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1.0 Introduction
1.1

This representation is submitted following an email exchange between Mr. Malcolm
Carter – Project Co-ordinator of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and Robert
Gillespie of Impact Planning Services (dated 9th February 2016) welcoming the
submission of comments and representations on the draft Neighbourhood Plan.

1.2

Some concern had previously been expressed to the Steering Group within emails and
during telephone conversations between Impact Planning Services Ltd and the
Steering group regarding the availability of information concerning the commissioning
and then consideration of various studies and documentation which were then used by
the Steering Group to inform the formulation of the draft Plan.

1.3

Notwithstanding those outstanding concerns however, it has been decided to make
representations on behalf of a local land owner – Mr. Keith Bowley and Castlewood
(Commercial) Properties Ltd. The extent of the land ownership associated with this
submission is contained at Appendix 1 to this report.

1.4

In summary it is considered that the emerging Neighbourhood Plan does not accord
with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) but more fundamentally the
development plan i.e. the Wiltshire Core Strategy (2015), in the proposed location for
residential development on part of the former Cotswolds Community site (Ashton
Fields).

1.5

More specifically the proposed residential development of the site (the subject of draft
Policy HSPC1 Site Allocations and Policy HSP3 –former Cotswold Community) is
not regarded as in general conformity with Core Policy 1 – Settlement Strategy.
Core Policy 13 defines Ashton Keynes as a “large village” within the Spatial Strategy
for the Malmesbury Community Area. Paragraph 4.15 (supporting Core Policy 1)
explains that a limited level of development will be supported in order to help retain the
vitality of villages. It states:
“4.15...At Large Villages settlement boundaries are retained and development will
predominantly take the form of small housing and employment sites within settlement
boundaries. These settlement boundaries will also be reviewed as part of the Housing
Sites Allocations DPD as set out in the council’s Local Development Scheme...small
hosing sites are defined as sites involving less than 10 dwellings...Development
outside the settlement boundary will be strictly controlled. Relaxation of the boundaries
will only be supported where it has been formally reviewed through a subsequent DPD
or a community-led neighbourhood plan, which includes a review of the settlement
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boundary to identify new developable land to help meet the housing and employment
needs of that community...”
1.6

The formulation of the draft Neighbourhood Plan sought to identify potential sites
within the existing settlement boundary as defined on the North Wiltshire Local Plan
2011 Proposals Map 2011 (Sheet 9B). This was the subject of Policy H3 (now
replaced by Core Strategy Policies 1 and 2). That process failed to identify any and a
number of alternative sites beyond the settlement boundary were then considered
through a public consultation process.

1.7

That process favoured two sites; the first AB Carter Haulage – Happy Land for a
maximum of 11 no. new homes and the second at the former Cotswold Community
site – for a maximum of 48 new homes. The selection of the latter site however cannot
be regarded as a legitimate review of the existing settlement boundary as the location
is some 1.5 kilometres from the existing settlement boundary with open countryside
lying between.

1.8

Such a remote and detached location, isolated from the village cannot be regarded as
consistent with the principles of sustainable development and the clear intention of the
Core Strategy. It is not therefore a legitimate result of a review of the settlement
boundary as anticipated and sanctioned under the auspices of Core Policy 1. The
site’s location for residential development is also regarded as contrary to WCS Core
Policy 61 Transport and New Development.

1.9

An alternative and far more sustainable location for both residential and employment
development is therefore proposed and submitted for consideration by the Steering
Group. This land is located adjacent Cox’s Hill on the north western side of Ashton
Keynes. Illustrative master plans depicting how the land could provide new homes and
employment is attached at Appendix 2. It is considered that this location is entirely
consistent with Core Policies 1, 2 ,13 and 61 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy (WCS).

2.0 Consideration of the Draft Ashton Keynes Neighbourhood Plan
(AKNP)
2.1

A great deal of effort has gone into the preparation and formulation of the draft AKNP
and the Steering Group should be commended for taking on such an involved project
and in attempting to meeting the often conflicting needs and views of the local
community which is most concerned to influence the content of the plan.
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2.2

That however does not diminish or over ride a number of principles which guide the
formulation and preparation of neighbourhood plans. For instance the content of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF: 2012) is critically important in planmaking in order to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. The
NPPF is a material consideration of considerable weight in the process of both planmaking and decision-taken. As a matter government policy it must be taken into
account.

2.3

At paragraph 6 the NPPF states that the policies of the NPPF in paragraphs 18-219,
taken as a whole, constitute the Government’s view of what sustainable development
in England means in practice for the planning system.

2.4

Paragraph 7 identifies the three dimensions to sustainable development which
comprise the economic, social and environmental roles. These are not to be taken in
isolation because they are mutually dependent. Therefore to achieve sustainable
development economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly and
simultaneously through the planning system and guide development toward
sustainable solutions.

2.5

Ashton Keynes is located within essentially a rural area notwithstanding the impact of
significant areas of current and former sand gravel extraction forming part of the
Cotswolds Water Park (sports, leisure, recreation, tourism and nature conservation)
which contains a number of “holiday villages”. The occupancy of the residential
accommodation is restricted to ensure that the properties do not become permanent
residential accommodation through the imposition of either conditions imposed on
planning permissions or legal arrangements entered into by the land owner or
developer. This has been the requirement of both the Cotswolds District Council and
Wiltshire Council (formerly North Wiltshire District Council) for some four decades as a
consequence of such locations, beyond the defined settlement frameworks being
regarded as inappropriate locations for permanent residential development and
contrary to planning policy.

2.6

The essential policy reasoning being that such locations, isolated and remote from
existing settlements, local services, social infrastructure such as schools etc are
regarded as unsustainable and would lead to unacceptable environmental impacts in
terms of reliance on private car borne journeys (with consequential increased CO2
emissions and traffic generation), pressure for increased provision of services and
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facilities well beyond established settlements etc. This is the subject of Wiltshire Core
Strategy (WCS) Core Policy 61 Transport and New Development.
2.7

The former Cotswold Community site, the subject of draft AKNP Policies HSP1 – Site
Allocations and HSP3 former Cotswolds Community, is, in principle, no different a
location than the “holiday villages” when considered in the context of the application of
planning policy by both local planning authorities. Logically therefore, if a need could
be demonstrated for further residential accommodation at this location it could only be
justified and then permitted, under the auspices of established development plan
policy on the basis of restricted occupancy i.e. for holiday purposes and not permanent
residential accommodation.

2.8

For the purposes of current planning policy the former Cotswolds Community site lies
within open countryside. Its historical foundation and function are now no more than
matters of general interest of little material weight and do not over-come the policy
presumption against development in such a location under the terms of WCS Core
Policy 1. The settlement hierarchy essentially restricts residential and employment
growth to within and adjacent the identified settlements (in this case Ashton Keynes as
a Large Village) and not into the surrounding rural area.

2.9

Whilst Core Policy 2 states that the existing limits of development may only be altered
through the identification of sites for development through subsequent Site Allocations
Development Plan Documents (DPDs) and neighbourhood plans, that “alteration” only
applies to the adjustment of existing limits to development, and not to the creation of
entirely new limits – remote from the existing. The terms of the policy offers no such
leeway to generate what are effectively free-standing or detached new development
limits or boundaries someway distant from the recipient settlement in the way
proposed by the draft AKNP.

2.10 Whilst paragraph 28 of the NPPF acknowledges the need to stimulate the rural
economy (in terms of rural employment sites, sustainable rural tourism and leisure
developments which benefit businesses in rural areas), that part of the NPPF relevant
to the provision of housing in such a location is set out paragraph 55.
2.11 It states that “...to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be
located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. For example,
where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may
support services in a village nearby. Local planning authorities should avoid new
isolated homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances...”
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2.12 The former Cotswold Community site is not regarded as a “village” (either large or
small) for the purposes of the location and distribution of new housing under the terms
of WCS Core Policy 1. Furthermore the range of such special circumstances would
not justify a development of some 48 new homes at the former Cotswold Community
site. The fact that the site lies within the Neighbourhood Plan’s designated area is
irrelevant to these locational issues.
2.13 Paragraph 184 (under the subheading Neighbourhood plans) states that
Neighbourhood Plans “...must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the
Local Plan....Neighbourhood plans should reflect these policies...” In this case it is
considered that the draft AKNP is not in general conformity with principally WCS Core
Policies 1 and 2 as it seeks to promote residential development distant from a
legitimate receptor settlement and would not represent a legitimate alteration of an
existing settlement’s limits.
The Site Selection Process
2.14 In preparing this submission a number of other related documents have been studied.
These are:
i)

The Ashton Keynes Conservation Area Statement (January 1998) published by the
former North Wiltshire District Council which remains material referred to by Wiltshire
Council.

ii)

Ashton Keynes Conservation Area Statement 2015 (November 2015) published by
the Ashton Keynes Heritage Conservation Group.

iii)

Housing Report (June 2015)

iv)

Housing Site Consultation Report (September 2015)

v)

Sustainability Appraisal of the Ashton Keynes Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2026

2.15 These documents have informed the production of the draft AKNP. A number of
important matters however have emerged regarding the site selection process and
which are of concern.
2.16 It is noted that public consultation was undertaken in this process. This is clearly a very
important aspect of the formulation of any plan and critical to that consultation process
is the presentation of potential residential site options, how they are described,
assessed and, importantly the way in which such sites could address the housing
needs of the local community.
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2.17 In this case the consultation process drew upon work undertaken by Wiltshire Council
under the auspices of the “call for sites” and in the consequential assessment of the
responses within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Study (SHLAA). Some 10
sites were, with one notable exception, taken from that SHLAA process into the
consultation process regarding the accommodation of any further residential
development at Ashton Keynes in response to the WCS (Core Policy 13). These
matters are addressed within the above Housing Report in section 6. Information about
our housing.
2.18 The 10 sites (Table 9: Possible Housing supply) included Site 1 Church Farm, Cox’s
Hill. This comprises a SHLAA site submission (ref: 614) of some 2.38 hectares with an
estimated potential capacity of 71 dwellings. The site was regarded as “suitable”. The
list also included The former Cotswold Community site (6) with a site area of 10
hectares an estimated capacity of 120 dwellings. This is not however a site which has
been included by the SHLAA process and found to be “suitable” under that process
undertaken by Wiltshire Council.
2.19 Indeed it is notable that the former Cotswold Community site is the only locational
option which has not emerged through the SHLAA process within the 10 sites put
forward for consideration by the local community.
2.20 In presenting the 10 locational options for consideration by the local community each
was presented in terms of their optimal estimated capacity. There is no attempt made
at that stage to say select or identify parts of the sites to accommodate any fewer
dwellings. Each was put forward for consideration by the local community on the basis
of the upper limit or capacity of potential dwellings yield.
2.21 That consultation process therefore did not suggest for example that the site at Church
Farm may be capable of any lesser amount of development which might be regarded
by the local community as a more appropriate scale of residential development in
relation to Ashton Keynes itself. Therefore the basis of this comparative site selection
consultation process was an “all or nothing” exercise which is considered far to crude
to be considered of any real assistance particularly as the resultant ranking is on a
purely “yes or no” basis with no opportunity to support or comment upon a lesser scale
of development at each potential site.
2.22 The analysis of the comments receive is also of concern. It appears that those
promoting the development of the site at the former Cotswold Community site had
been provided with an opportunity to present their proposals to the public within the
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consultation process. It would appear that no other land owner or promoter of the other
9 sites was provided with such an opportunity to illustrate how the development might
appear.
2.23 In the case of the Church Farm site it is indeed understood that in attempting to
address members of the local community regarding the potential of the site, those
representing Castlewood (Commercial) Properties Ltd were denied the opportunity to
speak.
2.24 Critically in all of this there is a “missing step” in the formulation of the draft AKNP
between the Housing Report of June 2015 and Housing Consultation Report
containing the analysis of public consultation published in September. This missing
step relates to the decision to identify only two housing sites the subject of Policy H1:
Number of new homes within the settlement boundary on page 29 of the Housing
Report. It has been very difficult for instance to understand how the figure of 48 no.
dwellings (reduced from between 120-150 estimated) was finally arrived at or why that
site could be so described as “within the settlement boundary”. In fact there is no
explanation within the published documentation as to how the former Cotswold
Community site emerged from any consideration as to how many new dwellings
should be accommodated within the AKNP.
2.25 Clearly however the publication of the analysis of the public consultation as set out
within the September 2015 report considerably post-dated the consultation events held
in January 2015 with the Housing Report being published in between i.e. in June 2015.
Unfortunately it had not been possible to find any Steering Group Meeting Agendas or
minutes in the period between January and June 2015 until relatively recently when
retrospectively posted agendas and minutes became available.
2.26 It is considered that this is unsatisfactory and unhelpful in any understanding by those
outside the AKNP Steering Group as to how various decisions were arrived at. The
recently posted AKNP Steering Group minutes for the meetings held 11th May and 9th
June 2015 appear to represent the only means of understanding how the selection of
the former Cotswold Community site emerged as one of the two sites carried into the
draft plan as housing allocations.
2.27 It would appear that this discussion acknowledged the concerns raised within the
consultation process regarding the potential scale of residential development and
concern to “restore an historic asset”. This latter aspect of the merit of this location was
however only the subject of some 7 comments whereas some 19 regarded the site as
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“remote from main village”. What is apparent from the Steering Group minutes is that a
reduction in yield to 48 dwellings was proposed on the basis of “...enabling a viable
restoration development and the safeguarding of valued historic assets.”
2.28 Therefore the provision of the 48 new dwellings at the former Cotswold Community
site appears to have been influenced by a notional (as there is no evidence within the
minutes to suggests that the Steering Group was in possession of any restoration
proposals and related financial viability assessment) extent of “enabling
development”.
2.29 Whilst the same minutes (for 11th May meeting) refer, in passing, to the other sites
consulted upon, they do not refer to any consideration of the relative merits of each of
these sites, their potential contribution in part or in whole toward meeting local housing
needs, extent of support, or refer to the issue of the former Cotswold Community site’s
remoteness from the main village – the subject of a notable extent of local concern
expressed within the consultation process.
2.30 Equally as apparent from the minutes is the absence of any acknowledgment of a
potential conflict with the WCS in that the remoteness of the site may not be regarded
as a legitimate location for residential development through any alteration to the
existing settlement boundary under the terms of Core Policy 2.
Sustainability Appraisal of the Ashton Keynes Neighbourhood Plan (September
2015)
2.31 The sustainability appraisal followed the site selection process; it does not appear to
have informed it. It has therefore assessed the emerging AKNP following the selection
of the two identified housing sites. The assessment does however examine the plan on
the basis of the preferred option (Option 2) for the delivery of in the region of 40-60
dwellings within the plan and then the ten sites noting under 2) Site options, that
“...Due to the existing physical constraints of the village, no sites were made available
which are located within the settlement boundary of Ashton Keynes.”
2.32 The appraisal refers to the 10 sites considered, two public events accompanied by a
community survey, analysis and the identification of the two preferred sites including
the former Cotswold Community site.
2.33 Under sub heading (3.9 Transport) the appraisal notes (paragraph 3.9.2) a number of
key messages from the WCS which includes:
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New development should be located and designed to reduce the need to travel
and to encourage the use of sustainable transport alternatives.

2.34 Section 5 is entitled: What are the key issues and objectives that should be a focus? A
number of Sustainability Appraisal (SA) themes are identified which includes Transport
against which (page 25) is noted the objective of reducing the need to travel and
promotion of sustainable transport choices.
2.35 The assessment also undertook an appraisal of the key constraints present at each of
the 10 sites considered at the outset of the AKNP housing sites selection process. It
should be noted that in undertaking these appraisals the entirety of the SHLAA sites
was considered and no attempt made to consider these in part i.e. to identify the most
suitable parts given the identified constraints. The analysis of each site is then
presented on the basis of nine environmental factors: biodiversity, land and soil
resources, water resources and flood risk, air quality and environmental pollution,
climatic factors, historic environment and landscape factors, population and
community, transport and finally, economy and enterprise.
2.36 The likely effects are identified as: Likely adverse effect (without mitigation), Neutral /
no effect, Likely positive effect and finally, Uncertain effects.
2.37 In comparing the assessment responses for Site 1 – Land at Church Farm, Cox’s Hill
with Site 6 – The former Cotswold Community a number of interesting findings
emerge. These are as follows:


In terms of population and community considerations and transport site 1 is regarded
as superior to site 6.



Notwithstanding that in terms of transport, and the fact that site 6 is noted as located
“...at some distance (c.2km) from village services and amenities.” under both
population and community and then transport, the finding is one of uncertain effects.
Importantly at paragraph 8.6.1 (under Climatic Factors) the SA finds that: “...of the two
sites proposed for allocations through the Neighbourhood Plan, only the AB Carter
Haulage site is located in the immediate vicinity of Ashton Keynes village with its
services and facilities. This will support climate change mitigation through limiting the
need to travel. The majority of housing provision will instead be allocated at the former
Cotswold Community, which is located some distance (c2km) from village services and
amenities. As such, this allocation has the potential to increase greenhouse gas
emissions from transport without a package of sustainable transport enhancements.
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This is in part recognised by the policy for the site (Policy HSP3), which provides for
the provision of a cycleway to the village.”
2.38 This finding is fundamentally at odds with the assessment sheet’s finding that in terms
of transport there would be uncertain effects and undermines the credibility of the
assessment. There would clearly be harmful and unnecessary effects through
increased greenhouse gas emissions and consequently as measured against the
identified key message from the WCS contrary to the thrust of policy notwithstanding
any limited mitigation offered through the provision of a cycleway link to the village
itself. It is considered that the location conflicts with WCS Core Policy 61: Transport
and New Development.
2.39 The environmental disadvantages of the location as measured against an essential
aspect of delivering sustainable developments has therefore been significantly
downplayed and notably all of the other options are identified as better placed.
2.40 The Likely adverse effects (without mitigation measures) associated with Site 1 are
noted as Water resources and flood risk and Historic environment and landscape. The
failings in relation to water resources and flood risk are essentially irrelevant as firstly
the ground water protection zone aspect relates to surface water nitrate which is not at
issue in the case of residential development and secondly the site is confirmed as
within Flood Zones 2 or 3 i.e. it is not regarded as any different from the two preferred
sites.
2.41 The Historic environment and landscape matters are deserving of detailed
consideration. Whereas similar sensitivities exist in relation to the (Site 6) former
Cotswold Community site, the development potential has not been so found as Likely
to have adverse effect (without mitigation). This may be as a consequence of the latter
site being reduced in the extent of development as contrasted with all of the other
SHLAA sites which have been considered in whole and not in part. This is an
unreasonable basis for comparison in relation to the assessment of sites within or
immediately adjacent to conservation areas, listed buildings or scheduled ancient
monuments.
2.42 No attempt has therefore been made within the SA to consider any lesser extent of
development or other mitigation measures which could overcome or lessen the extent
of potential harm to the significance of the identified heritage assets. The appraisal
therefore was not undertaken on the basis of any “sensitivity testing” having been
applied where say more appropriately located sites (in relation to say transport
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considerations) could have been made acceptable through reduced scale and/or the
application of mitigation measures. This is therefore considered an unreasonable basis
for comparison and undermines the credibility of the SA.
2.43 In conclusion the housing site selection process associated with the draft AKNP is
therefore regarded as inadequate, arbitrary and unsystematic leaving the draft AKNP
as i) not in general conformity with the WCS most notably in terms of Core Policies 1,
2, 13 and 61, ii) in need of reassessment in relation to the responses to the PreSubmission Consultation draft and iii) reconsideration of more appropriately located
sites which could accommodate the extent of residential development proposed under
housing numbers Option 2: The delivery of in the region of 40-60 dwellings.

3.0 An alternative way forward: Land at Cox’s Hill
3.1

As a consequence of the above careful consideration has been given to the meeting
the provision of housing and potentially some limited employment development at
Cox’s Hill on land within the single ownership of Mr. Keith Bowley of Church Farm
Ashton Keynes.

3.2

The suggested alternative, put forward on the basis of stimulating meaningful
discussion with the AKNP Steering Group, is based upon the following principles:



The location of development must be in general conformity with the WCS.



The extent of residential development must be within the Option 2 total of between 4060 dwellings including the 11 dwelling proposed at Happy Land (Site 4).



That the development identified site(s) must preserve and enhance the character and
appearance of the Conservation Area and settings of nearby Listed buildings and
Scheduled Ancient Monuments.



That access, highways safety and public footpath route considerations must all be
taken into account and planned for. Footpath linkages between the proposed housing
site and the village should be provided avoiding the public highway – Cox’s Hill.



That the mix and tenure of house types must seek to meet identified local housing
needs including potentially specialist housing for the “active elderly” who currently live
within the local community but wish to down size and remain within the community.
Other types of housing could include affordable / starter homes and possibly self-build.



The retention of the paddock between Church Farm and Cox’s Lane to remain in
agricultural use in perpetuity (under the terms of a restrictive covenant entered into by
Mr. Keith Bowley as land owner).
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The retention of a visual gap or break between the body of the village and that part of
the village known as North End to accord with the conservation area appraisal.



A small employment site (approximately 2.0ha in extent) to meet the needs of local
businesses and rural enterprise or relocation of non-conforming uses elsewhere within
the village.



The location of the employment site at the northern perimeter of the village would be
very accessible to the Spine Road and A419. Local traffic management measures
could be put in place to restrict vehicles from using the local road network within the
village.

3.3

Attached to this submission is a location plan (Appendix 1) depicting the extent of land
control in this part of the village associated with Church Farm. At Appendix 2 is an
illustrative and annotated Master Plan entitled Land at Cox’s Hill which depicts some
alternative residential development options (A totalling 40 new homes and B 30) on a
site of about 1.5ha in extent, together with a potential employment site.

3.4

It must be stressed that the employment site and housing proposals are not
interdependent but represent the scale of development regarded as compatible with
the policies of the WCS and therefore would be in general conformity and in terms of
the housing capable of inclusion within a revised settlement boundary.

3.5

The paddock retained in agricultural use would similarly be embraced by the revised
settlement boundary but could be specifically protected from development through an
appropriately worded policy within a revised draft of the AKNP. This would apply
development plan policy restriction once the AKNP was adopted in addition to a legally
binding covenant applied by the land owner.

3.6

Attached at Appendix 3 is the annotated Strategic Development Appraisal undertaken
in order to inform the formulation of the proposals. This draws from a careful
assessment of the content of the Ashton Keynes Conservation Area Statement (1998)
and more recent Conservation Area Statement 2015 prepared on behalf of the Ashton
Keynes Heritage Conservation Group.

3.7

To put these ideas into a wider context a Village Context Plan (drng no. UP00087-01A) depicts the entirety of the village environs in relation to the potential employment
and housing sites the subject of this alternative approach. This is at Appendix 4.
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4.0 Conclusion
4.1

It is considered that as currently drafted, the Pre-Submission Consultation draft AKNP
is not in general conformity with the Wiltshire Core Strategy 2015 and cannot progress
any further forward without substantial revision. The draft AKNP is also regarded as
contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework in that it will not deliver sustainable
development.

4.2

As set out above are fundamental concerns regarding the site selection process and
the identification of a site which cannot be regarded as a legitimate location to include
within any revision to the existing settlement limits and is contrary to the development
plan (WCS Policies 1,2, 13 and 61).

4.3

As an alternative proposition land at Church Farm is put forward on the basis that both
a small scale housing and employment site could come forward in accordance with the
Wiltshire Core Strategy which could address both local housing and employment
needs. Both would contribute significantly to the vitality and viability of Ashton Keynes
without detrimental impacts. Both deserve detailed consideration and the Steering
Group is respectfully requested to engage in discussions with the parties associated
with this proposal through Impact Planning Services Ltd.
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Notes: This drawing has been prepared for planning use only and is not for
construction. Contractors are not to scale from this drawing. All dimensions to be
checked on site and any discrepancies, ambiguities and/or ommisions between this
drawing and information given elsewhere must be reported to this office. If in doubt,
ask.
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