control will be maintained and managed appropriately for bats in the long term as experience 
from other schemes demonstrates new owners often remove or degrade hedgerows. The 
Council has therefore requested cross sections through Green Lane to show the distance 
between garden boundaries and the edge of the proposed hedge (assuming this is what the 
Illustrative Landscape Plan proposes) along Green Lane. This needs to be a minimum of 5m 
wide to allow for annual growth and an acceptable access strip for maintenance.  
 
Furthermore, the Council Ecologist is also concerned that there may be calls to erect street 
lighting along Green Lane in the future as it appears to be promoted in the application as a 
sustainable transport route. This has the potential to diminish the significance of the route for 
bats. The appellant should demonstrate how impacts will be avoided if future calls are made 
to light this route…”  
 
Whilst the applicant has previously assured the Council that there was no intention to route 
any traffic via Green Lane, it therefore appears that there is an outstanding issue related to 
protected species which needs addressing at this time.  Therefore, this matter is therefore 
listed below as one of the reasons for refusal.  
 

9.6 Drainage and Flooding matters 

The NPPF states that: 
 
“103. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should ensure flood 
risk is not increased elsewhere and only consider development appropriate in areas at risk of 
flooding where, informed by a site-specific flood risk assessment following the Sequential 
Test, and if required the Exception Test, it can be demonstrated that: 
●within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas of 
lowest flood risk unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a different 
location; and 
●development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant, including safe 
access and escape routes where required, and that any residual risk can be 
safely managed, including by emergency planning; and it gives priority to 
the use of sustainable drainage systems.” 

 
Core Policy 67 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy relation to Flood Risk also indicates that: 
 
“Development proposed in Flood Zones 2 and 3 as identified within the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment will need to refer to the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment when 
providing evidence to the local planning authority in order to apply the Sequential Test in line 
with the requirements of national policy and established best practice. All new 
development will include measures to reduce the rate of rainwater run-off and 
improve rainwater infiltration to soil and ground (sustainable urban drainage) unless 
site or environmental conditions make these measures unsuitable.” 
 

Some concerns have been expressed by third parties that the quantum of development 

overall being proposed by the developers, would have an adverse impact on the existing and 

proposed drainage infrastructure and also exacerbate flooding issues which have occurred 

in recent years to part of the Ford roadway and surrounding land. 

However, the Environment Agency has not raised any fundamental objections to the 

proposed scheme, subject to suitable conditions being imposed. Similarly, the Council’s 

Drainage officer has raised no particular objections. Wessex Water’s response suggests that 



with mitigation to existing drainage services, the development would be acceptable. As a 

result, whilst the local objections and concerns are noted, it would be difficult to refuse the 

scheme subject of the application on drainage and flooding grounds. 

Consequently, provided suitable planning conditions are accepted by the applicant as part of 
the appeal process, there is no reason for refusal regards this issue. Conditions are dealt 
with and agreed during the appeals process and imposed where judged necessary by the 
Planning Inspector if the Inspector determines that permission should be granted. 
 
9.7 Archaeology  

Third party concerns have related generally to the impact of the scheme on the heritage 

assets, including concerns expressed by the British Council of Archaeology. However, with 

regards any below-ground heritage assets, the Council’s Archaeologist has commented 

thus: 

“This site is of archaeological interest. There   have been multiple phases of evaluation, both 
trenched and geophysical survey, since 2007, which have demonstrated that there are some 
areas with significant archaeological remains. The application includes an archaeological 
mitigation strategy which takes a strategic view with regard to the areas for preservation in 
situ, areas for archaeological excavation and also areas for archaeological watching brief.  
 
The NPPF says: 141. Local planning authorities should make information about the 
significance of the historic environment gathered as part of plan-making or development 
management publicly accessible. They should also require developers to record and 
advance understanding of the significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) 
in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence 
(and any archive generated) publicly accessible. However, the ability to record evidence of 
our past should not be a factor in deciding whether such loss should be permitted.  
 
It is therefore recommended that a programme of archaeological works, which would include 
the future management proposals for areas that are proposed for preservation in situ,   is 
conditioned on any planning permission.” 
 
Consequently, provided suitable planning conditions are accepted by the applicant as part of 
the appeal process, there is no reason for refusal regards this issue. Conditions are dealt 
with and agreed during the appeals process and imposed where necessary by the Planning 
Inspectorate. 
 

9.8 S106 and viability  

CP25 specifically refers to the need for a legal agreement in relation to noise issues, and 

also outlines other enhancement and benefits. These are covered elsewhere in this report. 

However, as with any large development scheme, and in accordance with the NPPF and 

WCS policy CP3, the scheme would result in a number of impacts on surrounding 

infrastructure and services which would require mitigation to ensure that any development is 

sustainable. The following outlines those matters, and current issues in this regard: 

9.81 Highways improvements 

If the scheme were to be deemed acceptable, the proposal would be required to mitigate its 

impacts on the surrounding area. Contributions towards improving local bus services would 



be required, as would the provision of significant works to Roman Road to improve highway 

safety. 

However, whilst the applicants submitted appeal details suggests they are willing to provide 

such mitigation, there is no completed S106 at the moment, so such provision has yet to be 

secured. It is also unclear at the moment exactly what the applicants suggested contribution 

of £200,000 would cover, and whether it includes a contribution towards improving bus 

provision. 

9.82 Affordable housing provision  

The Council’s Affordable Housing officer has advised that the scheme would need to comply 

with Council housing policy of 40 percent affordable housing provision, as outlined by CP43. 

The applicant had originally expressed a preference to house military veterans on the site as 

part of any affordable housing provision.  

However, at this time, the applicants have indicated that due to viability issues, the scheme 

is unable to provide any affordable housing whatsoever. This is obviously contrary to the 

Council’s Core Policy 43 and the Council’s Housing officer has indicated that until any 

viability matters are resolved which indicate otherwise, she would object to the application on 

grounds of non-compliance with CP43.  

However, viability discussions remain un-concluded between the Council and the applicant, 

and officers are therefore unable to advise whether the scheme as proposed could support 

or provide any affordable housing.  Furthermore, no formal S106 agreement securing any 

affordable housing has been provided by the applicant. 

Consequently, at the current time, the proposal remains contrary to the aims and objectives 

of CP43, and in this respect, fails to deliver sustainable development. 

9.83 Education provision  

The Council’s Education officer has previously indicated that financial contributions are 

required towards primary £2,583,152 and secondary £ 2,441,880, and early years 

educational facilities £1,012,140 to mitigate the impact of the children living in the new 

estate. It is suggested that the schools on the Old Sarum/Longhedge sites may benefit from 

some of the monies collected. This would need to be secured via the suggested revision to 

the S106 Agreement. These were 2016 figures, and officers have requested updated figures 

for 2017/2018. 

However, at this time, the applicants have indicated that due to viability issues, the scheme 

is unable to provide any educational payments via S106 whatsoever. This is obviously 

contrary to the Council’s Core Policy 3 and the Council’s Education officer has indicated that 

until any viability matters are resolved which indicate otherwise, she would object to the 

application on non-compliance with CP3.  

However, viability discussions remain un-concluded between the Council and the applicant, 

and officers are therefore unable to advise whether the scheme as proposed could support 

or provide any educational payment.  Furthermore, no formal S106 agreement securing any 

educational contributions has been provided by the applicant. 



Consequently, at the current time, the proposal remains contrary to the aims and objectives 

of CP3. A S106 payment is required and justified in this instance as any such payment is 

required to mitigate the specific impacts of the scheme in the immediate area around the 

site. It is neither sustainable development nor acceptable if the costs of the provision of 

education facilities for the children living on this development had to be picked up by the 

local taxpayer. 

9.84 Open Space and other facilities 

As stated elsewhere in this report, a substantial area of open space is being proposed, 

which includes play areas, informal seating/picnic areas, footpaths and cycleways, together 

with interpretation boards. However, these will need to be secured via a S106, including the 

future maintenance of such areas, and public access. Consequently, at the current time, 

without a suitable S106, officers are recommending that this form part of any reasons for 

refusal. It is unclear whether the applicant’s provisional costs for these areas include the 

long term maintenance of such areas. 

9.85 Waste and Recycling  

The Council’s waste and recycling officer is happy with the provision being offered by the 

developer, subject to such provision being secured via a suitably legal agreement. The 

contribution being requested was £43,358. Officers will seek clarification for the appeal 

regards whether this figure needs updating. 

9.86 Public Art 

In accordance with saved policy D8 and policy CP57 of the WCS, the scheme should 

provide funding for public art projects. Hence, this provision would be secured via a S106 

Agreement. Public art projects are normally costed at approximately £300 per dwelling and 

£3 per/sq m of non-residential/commercial land.  

9.87 Viability issues and the applicant’s current position 

Central Government planning policies have in recent years allowed the viability of a scheme 
to be taken into account. Generally, the guidance indicates that Local Authorities should 
seek only appropriate financial contributions and other S106 provisions, and should be 
flexible in terms of which such provisions are requested of a developer. The NPPG indicates 
that:  

“….In making decisions, the local planning authority will need to understand the impact of 
planning obligations on the proposal. Where an applicant is able to demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the local planning authority that the planning obligation would cause the 
development to be unviable, the local planning authority should be flexible in seeking 
planning obligations. 

This is particularly relevant for affordable housing contributions which are often the largest 
single item sought on housing developments. These contributions should not be sought 
without regard to individual scheme viability. The financial viability of the individual scheme 
should be carefully considered in line with the principles in this guidance..” 

The applicant’s viability scheme has been the subject of protracted discussions between the 

applicant and Council officers over many months, and the Council has also taken advice 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/planning-obligations


from independent sources. At the current time, no agreement has been reached between the 

parties, and thus officers are unable to confirm whether the scheme would be viable enough 

to provide any, some, or all of the provisions outlined above. At the present time, according 

to the applicants own appeal information, they are intending to provide the following: 

Aircraft Noise  
 

 Aircraft noise to be controlled to avoid noise at front façade of dwellings (i.e. as 
measured in accordance with industry standards) to be no greater than 57dB 
LAeq,16h with the exception of specified units which front onto the landing strip.  

 

 The obligation to include means of monitoring aircraft noise via modelling and 
remedial action to be taken in the case of exceedance.  

 

 Applicant to form an Airfield Consultative Committee with a constitution and terms of 
reference.  

 
Heritage  
 

 Applicant to deliver heritage enhancements in accordance with the Conservation 
Management Plan 6731 CMP Rev D17 March 2015 including refurbishment of the 
Applicant’s Listed WW1 Hangar and other airfield heritage infrastructure pursuant to 
Core Policy 25. Works to hangar estimated by the applicant as being £3,000,000. 

 

 Applicant to retain and sustain flying used of airfield in accordance with Core Policy 
25.  

 
Airstrip relocation  
 

 Applicant to relocate runway in order to mitigate the impact of aircraft noise on 
existing and proposed dwellings.  

 
Wiltshire Highways  
 

 Highways work not covered by CIL, (The applicants submitted appeal information 
suggests a figure of  £200,000) 

 
Highways England - Castle Roundabout  
 

 Applicant to deliver or make a contribution towards MOVA traffic signal upgrade 
scheme of £500,000 

 
Community infrastructure  
 

 Applicant to deliver community infrastructure including arboricultural and ecological 
improvements, construct viewpoints, picnic spots, cycleways and footpaths. 
Estimated by the applicant to cost the following: 

 Arboriculture Costs £1,000  

 Construct and equip New Viewpoints £15,000  

 Construct and equip New Picnic Areas £18,000  

 Ecology £1,000  

 Construct Footpaths £199,200  

 Construct Cycleways £770,000 



 
Waste Storage and Collection  
 

 Applicant to make a contribution towards waste storage and collection as set out in 
the Waste storage and collection: guidance for developers Supplementary Planning 
Document 
 

Summary 

Consequently, at this stage, until such time as the viability issues are resolved, officers must 

consider the scheme of being viable, and on that basis, it is necessary to provide the 

required infrastructure to service the development. Thus, on this basis, as it stands at 

present, the scheme would be contrary to the aims of policy CP3 and the NPPF, regards the 

provision of suitable supporting infrastructure and mitigation. 

9.9 CIL payments 

As referred to above, regardless of any specific S106 payments/contributions, the 

development would be required to provide monies as part of the separate Council CIL 

Charging regime. The applicant’s current estimate of this payment would be approximately 

£4.5 million, and is therefore currently querying the requirement to provide some S106 

payments on top of such monies. However, Members should note that this is only an 

estimate based on the current indicating outline scheme, and CIL payments are normally 

only calculated and charged once a more details reserved matters or full application has 

been determined. 

However, notwithstanding, the payment of CIL is non-negotiable – it is a statutory 

requirement - and is not the subject of negotiation as part of this application. 

10. Overall Conclusion and planning balance 

National Planning guidance regarding airfields and airports generally relates to the desire to 

protect and enhance flying operations and the associated commercial and employment 

activities such uses provide, and in general terms, does not offer guidance related to 

permitting residential development proposed by the operators of an airfield. 

Policy CP25 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy relates directly to the airfield, and in principle 

permits development of the identified parcels of land, but only if any scheme address the 

various criteria outlined in the policy. However, as the policies of the Plan must not be read 

in isolation, any scheme should also be tested against other policies in the Core Strategy; 

the statutory duties imposed by the government, and national planning guidance. 

The application suggests airfield related development would be located in Area B directly to 

the south east of the existing airfield buildings and adjacent commercial industrial units. In 

general, subject to future details, the provision and enhancement of existing airfield facilities 

and operations is welcomed, particular where this would also enhance the overall visitor 

experience and provide public related community facilities, as well as enhanced employment 

opportunities. The provision of community facilities, open space, pathways and cycleways is 

also welcomed. The enhancement of the existing hangars and overall heritage asset is 

welcomed in principle. 



However, following concerns regards the Development Masterplan and the submitted 

Conservation Master Plan, the outline scheme as currently presented is subject to significant 

concerns from various consultees and third parties, regards the harm caused to the heritage 

assets, particularly the character and setting of the listed hangar buildings, the Old Sarum 

Ancient Monument and the airfield Conservation Area. 

Similarly, there remain outstanding matters and concerns regarding the likely impacts of the 

airfield use on the existing and proposed dwellings in terms of noise disturbance. 

Furthermore, the impacts of the proposed housing on the adjacent highway system remain 

subject of an objection from the Council’s Highways officer. There remain outstanding issues 

in relation to the impact of the works in ecological terms. Whilst some details of design and 

landscaping have been submitted, at the time of writing, these details remain in outline form 

and are subject to future change. Given the continued concerns, the Council therefore 

remains concerned that the scheme as put forward cannot achieve sufficient high quality 

design or strategic landscaping to help mitigate the impacts of existing development or 

enhance the historic environment.  

Whilst it appears that the current application scheme may provide some community benefits 

as outlined in the report above, at the time of writing, no firm legally binding S106 has been 

provided which would ensure such provisions. Similarly, without such a legal agreement, the 

Council cannot be assured that the proposals would be able to retain and safeguard flying 

activity, or would be able to provide reasonable controls over flying activity, protect the 

amenities of existing and future residents, provide a long term strategy for enhancements of 

the historic environment including the securing of public access and provision of 

interpretation materials.  

Notwithstanding the above, at the time of writing, there is also an outstanding issue related 

to the viability of the scheme and its ability to mitigate the impacts of the scheme in terms of 

affordable housing provision and the mitigation of the educational impacts of the proposals. 

Whilst the suggested repairs and enhancement of the listed hangar is welcomed in principle, 

given the extent of the works to the hangar suggested by the applicants viability assessment 

(some £3 million) the actual extent of any works is currently unclear and thus the likely 

impact to the heritage asset remains unspecified.  

As a consequence, based on current submissions, the current scheme would not achieve 

the aims of policy CP25 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, and would also fail to comply with the 

requirements of CP3 in terms of providing the required mitigation and infrastructure, CP43 in 

terms of the lack of provision of affordable housing, CP51 & 52 in terms of providing high 

quality strategic landscaping and biodiversity enhancements, CP57 in terms of the provision 

of a high quality design, CP58 in terms of the protection and enhancement of the historic 

assets, and CP61, in terms of the protection of the highway system. The proposal is 

therefore also contrary to the guidance given in the NPPF & NPPG regards good design, 

protection of amenity, infrastructure provision and protection, and the protection of heritage 

assets.  It is not a sustainable development.   

RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Inspectorate be advised that the Council 

would have REFUSED the scheme, for the following reasons: 

 



1. The proposal envisages a total of up to 462 dwellings, 302 on Area A which will 

utilise access points with the Portway, and 160 dwellings in Area C, utilising a new 

access onto the “C” Class Roman Road, as well as the additional facilities in Area B. 

Traffic calming measures and road improvements are suggested along the Roman 

Road adjacent Area C.  

The development of Areas A & B are considered to be acceptable in highways terms 

subject to the enhancement of the local bus services. However, Area C, would have 

a vehicular access onto Ford Road, which is a relatively narrow rural lane which 

serves the local community and a degree of non-access through traffic. The lane has 

no footways to provide for safe pedestrian movement between upper and lower Ford 

areas, or to facilities in Castle Road and beyond; a greater intensity of conflict 

between increased vehicular and pedestrian and cycle movements on this road 

would present a higher and unacceptable safety risk. 

Local bus services convenient to the site are very limited; this, together with the 

potential perceived threats to local pedestrian and cycle movement on Ford Road 

demonstrates the site does not have adequate sustainable transport facilities to 

provide a real or acceptable choice to future residents. The width of Ford Road is 

generally narrower than would be required within the development site; the resultant 

increase in traffic movements on the road will add an unacceptable level of conflict 

and inconvenience to existing users.  

Whilst the applicant has agreed in principle to a financial contribution related to a 

scheme of highway improvements along the Roman Road, it is unclear whether this 

will mitigate against all highway impacts including improving the local bus services.  

Given current outstanding viability issues, such mitigation may not be forthcoming. 

Furthermore, at the time of writing, no formal S106 exists which would secure this 

mitigation. Consequently, in the absence of such a legal agreement which secures 

the required mitigation, the Local Planning Authority must assert that the scheme as 

proposed would be likely to have a significant impact on the wider highway system 

The proposal would therefore be contrary to the aims of the Local Transport Plan, 

and adopted policies CP60-64 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, as well as the guidance 

within the NPPF. 

2. Notwithstanding the impact on the road system immediately around the site, 

Highways England has recommended that the application is acceptable, in terms of 

the impact on the trunk road network, subject to the implementation of an enhanced 

traffic management scheme,   which would improve the issues surrounding the 

impact of traffic from the development on the wider network, in particular in relation to 

how the impact of additional traffic would exacerbate existing congestion issues at 

the existing junction between Castle Road and the A36 trunk road. 

Whilst the applicant has agreed in principle to a financial contribution to such a 

scheme of £500,000, at the time of writing, no formal S106 exists which would secure 

this mitigation. Consequently, in the absence of such a legal agreement, the Local 

Planning Authority must assert that the scheme as proposed would be likely to have 

a significant impact on the wider highway system, particularly the A345 Castle Road 



and its junction with the A36 Trunk Road at Castle Roundabout. The proposal is 

therefore contrary to the aims of the Local Transport Plan, and adopted policies 

CP60-64 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, as well as the guidance within the NPPF. 

3. The proposals would be located adjacent to a working airfield and airstrip. A 

primary reason for the inclusion of Policy CP25 within the adopted Wilshire Core 

Strategy is to secure a scheme to reduce historic noise and disturbance emanating 

from the use of the airfield. Notwithstanding this matter, the housing proposal sites 

Areas A & C would be located closer to the operating airfield than existing dwellings 

in the surrounding area. Several of the dwellings planned within Areas A & C would, 

in the opinion of the Council, be likely to suffer noise disturbance from the operation 

of the airfield. 

Notwithstanding, in recent months the applicant has apparently increased flying 

activities at the airfield, including the introduction of helicopter training flights. This 

has resulted in additional complaints to the Council regards noise disturbance, and it 

is unclear whether these additional flights have been included in any updated noise 

assessment. It is also understood that these additional training flights would need to 

continue for the foreseeable future, due to contractual arrangements. 

In addition, it is understood from viability discussions that the number of flights that 

would be needed to attain the viability the applicants seek would need to be above 

50,000 a year. This raises the issue of whether, at this sort of scale of operation, the 

aim of achieving reduced noise disturbance can be realistically achieved. 

Whilst the applicant has offered in principle to agree to restrictions and limitation on 

the operation of the airfield, at the time of writing, no binding S106 legal agreement 

has been entered into, and therefore it is not clear what measures the Council could 

reasonably impose on the airfield operations which would reduce the impact of the 

operations on existing and future residential amenity, and whether such restrictions 

would in any event adversely affect the long term viability of the airfield.  

Consequently, in the absence of such a legal agreement which would achieve 

reasonable noise controls whilst maintaining the flying operations, the current 

proposal would be likely to have an adverse on existing and future residential 

amenity, contrary to the aims of policy CP25, and policy CP57 of the Wiltshire Core 

Strategy, and the guidance provided in the NPPF and the NPPG, and associated 

Aviation guidance, regards amenity and noise disturbance, and maintaining airfield 

operations. 

4. The proposal is located within close proximity to and within the setting of the Old 

Sarum Scheduled Ancient Monument and its surrounding Conservation Area, and is 

located within the Conservation Area encompassing the Old Sarum Aerodrome, 

which itself contains several listed hangar buildings. The site currently has an open 

character. 

The proposal is in outline form, with only access being a detailed matter, but the 

number of dwellings being fixed.  The applicants own visual assessments and other 

graphical information suggest that the residential development on Areas A & C would 

be readily visible from the Old Sarum Ancient Monument, with Area C likely also to 



be visible above the ridge line. The applicant’s submitted information shows only a 

small area of landscaping, and to achieve the number of dwellings indicated on Area 

A, the indicative plans suggest the need to build up to three and four stories across 

much of the site, with some properties requiring under-croft parking arrangements. 

 Thus, the development of Area A as suggested with the number of dwellings 

proposed would be highly prominent and intrusive in the landscape. Whilst some 

form of development of Area B is acceptable in principle by CP25, the details of the 

buildings and uses within this area are rather sketchy and it is unclear how tall these 

buildings would be, or how they would relate to the adjacent development or 

surrounding open land, or how visible they would be within the surrounding area. 

Furthermore, whilst the illustrative material for Area C shows a scheme likely to be 

more sympathetic in scale to the area, without a reduction in the number of dwellings 

in this Area and/or detailed design treatments to ground levels and roof designs, it 

does appear that the northernmost edge of this scheme would be visible across the 

airfield and would be likely to  visually amalgamate with the development of Area A 

and B as seen from higher land to the south, including the Old Sarum Monument. 

Consequently, unless the quantum of development is clarified and reduced, it is 

considered that the scheme as proposed would have a significant visual impact and 

be likely to cause substantial harm, to the character and setting of the surrounding 

heritage assets, including the historic landscape of Conservation Area surrounding 

the Old Sarum Monument, and the airfield Conservation Area itself. The proposal 

would therefore be contrary to the aims of policy CP25 and CP58 of the Wiltshire 

Core Strategy, and the guidance given in the NPPF, and sections 66 and 72 of Town 

and Country Planning (Listed Building and  Conservation Areas) Act 1990.   

5. Notwithstanding the heritage issues related to Areas A, B & C, the application 

suggests that enhancement works would be undertaken to the heritage assets 

currently present within the airfield site, including the listed hangars. Whilst such a 

commitment is welcomed, it is currently unclear exactly what such enhancement 

works would entail and to which structures. Consequently, and in the absence of a 

suitable legal agreement to secure such works, it is considered that   proposal would 

therefore be contrary to the aims of policy CP3, CP25 and CP58 of the Wiltshire Core 

Strategy, and the guidance given in the NPPF, and sections 66 and 72 of Town and 

Country Planning (Listed Building and  Conservation Areas) Act 1990.   

6. The application scheme suggests the provision of a large area of public open 

space, including pathways and cycleways, picnic areas, and interpretation 

information. The applicant has also confirmed the proposal would mitigate its impacts 

with respect to waste and recycling matters. 

However, at the current time, the applicant’s viability assessment suggests that no 

mitigation is able to be offered in respect of the on-site provision of affordable 

housing, or towards mitigating the off-site impacts of the development in terms of 

educational provision, and does not make provision for public art. 

Consequently, in the absence of a suitable legal agreement to secure such 

mitigation, it is considered that the proposal would not be sustainable development 



and would be contrary to the aims of policy 6 of the Wiltshire Waste Core Strategy, 

policies CP3, CP25, CP43, CP57, and CP61- 64 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, 

including saved policy D8 and R2, and the guidance given in the NPPF regarding 

planning obligations and the provision of sustainable development which mitigates its 

impacts.  

7. The application site abuts Green Lane, a right of way running to the north east of 

the airfield perimeter. Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that 

potential bat corridors along Green Lane can be maintained in the long term. No 

survey information was provided in relation to this corridor and, in light of the use 

made by bats of Green Lane at Hampton Park II to the south, the Council assumes it 

forms a commuting and potential foraging route for bats at Old Sarum. The 

Illustrative Landscape Plan is unclear on the treatment of this boundary. In addition, 

the Council remains to be convinced that boundary features under private control and 

located so close to adjacent dwellings will be maintained and managed appropriately 

for bats in the long term as experience from other schemes demonstrates new 

owners often remove or degrade hedgerows.  

Additionally, Green Lane appears to be promoted in some of the application literature 
as a sustainable transport route. This has the potential to diminish the significance of 
the route for bats. The appellant has yet to demonstrate how such impacts will be 
avoided if there is future pressure from users to light this route.  

 
Consequently, in the absence of information to the contrary, the proposal would be 
likely to have an adverse impact on protected species and the River Avon Special 
Area of Conservation, contrary to the aims of policies CP50 & 52 of the Wiltshire 
Core Strategy and the guidance provided by the NPPF regards biodiversity and 
habitat management.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


