Consultation Statement
SalisbunNeighbourhood Development
Plan2020-2038 (NDP)

This consultation statement is set out liour separate
documents:

Part 1: Introduction and initial consultation

(a)contains details of thpersons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development plan as proposed to be
modified;

(b)explains how they were consulted;

Part 2: Regulation 14 Consultation

(a)contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development plan as proposed to be
modified;

(b)explains how they were consulted:;

Part 3: Responses to Regulation 14 Consultation

(c)summarises the maiasues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and

(d)describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant,
addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development
plan as proposed to be modified.

Part 4. Revised NDP tracked changes showing final modified
text

(d)addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood
development plan as proposed to be modified.



PART 1: INTRODUCTION AND INITIAL CONSULTATION

Preface: Theuposeof the Consultation Statement

The statutory requirement of the Consultation Statement will only be described here, in Part 1.

This Consultation Statement has been prepared in support oNbEon behalf of Salisbury City
/| 2dzy OAf 0aGGKS ljdzZr f AT@AY3I 02R@£0 Fa LINI 2F Ada 3
Authority (LPA) to meet the requirements of the neighbourhood planning regulations.

Regulation 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 and modificalibas in
Neighbourhood Planning (General) and Development Management Procedure (Amendment)
Regulations 201the requires:

Plan proposals and modification proposals]

151 (1) Where a qualifying body submits a plan proposal or a modification proposal to the local
planning authority, it must include

(a)a map or statement which identifies the area to which the proposed neighbourhood
development plan or neighbourhood development plan as proposed to be modified relates;

(b)a consultation statement;
(c)the proposed neighbourhood development plan;

(d)a statement explaining how the proposed neighbourhood development plan or
neighbourhood development plan as proposed to be modified meets the requirements of
paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B to the 1990 Act or in the case of a modification proposal, how
the neighbourhood development plan as proposed to be modified meets the requirements of
paragraph 11 of Schedule A2 to the 2004 Act

(Dan environmental report prepared in accordance with paragraphs (2) and (3) of
regulation 12 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations 2004; or

(ilwhere it has been determined under regulation 9(1) of those Regulations that the
plan proposal or the modification proposal is unlikely to have significant
environmental effects (and, accordingly, does not require an environmental
assessment), a stateznt of reasons for the determination, and

(Nin relation to a modification proposal, a statement setting out the whether or not the
qualifying body consider that the modifications contained in the modification proposal are so
significant or substantial as to change the nature of the neighbourkesdlopment plan

which the modification proposal would modify, giving reasons for why the qualifying body is
of this opinion.]
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(a)contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted abguiophesed
neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development plan as proposed to be
modified;

(b)explains how they were consulted;
(c)summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and

(d)describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant,
addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan or neighbourhood development
plan as proposed to be modified.

This document (the sum of Partstimeets the requirements of Regulation 15 (1b) and (2).

The level of correspondence is substantial and the discussion of this in
addition to the responses to Regulation 14 would be more than could be
included in a single document. Therefore, this Consultation Statement is split
into four documents:

)l

Part 1discusssthe consultation that led to the finaldraft NDP that

was consulted upon at Regulation 14.

Part 2explains how the Regulation 14 consultation was undertaken
and presents the full responses receivebhis Part 2 document meets
the requirements of (2)(a) and (2)(b) of Regulation 15.

Part 3 analyses theesponses by policy/topic based on the responses
shown in Part 2.

Part 4 shows thehangedo the Regulation 14 draftNDP text to make
clear where the Regulation 14 draft and the submission Regulation 15
draft differ.
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Introduction

TheSalisbury Neighbourhood Development Plan 202036 (NDPhas been in preparation since

early 2018, which is a period 45 years to reach the end of Regulation 14 consultation. The
steering group composed of City Councillors and members of the Salisbury community has worked
extremely hard to prepare what is a complex and ambitious plan in the face of policy uncertainty.

The Wiltshire Core Strategy was prepared after the 4 Districts of Wiltshire joined into a unitary
authority in 2009. The Core Strategysishstantially a unification of the 4 district plans and as a
result contains many policies carried over from the districts, in this case, Salisbury District Council.

¢KS b5t gFa& LINBLINBR Ay GKS FFGSNXYIFGK 2F GKS RIFY
f SR (2 | &aA3IYAFAOLIYG Frit Ay @GA&aGAG2NAR FyR | LISNI
joined forces with Wiltshire Council to prepare a recgvsirategy but the City Council wanted to do

more thanbe led byWiltshire Council, and it decided that in addition to working with Wiltshire

Council, it would prepare its own neighbourhood plan to enable the community to have a say over

its own future.

Though the steering group tried at every juncture to work cooperatively with Wiltshire Council (WC)

as the local planning authority (LPA), there were concerns raised byDReshoulévoid site

allocations on sites that were included in the Core Strategy. The steering group did not agree with

2/ Q& AYGSNLINBGFGAZ2Y 2F GKS NRfS 2F ySAIAKoOo2dzNK22F
2/ Qa4 2LIRaAAGAZ2Y D h&shrie timd that thie APPIvadirSptepatdatios, WC G

issued its Regulation 18 Local Plan review documents which proposed allocation of new greenfield

sites at the edge of Salisbury. The City Council and neighbouring Britford Parish Council strongly

opposed tke use of this greenfield si{&ite 6which is retained in the Regulation 18 local plan

review)g KA OK ' f a2 &aASNIBSR I a | 3INB Swhpdidzebfedids 6 SG6SSy
sought to protect the separation between settlements, and the steering group with the support of

the City Councikought to prove that sufficient brownfield land was available in the built up area to

make it unnecessary to build on more green field sites.

The resistance to further greenfield development is a key theme in consultation with the community
who haveseen significant greenfield sites be developed in recent years and where promised
transport improvements have not yet been delivered. The NDP was seen as one way to
demonstrate that the city could grow within its existing limits in a sustainable wag.approach

has not been welcomed by WC as will be shown in this section of the consultation statement where
all relevant correspondence relating tioe NDP is included.

What is not included is the significant detailed responses from SCC (Salisbury City Council) to the
Regulation 18 consultations on the Local Plan Review (LPR). However, that body of correspondence

is a key underpinning to the approach in the NDP. TheCNDP | R@2 OF A2y 2F ONRGYy F)
Ad I RANBOG NBalLrRyasS G2 2/ Qa LINRLRalta G2 |ff20l
built up area. However, SQ& response to Regulatior81PR proposals is included in Beasic

Conditions Statement.

Housing provision was not the only driver behind the NDP. All public consultation clearly
RSY2yAGNI GSR GKS O2YYdzyrAideqQa RSaAA NBildidgbettiérr 01 £ & (i &
homes that were more energy efficient, planting trees, protectingribtural environment, having

clean and beautiful outdoor spaces to enjoy, clean air. Again and again, the consultation showed

that the people of Salisbury value their environment and want it to be protected and improved.
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Salisbury City Councils the qualifying body for the purposes of this Ni@Ban work on the NDP in
2018. Consultants Create Streets held consultation events in January with 80 attendees.

On 4 March 2018, Salisbury Gityfferedthe Novichok poison attack. On 11 July, a further incident
occurred in nearby Amesbury. Salisbury, a city that relies heavily upon taambipatronage from
people in surrounding parishesuffered a dramaticeductionin footfall which wasl0% lower than
the previous year (at November 2018).

Wiltshire Counciled a Recovery Strategy and appointed a Director and team to deliver the strategy.
The City Council was a participamtd the Clerk was active in the discussions about RecoVéwy
Recovery Strategyas not published as a document but was rather a project with proposals to
direct resources to. had 4 key themes: high street, culture, perception and growttark on the

NDP halted as a result.

Andrea Pellegram Ltd (APL) was invited by the City Clerk to advise on how the City Council could

LI NLAOALI GS Ay GKS wSO2@SNE {GNrdS3e (2 SyadaNB |
Accordingly, it was suggested by APL that the restart of the neighbod plan process would be

the best means of incorporating outputs from the Recovery Strategy into tangible development and

land use outcomes in the CitAPL was appointed by the City Council as the planning consultant to

support the preparation of théNDP.

On10 January 201%ndrea Pellegram and Tom Dobrashfarerim Director Salisbury arfSlouth

Wiltshire Recovey) attended a Councillor Briefingghere Tan Dobrashiarexplained thatWiltshire

/| 2dzy OAf Q& wS 02 @S NE a sfudyNillad h&eéntrap/Redzf ranewdkH AR S

/1C 06SOFYS 2/ Q& YIFAY f I yR dza SpolkiBsanlbe WitsBire €@eNJ { | A 3
Strategy 201%@nd creating a new and updated policy approadhe CAF led to other projects such

as the River Park and the Fisherton Street Gateway (Future High Streets Fundyereidklivered

by Autumn 2022.The CAF underwent its own consultation and was the starting point for the NDP.

LG Oly 0SS @GASGHSR 2y 2 A Salishuky/ChidBal Areh Ergnieivdikidhires So6 & A 0 S
Council

APL advised that it would be helpful for the NDP to run alongside the production of the CAF since
they had overlapping priorities such dsvelopment sites, infrastructure, healthy lifestyles, business
and tourism, housing and design. At that time, it was hoped that the CAF and the NDP could be
mutually reinforcing and that they would run on similar timetables. However, this did not happen
and the NDP took longer to prepare, though it relied heavily on the CAF which is referred to in the
NDP supporting text.

In the January 2019 briefing note, APL suggested that it would be hfsdpthe City Counctb

establisha Member Task and Finish Group to prepare a Terms of Reference for the NDP steering
group, hold a public recruitment event and have an application process. The approach was based on
a similar approach taken for the Chippenham NDP.

I O2YYdzyAile a{2F0G [l dzyOKé¢ 2F (KS b5t gl & KStR 2y
community were invited to join with City Councillors to form a steering group. Application packs

were distributed and the event was widely publicised in the press aSdth A G& / 2dzy OAf Q& Y
outlets such as its website and social media. Applications were vetted by APL, City Council officers
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and Councillorsand the community members of the steering group were selected and invited to
join.

The first steering group meeting was held on 9 April 2019 composed of 6 City Councillors and 6
members of the community. The group met monthly since that date except in the month of August
and continues to meet to steering the course of greparation of theNDP. It finally divhanded in
September 2023.

In May 2019, the steering group agreed a logo and content of the NDP web pages to be hosted on
the Salisbury City websi{&alisbury Neighiurhood Plan Salisbury City Coune)l This has been

kept up to date with details of who is on the steering group, the documents that have been
produced, and most importantly, the minutes of every steering group meetingadtherefore

possible at all timefor anyoneto understand theprogress of the NDP for all members of the public
and City Councillors.

The Steering Group then hostedariesoft A A A 2 Y A Yy 3¢ SadSigported by MSids | t [
of the steering group. Separate events were held in May and June of 2019 across Salisbury. The
visioning events were targeted towards specific community sectors such as civic groups, businesses,
young people, community support grosignd most importantly, residents. The events were widely
advertised. They were not heavily attended but enough participation occurred to enable the

steering group to understand what policy direction would be required sugborted by Salisbury. A

total of 88 community members participated.

In June 2019, the steering group began to formalise its communications staatedyy September,

the steering group were beginning to decide which policy themes to pursue. In July 2019, APL and
members of the steering group attended a Wiltshire Council public consultation event on the local
plan review (LPR) where attempts werade to agree the scope of the NDP in relation to the LPR.
The Draft Vision was agreed in September 2019 which was retained and refined until finalised in the
Regulation 14 drafNDP.The NDP Vision has been posted on the website since it was first drafted
and has been updated over time.

LY hOG206SNI HampE | O02YYdzyAOFGA2ya adNraGasS3ae 41
delivered in all communications, including on the NDP web pages. An evigatihering work
programme was prepared with steering group accountabilities for diffet@pics. This was revised

over the next year at most meeting#t this time, the steering group began to identify stakeholders
who could be consulted about individual topics.

A draft statement of common ground was prepared between the NDP and the LPR but this was
neveragreed The most recent correspondence is includedimex1 (dated 30 March 2020). This
correspondence shows that the steering group wished to work constructively with neighbouring
parishes regarding crodg®undary infrastructure (green/blue and sustainable transport mainly). The
advice was that the NDP shoul8b NS & G NAOGSR (2 GKS Gdz2NBIFy | NBI €
that Salisbury is referred to in the LPR which includes Salisbury and neighbouring parishes. This
distinction caused some difficulty for the NDP at the start of the process since the ureR &gd

approach include areas outside Salisbury but the NDP was restricted to the parish boundary. In
addition, housing figures were for the Salisbury area and not Salisbury parish.

By December 2019, individual topic leaders in the steering group had agreed a consultation strategy
targeted at stakeholders and the community for each topic. Each topic targeted different groups
such as local community interest groups or professionaisady and officers. The next few months
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were taken up with individual steering group members contacting various stakeholders to help with
gathering evidence for the NDP (the details can be found on the meeting minutes on the NDP web

pages).

In March 2020, England went into lockdown following the coronavirus pandemic. The meetings with
stakeholders that had been planned were cancetiethoved online Instead, thesteering group
decided to engage with the community by way ofanline community survey.

¢KS &dzZNBSeé |yR Ala NBadzZ tGa NS RSAONAOSR Ay GKS
{ dzNJ&vBiéhdormed part of the Regulation 14 consultatiofihe survey ran from 1 May to 1 June

2020. There were 62 questions organised by NDP topic with a total of 1026 responses. The survey
results became a key plank in the NDP evidence base because it indicated how the community

supported various policy staes. This is fully described in the report which accompanied the

Regulation 14 draft NDP.

In addition to the community survey, the steering group also supported WC by running the WC
Green Infrastructure survey which would feed into LPR activities.

Also in June and July 2020, a call for sites was undertaken which invited all local landowners to put
sites forward for consideration for allocation. The full call for sites is explained in Appendix 6 of the
Regulation 14NDP(which can be viewed in Part 4 of this Consultation Statement)

In September; December 2020, the steering group supported or had presentations from groups
such as the Civic Societyd COGS (a local cycling group) and discussed how individual topics were
being supported by various community stakeholders. Also in this period and moving into January
and February 2021, the steering group commented on various LPR activities includingleti®e

18 LPRconsultation and the Riverpark Masterplan. These comments were informed by the views of
the community that the steenig group had been gathering up to that point including online

meetings with neighbouring parish councils.

In April 2021, a separate online survey was undertaken aimed specifically at community groups and
community infrastructure (mainly meeting placegy.copy of the survey report can be found on the
NDP web page€ommunity Infrastructure SurveySalisbury City Coungil

On 10 May 2021, APL contacted the Head of Spatial Planning asking for a meeting to discuss
Churchfields and it was agreed to hold a meeting on 24 R0&1 An email note of the meeting
was prepared and is copied Asnex2 below.

In the May 2021 elections, the steering group chairmasnot re-electedon the City Council. A
new Chair was selected but she only lasted for a few months before resigning. The current chair was
then selectedand she remains today

On 9 March 2021, APL wrote to the head of Spatial Planning at WC asking for specific figures for the

NDP seeAnnex2. In the response to this (shown in blue text, NDP questions in red) the indicative

figure of410 housing requiremerto 6 S YSG o6& b5t ayS¢ ariasSa¢ yR (K;
based on the brownfield target. The steering group took this to be clear advice that the allocation of

sites on brownfield land was supported. The LPA had been kept abreast of the site aibtatios

point.

Also in the 9 March 2021 email, it was clearly stated that the City Council/NDP steering group
continued to object to the greenfield allocation proposed in the Regulation 18 consultation
(specifically site 6). The email refers to NPPF 118 ¢ which ghstarsiial weight to the use of
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brownfield land. The reasoning behind this for the steering group was that if the NDP could
demonstrate that it would be possible to deliver 410 houses on previously developed land within the
neighbourhood area, then it would weaken the case for greeshfiglvelopment at LPR proposed

Site 6.

The LPA pointed to paragraph 70 and 69a of the NPPF which encourages NDPs to allocate smaller
sites. This was a clear warning from the LPA that the NDP should restrict its purview to smaller sites.

APL sought advice from Dave Chapman at Locality asking whether NPPF para. 70 limited NDPs to

sites of 1 ha and he said in a telephone conversation that it did not. In the 2020 call for sites, the
methodology was shared with the LPA before it was utilesed this did not restrict the sites to 1 ha.

Therefore, the reliance in the 9 March 2021 email on the strict interpretation of NPPF 70 was
RAFFOENBYd FTNBY GKIG 3IABSY Ay (KS SESOdzirAzy 2F Fk
planninggroup aK2dz R Ff a2 3IAGS LI NIAOdz I NJ O2y AARSNI (A:
neighbourhood plans are restricted to allocations of less than 1 ha. The steering group decided, in

the face of this conflicting advice, to carry on with the allocatioggardless of site size which by

that time had been in the public domaitt also decided that it would consider whether to remove

allocations after results from Regulation 14 consultatial lheen considered.

LG A& faz2 ¢g2NIKe 2F y20S d(dKFd GKS [t! Qa NBaLRY3:
housing numbers and sites. Thias nevemprovided.

This email is also important regarding the approach taken to the Churchfields Masterplan (NDP

policy16). The NDP steering group had always made it clear that it wished to work within Core

Policy 20 (which is explained in the supporting text of Reg 1ANDP) and was asking in this

correspondence what the latest position from the LPA was on that site and that policy. In the

response, the LPA notes that policy on Churchfields had changed and that the 1100 housing
SELISOGE A2y T Nieds td e MbkedtazhdliatiCaBy amd/nclude the relocation of
SEA&GAY3I dZASNEE O CKA& A& | NBFESOlA2y 2F GKS [t
businesses needed to be removed from the area so that it could be comprehensively opeiel

However, the NDP found a mechanism which relied upon natural turnover to bring about gradual

change and this is the basis of the Churchfields masterplan. This fundamental disagreement about
whether existing businesses should be decanted, vs. tpeoggh to allow natural progression, is at

0KS O2NB 2F GKS &ad0SSNAyYy3a ANRdAzLIQA | LIINRIF OK G2 [/ Ko
continue with its work on the Churchfields masterplan because it was certain that there was a

reasonable alternate to the approach assumed in Core Policy 20, whilst still fitting in with the

general thrust of that policy. What the NDP did that was different from Core Policy 20 that it

assumed less housing (as confirmed in the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocatinr20P) and that

change did not necessarily need to be based on a wholesale clearance of existing businesses.

It is important to note hat the Regulation 18 version of the LPR now takesnéiney different
approach to Churchfields than Core Policyc20now seeksa intensify commercial activitiy this
location. SCC has objected strongly to this approach.

A final point of disagreement on Churchfields arose from the traffic implications. At present, many
of the businesses in Churchfields generate HGV traffic that simply cannot fit under bridges or impact
negatively upon the Salisbury central conservatiogaarThe unofficial LPA approach indicated in

the email is that more businesses should relocate into Churchfields. The steering group felt strongly
that this would be the wrong approach because businesses tend to require large vehicles whereas
housing nekto the railway station and the city centre would be accessible by foot at best, and cars
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in Churchfields.

Other matters discussed in the 9 March 2021 email are the Waste Local Plan review which the

steering group felt was necessary in order to find a relocation site for the household waste recycling

centre in Churchfields (which isagnificantgenerator of HGV and car traffic), and Quidhampton

Quarry where the LPA considers that the NDP should not seek to redevelop for housing on the
ANRdzy Ra GKFG Ada LXIyyAy3ad O02yGSEG 6F& a02YLX SE£
closelywiththel YR 26y SNJ YR GKSANJ I 3Syd FyR gla O02y@AayC
account of recent permissions and correspondence with[the !d€vélopment management team.

Again, the steering group decided it was appropriate to continue with its approach to Churchfields

and the quarry.

A further response was given dated 25 May 2021 on the same emaiktihiAfinex2). In this
correspondence, there is no resistance to the allocation at Brown Street. The contents of this email
were ultimately used to commission transport consultants under the Neighbourhood Development
Order Locality Grant for Brown Street Car Park.

The meeting referred to in the previous email, and the comments made iarttal, indicated that

officers were resistant to the Churchfields Master plan for the reasons set out above and in the text

of the NDP and the masterplan. The steering group had taken advice from Locality regarding this,

again in a telephone conversatiamd inperson, with Dave Chapman. Locality and AECOM, who

were doing the masterplan, felt that it was in conformity with Core Policy 20. The LPA eventually

adzLILJ ASR GO2yFARSYUGAIFIf £ NBLRNIA 6KAOK RSY2yaidND
steering group was aware of) and that it was not viable to decant all businesses to another site and
redevelop the site holistically. However, as the steering group representatives explained to officers,

Al gl a y20 GKS YI aidSNLIsingsses buk rdtiieSty alldwdoy natiirgdl NSt 2 O
turnover with good design parameters for incoming businesses or residential developers.

In the hope of fostering a more productive relationship between it and the LPA, the steering group

wrote to the Corporate Director of Place who had initially supported the Churchfields masterplan

and joint working following a difficult meeting between thteering group and the newaterim

planning manager. This is the letter showrAirnex3, dated 14 May 2021 This letter is also

AYLRNIFYOG 0SOFdzasS AG ljdzSadAazya GKS [t! Q& | LILINBI C
would be prepared in accordance with Core Policy 20 and that the LPR hadlisatedwhich sites

would be included, nor specifically how Churchfields would be addressed.

To reiterate what is in the NDP text and the masterplan, the steering group were very concerned

about Churchfields because this industrial area generated significant HGV and car traffic in the town
OSYGNB Ol dzaAy3a KIFENY (2 G(ES202VASNBK2ARIX YANBNBLF ¥F
providing much needed housing, and the urban design of the area was poor. A masterplan in

accordance with the development plan policies could do much to address these matters. From the

A0 SSNRYy3I 3INP dzLEQue wadBdtddt iBeCeindrging NDPip&i& was not compliant, but

that the LPA wanted the site to be in the LPR, though it would not give any indication how that

would occur.

In autumn 2021, the steering group finalised which sites it proposed to take forward as site
allocations. It planned community consultation events in September and October 2021 where
people were invited to give their views on the allocations and the relevant proposals. These
consultations were in the form of stands at the market place and People in thelRatdition, a
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very well attended all day event was held in Bemerton to allow people to comment on the proposals
for a housing allocation in Quidhampton Quarry (3 November 2021). The results of this particular
event were used to amend the scheme that would eventuallpieinto the Regulation 14

consultation document.

¢KS a0GSSNAYy3I 3INPRdAzL) LINB LI NBR | ReBrraddNIpdaie fortie &1 & LI
Community about the Salisbury Neighbourhood Development Plan's Community Engagement work
in September and October 2021 ¢ KA OK OFl'y 06S F2dzyR 2y (GKS b5t LI =

The steering group had not formally asked WC for a view at this time because the consultation
SESNOA&SE 6SNB I GGSYLISNI Gdz2NBE OKSOl1é sAlGK GKS 02
However, the LPA provided very detailed comments on the siteatibzcproposals in a letter to the

City Clerk dated 18 October 2021. The full letter is copi@chivex5. The letter was analysed by

APL and considered by the steering group in its November 2021 meeting. The full set of

responses/comments igrovided inAnnex 6

The proposer of Quidhampton Quarry specifically addressed points made by the LPA in its 18
hOG20SN) f SGAGSNIAY | NBaLRyaS RFEGSR mp b2@SY0oSNI H
most of the points made by the LPA giving the steering group cordédtrat the approach to

Quidhampton Quarry was sound. The letter is copie@irinex?7.

In December 2021, the steering group received a letter from the Interim Chief Planning Officer from

2/ NBaldldAy3a Ada LRtAOe 202S80GA2y (2 GKS b5t Qa |
Ay NBaLlRyasS (2 GKS f S (sSoplediiinexs. MsNaieyf i©wry m@zhy 2 dzNJ S d
a refined policy argument that must ultimately be addressed in the NDP Examinkkiarever,in

the event, this allocation too was dropped.

At this stage, it is important to note the fundamental disagreement between SCC and the LPA on
these matters of planning policy. However, the importance for this Consultation Statement is that
the NDP is seeking to make best use of previously developddhat had consistently failed to

meet strategic policy aspirations and whereriistoration conditions could not be delivered. The
NDP is seeking an alternative use of tjuarrysite for the provision of much needed housing and
that will avoid the use of greenfield sites. The steering group agreed at this stage that the site
allocation would only be withdrawn if the local community objected too strongly or if the transport
accessssues could not be agreed with the Highways Authoilitythe end, all allocations were
withdrawn becauseof the opposition from the LPA.

lftad2 Ay 5SOSYOSNI HAaumMI (GKS aGSSNAYy3I 3IAINRdzLI 61 a Ay
shaping priorities. The steering group prepared a suggested response that sought to align its vision
priorities with what would eventually appear in the LPR. B®pied irAnnex10in support of a

meeting with officers in January 2022. This was presented to officers but no confirmation was

received that the LPR would reflect the NDP vision.

Also in December 2021, The City Council wrote to the leader of WC to ask when the parking study
anticipated in the CAF would be forthcoming. This is copi@chirex9.

The steering group chairman, consultant (APL) and the City Clerk met officers following this letter to
discuss a way forward on 2 February 2022.

In February 2022, community consultation events were held online to discuss the Churchfields
Masterplan. Lockdown was in place at this time and therefore all consultations were done using
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Microsoft Teams. A separate consultation was held with the Business Improvement District. The
BID and the Chamber of Commerce offered to assist with further consultation but failed to respond
to subsequent emails and no joint work progressed.

On 9 February 2022, Wiltshire Council issued a press reldasexX11) during the consultation on

the Churchfields masterplan. This stated in public, during a community consultation, that it would
object to site allocations at Churchfields and Quidhampton Quarry. The steering group considered
this to be unreasonable andchattempt to subvert the public consultation.

LY &LINAY3A HnHHY GKS RA&OdzaaA2Yy R20dzyYSyid a[ SGQa

¢

Regulation 14 consultation, was written as a plain English gigkainingd KS a4 SSNA y 3 3 NE dzl

approach to delivery of housing in the NDP. This was also subject to a press release in the Salisbury
Journal and an article was published.

On 28 April, the WC Cabinet Member for Transport wrote to the City Clerk stating that the Local
Transport Plan, including the parking study, was about to be reviewed. Thideméifed by WGs
an indication that the Brown Street Car park allocation should not progress. The steering group

O2y&aARSNBR G(GKA&a @OASg (2 0S O2yiNINEB (2 2/ Q& LIz f

the CAF. By this time, the steering group had emplasgatsport consultants in accordance with
LPA advice from 202Ai(nex12) as part of the neighbourhood development order. Since the letter
did notspecifically withdraw the site from consideration, the steering group decided to continue
with the allocation to Regulation 14.

In March to June, the documents were with the graphics designer and were being finally agreed with
the steering group and no consultation activity took platéaps were produced with the assistance
of Oxford Cartographers working alongside the steering group and planning tzorsul

On 17 October 2022, the City Council wrote to Richard Clewer, the leader of WC, to ask about the
Salisbury Parking stuggnnex13). Thishasnot beenanswered when this Consultation Statement
had been prepared.

[ SFRAY3 dzLlJ 42 YR RdzZNAYy3a GKS b5t wS3AdzZ FdA2y wmn
articles in the Salisbury Journal about the NDP and the consultation. It was responded to by the NDP
a0 SSNAY 3 3ANRAzLIQA / K| AnheX14. yThe steéridgSgrolipSehsideredithaQie LIA S R
articles interfered with the running of the Regulation 14 consultation and that they would

discourage some Salisbury residents from commenting or participating. The steering group did not
consider that all the artions put forward by WC were accurate. Brown Street redevelopment

remains a WC policy in the CAF and the text of the Core Stratégpyilitywould have beenested

as part of the neighbourhood development order for the gjtinere are no firm proposals for the

site at present so viability cannot yet be tested.

Ly 2/ Qa 9YDANRYYSyYy(d AdefhdsorEnviroRnyen BeledtESnmiteeon { S LG 0
Tuesday 20 September 2022, 2.00 pm | Wiltshire Coiinwés announced that the LPR would be

delayed. It was previously expected that the Regulationdisultationon the LPR would start in

December 2022 or January 2028finally began in OctoberQ23.

Consultations undertaken for individual policies and for the evidence base

The steering group consulted extensiveligh targeted stakeholders throughout the evidence
gathering phase of the drafting process. The table below lists the main stakeholders that were
consulted for each policy or supporting document.
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NDP Policies
Policy number/name Main consultees
1: Tree planting for carbon capture Community survey
2: Air quality Community survey
3: Carbon neutral development Chippenham NDP steering group
Centre for Sustainable Energy
4: Electric vehicle charging points Community survey
5: Habitats Regulations Wiltshire Council Ecologists
6: Design in the built environment Historic England

Salisbury Civic Society

Wiltshire Council

7: The Close and its Liberty Historic England

Salisbury Civic Society

Wiltshire Council

Salisbury Cathedral

8. The Chequers Salisbury Civic Society

Wiltshire Council

9: Protecting views of Salisbuwrgthedral spire | Salisbury Civic Society

Wiltshire Council

10: Enhancing blue and green infrastructure | Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership
and biodiversity Salisbury City Council parks team
Wiltshire Council Green Infrastructure Team
Salisbury an@Vilton Swift Group

11: Habitat improvement and restoration Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership
schemes
12: Open Space Provision Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership

Wiltshire Council Green Infrastructure Team
Salisbury City Council parks team

13: Local green spaces Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership
Wiltshire Council Green Infrastructure Team
Salisbury City Council parks team

14: Construction and development Wiltshire Council Ecologists

management for projects affecting the River | Wessex Rivers Trust

Avon SAC Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership

15: Housing mix and affordable housing Wiltshire Council Housing Team
Community survey

16: Churchfields and Engine Shed Wiltshire Council

Planning Authority
Property Department
WastePlanning Authority
Housing Team
Ecologists
Business Improvement District
Public consultation events online
Community survey
17: Healthcare facilities Salisbury hospital
GP surgeries (particularly Three Chequers)
NHS (various teams)
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Communitysurvey

Community consultation events for Brown
Street allocation

Wiltshire Council Housing Team

18: Community infrastructure

Community Providers
Facilities Providers
Salisbury City Council

19: Allotments

Salisbury City Council
Salisbury Area Green Space Partnership

20: Provision for Play and Sport

Salisbury City Council sports team
Informal consultation with Salisbury sporting
teams and groups by SCC

21: Sustainable transport

Wiltshire Council Highways Authority
Wiltshire Council Local Planning Authority
Salisbury MP

Wiltshire Council Director for Transport
Salisbury Car Share Club

COGS (local cycling group)

Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership

22: Cycling and walking infrastructure

Wiltshire Council Highways Authority
COGS (local cycliggoup)
Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership

23: Cycle parking

COGS

24: Cycling for pleasure

Salisbury Road and Mountain Cycle Club

25: Residential car parking

Steering group

26: Working from home and liwgork units

CAF consultation
Community survey
Wiltshire Council Housing Team

27: Visitor accommodation

Community survey
Wiltshire Council Local Planning Authority

28: Post offices

Steering group

29: Major food retail

Community survey
Steering group
Salisbury City Councillors

30: Quidhampton Quarry

Wiltshire Council
Local Planning Authority
Highways Authority
Ecologists
Waste Planning Authority
Housing Team
National Highways
Natural England
National Rail
In person all day consultation event for
Bemerton residents
Onlinemeeting with Quidhampton Parish
Council
Ward Councillor
Locality

31: Coldharbour Lane

National Grid (and their agent)
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Wiltshire Council
Housing Team
Local Planning Authority
Highways Authority
Ecologists
Residents of WC housing schemémesbury
Waitrose (owner of access on far bank of the
river)
Ward Councillor
NHS (various teams)
Salisbury Car Share Club
Locality
32: Brown Street Car Park Wiltshire Council
Local Planning Authority
Highways Authority
Housing Team
NHS (variouteams)
Public consultation activities Autumn 2021
Ward Councillor

Locality
Supporting Documents
Document name Main consultees
Churchfields Masterplan Wiltshire Council

Planning Authority
Property Department
WastePlanning Authority
Housing Team
Ecologists

Business Improvement District

Public consultation events online

Community survey

A Design Guide For Salisbury Salisbury Civic Society

Wiltshire Council

Salisbury Area Greenspace Partnership

G{ K2LIFNRYGE¢ FyR [ I &l Salisbury Civic Society

Guide Wiltshire Council

Community Surveg Findings of the public Online survey for all stakeholders
survey: 1 Mayc 1 June 2020

Salisbury Housing Needs Assessment Wiltshire Council Housing Team
Salisbury Profile SW LEP

Porton Down

Chamber of Commerce
Educational institutions
Habitats Regulations Assessment Wiltshire Council

Strategic Environmental Assessment Natural England

Historic England

Environment Agency

[ SGQa ¢+ f1 ! o62dzi | 2 dz Wiltshire Council Housing Team
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Community Infrastructure Survey Community Providers
Facilities Providers
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Salisbury SoCG and Strategic Priorities

Bryant, Ray <Ray.Bryant@wiltshire.gov.uk>
To andrea@pellegram.co.uk
Cc Milton, David

(T) You replied to this message on 30/03/2020 1123

Many thanks for your email
In terms of the SoCG we are currently defining which other parishes ought ta be signatory; we are aware that the geography will need to be as broad as is necessary to make the agreement work.

The planning obligations matter is noted.

1 should also mention = as previously | omitted to do so - that the residual housing number quoted, whilst updated, is still being finalised and is not in the public domain. For this type of reference, figures for Salisbury are those published via Cabinet papers in April 2019 - hitps://ems wiltshire gov.. -1418Year=0

1 will be in touch again soon and in the meantime will cantinue to liaise with David Milton and team.

Regards
Ray

From: co.uk <andr am.co.uk>

Sent: 11 March 2020 14:56

To: Bryant, Ray <Ray.Bryant@wiltshire gov.uk>

Ce:'lohn Farquhar' <john. com>; Milton, David <David gov.uk>; "Annie Child" <AC] i il.gov.uk
Subject: RE: WC-SCC Statement of Common Ground: draft

Hi Ray
We were able to discuss your comments both with David Milton and with the Steering Group and | have further comments which | attach to YOUR comments. Where | have mace no comment, please consider this agreed.

JOINT WORKING
We are very happy with the existing arrangements working with David Milton and his team.

50CG SIGNATORIES

The SoCG essentially agrees and divides the labour. Itis not the development plan itself. In this regard it is believed that the SoCG should concern the Salisbury urban area, the zone of mostly continuus development constituting the city’s urban form. This ‘urban area’ does flow into surrounding parishes (most noticeably Laverstock-Ford) —
meaning that such parties will also need to be signatory to the SoCG. We are essentially governed by the settlement hierarchy, which is deemed important to localities on the city's periphery. Laverstock and Ford for instance are classified as ‘Small Villages’ and, unless they decide differently, would not be expected to take substantive quanta of new

except where this ively extends the Salisbury urban area within their parish boundaries. For its part Wilton is classified as a Local Service Centre; it is not within the Salisbury urban area and will have its own local plan review housing number. This notwithstanding there will evidently be larger-than-local initiatives that Wilton
will participate in.

We see that the other signatories are required for reasons other than housing allocations. We see that we need to open discussions with our neighbouring parishes with regard to matters such as a joint approach to CIL (both that retained by the planning authority and the 15-25% parish portion) and green infrastructure and sustainable transport
policies that will cross boundaries. We consider that the SCG is the best means ta bring all parties to the table to discuss these cross-border issues and we remain of the view that all surraunding parishes shauld be included in the SOCG.

CIL/s106
Wiltshire Council has introduced CIL. This usually focuses on the provision of generic new infrastructure; local specifics / deficiencies can be remedied by section 106 planning obligations.

When considering infrastructure, especially for 5106 funding, it isimportant that the City Council quantify and justify local needs. If the SNDP is compiling a list of infrastructure reeds in preparation for future Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) funding, itis likey that it will not be possible ta fund all requirements - therefore prioritisation, based on
robust evidence, will aid decision-making.

‘We wish to have a more precise and robust approach to the allocation of CIL. At the very least, we wish to have assurances that CIL collected in the Salisbury urban area/conurbation is spent in this area and not elsewhere in the County. We understand that the NDP must supply robust evidence to assist prioritisation but there is this more
fundamental issue which takes precedence. We feel that the SOCG should provide reassurance how CIL will be collected and distributed. This includes clarification on how funding will be leveraged from strategic develapment (either CIL or 5106 or both). | can provide further commentary based on planning practice guidance if that would be
helpful

CAF (Central Area Framework)

The point on how the CAF will integrate with respective plan time horizons is noted. Work on the CAF has progressed and, at the document's last iteration, a number of SPDs have been requalified as ‘masterplans’ (e.g. Railway Station and The Maltings / Central Car Park). SPDs currently being cansidered include Shopfront Guide and Creating
Places. There will also be a piece of work on making Central Area uses more flexible in order to maximise vitality. Whilst Dave Milton's team is likely to have more details on the CAF it remains unclear as to the modus operandi for executing these workstreams: a division between LPR and SNDP appears however likely and the SoCG willin time be

able to reflect this.

We have discussed this with David Milton who is leading on the CAF and have clarified (for your information) that the NDP will be covering: Shopfront Guide, Creating Places and flexibility.

Taking the above into account, may we please see a second draft for discussion at our meeting on 14 April?
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Annex2: Emailcorrespondence between WC and the steering group, 2021

Follow up: Salisbury NPG Churchfields & NDO Brown Street Car Park

Clampitt-dix, Georgina <georgina.clampitt-dix@wiltshire.gov.uk> D[ D Reply | O Repiyal | > Forward || -
To andrea@pellegram.co.uk Tue 25/05/2021 08:22
Cc Bryant, Ray; Murphy, Robert; Marshall, Jean; *Annie Child*

() Follow up.

You forwarded this message on 20/09/2021 1405,

Wiltshire Council transport-assessment-guidance pdf
527 KB

Dear Andrea,
Thank you for meeting with Ray and me yesterday, it was good to have a constructive meeting and to reach some comman ground. | am sorry that Annie couldn’t join us.
As mentioned, we will investigate further the sharing of the earlier work that was undertaken on Churchfields, as it would make sense for you to have the same understanding we do about the lexities around the redevels of the Churchfields site. | understand that Peter Dunbar, one of the Steering

Group members, has already been in contact with Richard Walters about this so will be familiar with some of the headline findings.
As you appreciate this is commercially sensitive so it may not be straight forward, but we'll see what we can do!

Thank you for sending through the latest communication from AECOM with regard to the proposed Masterplan work, which we will look at and get back to you.

| promised to provide the advice from colleagues in Sustainable Transport to outline what would be required in terms of information to suppaert the proposed Neighbourhood Development Order (NDO) for Brown Street Car Park, particularly in relation to parking data as envisaged by the Central Area
Framework. From our discussion yesterday it sounds like you already have an understanding of the need for transport evidence, so hopefully this will help develop the work you had in mind and you can pass it onto your consultants to address.

The NDO would need to be supported by a Transport Assessment in accordance with:

Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk]
+  The attached guidance.

We would also need to understand the potential impact of redeveloping Brown Street car park on parking in the local area, Our Parking Services team can provide the following information for both Brown Street and Culver Street {as the probable alternative car park facility):
»  Usage (ticket) data for 2019 (pre Covid) and current year split by month
®  Permit numbers allocated and by type

The above information would need to be supplemented by a parking survey which detailed parking capacity and usage in an agreed survey area (i.e. to include Brown Street and Culver Street car parks). The survey would need to capture both day and evening use (to capture evening econamy use and by
residents). The actual details of the survey would need to be agreed with the Council at the appropriate time.

Ultimately, the results of the survey should be collated and incorporated into the Transport Assessment (or as a separate Car Parking Report), which includes full details of the parking survey, as well as
a review of car parking demand and provision. This should include:

Details of the proposed redevelopment (use, size, location etc.).
Car parking faci

ies to be provided as part of the development.
Details of car parking that will be lost as a result of the development and an assessment of displaced demand and what realistic alternatives there are to meet this lost parking/displaced demand (this will need to include an ibili of the ive options).
An estimate of car parking demand of the development.
An estimate of car parking demand that will have to be met off-site,
Details of on-street parking facilities, public car parks, parking restrictions, residents parking, pay and display parking facilities etc. within the survey area.
Full details of the parking survey results, including det of existing parking demand and available capacity for each street and car park within the surveyed area, as well as an overall summary.
A review of whether sufficient capacity/realistic alternatives is available to meet the demand of the development and the displaced parking.
o Details of any issues relating to parking identified (e.g. abuse of parking restrictions).
Full details of the survey results (including photos and survey sheets).

Hopefully this all makes sense and helps, my colleague Rob (Principal Transport and Development Manager - West and South) weuld be happy to provide clarification of anything and will be able to arrange to share data we hold with your consultants. Are you able to let us know who will be doing this work so
we can respond at the appropriate time? | have copied Rob into this email so you have his contact email address.

Kind regards

Georgina Clampitt-Dix
Head of Spatial Planning
Economic Development and Planning
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Re: Evidence required for the Salisbury NDP
b 3 Reply | %) ReplyAll | —> Forward | | e+

Clampitt-dix, Georgina <georgina.clampitt-dix@wiltshire gov.uk>
To andrea@pellegram co.uk Fri 03/09/2021 1716

Cc “Annie Child'; Clir Jo Broom; Marshal, Jean: Fox, Sam: Katharine O'Connor: Bryant, Ray
() ou formarded this message on 0/08/2021 0848

Dear Andrea
Trust you had a good break over the summer.
A belated thank you for your email. It was good to hear that you had a positive meeting with Officers in July. | was sorry not te have been able to join you.

As requested, we have prepared a response to the questions presented in your email and thank you for the generous timescale that you have provided in which to respond. Some of the responses are quite short, as they are matters we have discussed previously or we weren't clear about why you were asking a particular
question. For ease of reference, the responses are set out in blue text and embedded into your email. | have explained below that we are undertaking further work following the consultation on the Local Plan earlier this year, which inevitably has implications for the timing of the draft Local Plan. As a result there is

possibly not the level of information and that you might have hoped for.

If the Steering Group would like to discuss anything further please let me know.
Kind regards

Georgina Clampitt-Dix

Head of Spatial Planning

Economic Development and Planning

Wiltshire Council

Tel: 01225 713472

Email: georgina.clampitt-dix@wiltshire.gov.uk
Web: www.wiltshire.gov.uk

Follow Wiltshire Council

Sign up to Wiltshire Council's email news service

From: andrea@pellegram.co.uk <andrea@pellegram.co.uk>
Sent: 15 July 2021 16:15
To: Clampitt-dix, Georgina <georgina.clampitt-dix@wiltshire.gov.uk>

Cc: 'Annie Child' <achild@salisburycitycouncil.gov.uk>; Clir Jo Broom <jbroom@salisburycitycouncil.gov.uk>; Marshall, Jean <Jean.Marshall@wiltshire.gov.uk>; Fox, Sam <sam.fox@wiltshire.gov.uk>; Katharine O'Connor <kateocl5@outlook.com>; Bryant, Ray <Ray.Bryant@wiltshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Evidence required for the Salisbury NDP

Dear Georgina
| just had the pleasure of a meeting with senior officers at WC regarding Churchfields. A few items were discussed that | believe you can assist with. Rather than leaving this to Ray, who has been very helpful, | am sending it directly to you since | believe you are the holder of this information. Ray has set up a number of
meetings which is particularly helpful.

We have a project plan that leads to Reg. 14 consultation in December 2021. We will have draft chapters by September. To this end, we now urgently require information from you and your team so that we can properly prepare our emerging policies and supporting text. We hope to run a series of consultation events in

September and early October for our site specific policies. Please let us know if you wish to be involved and we will gladly include you.

It has now been many months since the LPR consultation and you will be releasing your Reg. 19 draft plan in a few months. |therefore expect that you are now in a position to answer all these questions. Please therefore may we have Spatial Planning’s views on the following questions in red.
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Re: Evidence required for the Salisbury NDP
2y | € Reply | % ReplyAll | > Forward || e+

Clampitt-dix, Georgina ina.clampitt iltshi uk
To andrea@pellegram co.uk Fri 03/09/2021 17:16

Cc *Annie Child'; Clir Jo Broom; Marshall, Jean; Fox. Sam; Katharine O'Connor; Bryant, Ray
(@) You forwarded this message on 06/09/2021 0348

Housing Requirement for Salisbury:

* May we please have the housing requirement for Salisbury Parish according to NPPF 65?
* If this figure cannot be supplied, can you please supply an indicative figure, as set out in NPPF 66? Please do not provide the Brownfield Target unless you now state that this is our indicative figure. See comments below on this.

On the basis that you are looking to plan for the period consistent with the emerging Local Plan Review (to 2036), in accordance with paragraph 67 of the July 2021 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the indicative figure for the Salisbury neighbourhood area for the purpose of neighbourhood planning would be
410 homes, which the neighbourhood plan should aim to meet through new sites. As you appreciate, this is based on the brownfield target proposed in the recent consultation on the Local Plan Review which set a figure for the 10 year period 2021 to 2031 on the basis that plans would be reviewed and new sites could be

introduced if necessary.
This represents the best information available at this time but we will need to keep it under review, in discussion with you, as the Local Plan and your plan progresses to ensure continued conformity with emerging Local Plan policy.
Please note also that Planning Practice Guidance encourages neighbourhood planning bodies to plan to meet their requirement and where possible to exceed it (see Paragraph: 103 Reference !D: 41-103-20190509). This flexibility provides the opportunity to not be restricted by a number.

In addition, | would also like to take the opportunity to draw to your attention paragraph 70 of the NPPF, which states that neighbourhood planning groups should give particular consideration to the opportunities for allocating small and medium sized sites suitable for housing in their area. Paragraph 69a indicates that
these should be no larger than one hectare.

Greenfield allocation at Site 6:
As you are aware, Salisbury City Council and the NDP SG are very strongly opposed to the allocation of land at “Site 6” for the reasons set out in their response to the LPR. As you are also aware, the NDP is working very hard to identify alternative brownfield sites to demonstrate that the housing that could have been

provided on Site 6 will be delivered on brownfield land within the Salisbury Boundary. NPPF 118c states that planning policies should give substantial weight (emphasis added) to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and other identified needs.

* Can you confirm that the LPR will give substantial weight to the reuse of brownfield land and that it will give preference to brownfield land to meet Salisbury’s housing requirement?
* Have you come to a view on the suitability of Site 6 and do you anticipate that it will be brought forward as an allocation in the next draft of the LP?

Core Policy 2 ‘Delivery Strategy’ of the Wiltshire Core Strategy sets a general presumption in favour of sustainable development within the “limits of development”, also known as settlement boundaries that were reviewed and updated through the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan. As such it is (subject to other
policies within the local plan) supportive of development that makes best use of urban land and neighbourhood plans are able to positively identify brownfield or urban sites in their plans in line with this policy. Outside the settlement boundaries, Core Policy 2 is much more restrictive for housing requiring it to be brought

forward as allocations through a development plan process or in line with exception policies listed in paragraph 4.25.
The Local Plan Review is likely to continue to contain a similar policy, which would be consistent with national policy and form part of a policy framework supporting the delivery of brownfield sites.

The current Wiltshire Core Strategy is reliant on both brownfield and greenfield sites to meet the |level of growth in the Wiltshire Core Strategy. It is likely that this will still be the case for the emerging Local Plan Review, although to what degree will depend on the overall level of growth to be planned for, for the Principal
Settlement of Salisbury and the deliverability of brownfield sites that can be itively identified for devels Through the neighbourhood plan there is the opportunity to identify deliverable brownfield sites to help reduce the need to allocate greenfield sites.

Clearly, we would prefer to allocate brownfield over greenfield but ultimately as the strategic allocations in the Local Plan at both Churchfields and the Central Car Park has shown these can be inherently difficult to bring forward and therefore if reliance is to be placed on such sites to meet housing requirements there

needs to be sound evidence that they can be delivered.
With regard to Site 6, no decision has been made on which allocated sites will be included in the draft Local Plan, this will become clear when proposals are reported to Cabinet as part of a draft Plan.

Further to Cabinet on 29 June 2021 when the outcome of the consultation on the Local Plan Review was reported, we are now undertaking further work which includes: testing the upper and lower levels and spatial distribution of the range of housing need for the plan period and a review of the employment evidence

underpinning need for new employment land. In the light of this, we are currently reviewing the timeline for the Local Plan Review to take into account this new work, which will push back consultation on a draft Plan until 2022. We will of course let you know when the Local Development Scheme has been updated with a
new timescale. -
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Brownfield target:
As you know, Salisbury City Council has significant reservations about the robustness of the Brownfield Target and has pointed out in its representation to the LPR that this approach is not found in the NPPF and we feel has no place in planning therefore. | will not rehearse those arguments here.

= Can you please update us on the Wiltshire Council’s position on the Brownfield Target and its relationship to greenfield allocations in this LP review and subsequent reviews?
* How does the Brownfield target relate to “windfall” as set out in NPPF 707

Please see above. We understand the points that Salisbury City Council is making about the ‘brownfield target’ and will be addressing these alongside all other comments received as we progress with the Local Plan Review.
Churchfields:
| understand that this is still intended to be a strategic policy. However, the NDP will be preparing a masterplan and possibly NDOs for parts of the area, focusing on WC owned land. In the meeting today, | informed senior officers of our intentions. Ray has assured me that though the policy will remain strategic, the NDP
policy will be taken into account.

* What is the emerging strategic policy position on Churchfields and how will Core Policy 20 be updated?

* May we please have sight of all evidence that will be used for the updated strategic policy so that we can use it as well (we have seen the CAF so we don’t need another copy)?

* May we please have an explanation of how the 1100 homes that were to be delivered in Core Policy 20 will be addressed in Salisbury’s housing need figure?

* What are your intentions regarding consultation with Salisbury Stakeholders on the update of strategic Core Policy 20 and may we please start putting dates in diaries to ensure that this consultation will align with the NDP’s planned September consultation events?
The Council is reviewing the strategic allocation for Churchfields as part of the Local Plan Review. We have spoken and communicated extensively about this site, so | won't repeat the detail here. One of the main issues with delivering the current allocation is that it needs to be looked at halistically and include the
relocation of existing users. We have provided substantial evidence that has been shared in confidence about the viability of the site for housing, which was discussed at the meeting in July as well as the issues around freeing up Council owned land for reuse. However, we do appreciate that work is being undertaken by
AECOM on behalf of the Steering Group and would welcome early sight of this to understand what it is showing.

Consistent with the Central Area Framework, as part of the Local Plan Review consideration is being given for a new policy to be developed around its continued use and regeneration as an employment location.

As referred to above, in response to the recent consultation and as resolved by Cabinet we are undertaking further work to review the employment evidence underpinning the emerging Local Plan. This will include the assessment of supply of employment land at Salisbury and will take inte consideration the role of
Churchfields as an existing employment site and how this could evolve in the future. We will share with you, when we are able to any new evidence about Churchfields.

In preparing the Wiltshire Housing Site Allocations Plan, which was adopted in February 2020, it was recognised that the 1,100 homes proposed at Churchfields could not be counted towards the supply of land at the Principal Settlement of Salisbury to meet the Wiltshire Core Strategy requirement to 2026, as a result new
sites were allocated to help meet the predicted shortfall. It would be helpful to understand the reason for your question about the 1,100 homes to provide any further explanation.

The next stage of consultation for the emerging Local Plan Review will be once the draft Plan has been prepared and is published, as such there is no opportunity to align engagement with your forthcoming planned consultation.

In the Salisbury City Council response to the LPR, the matter of the consultation report for the CAF with regard to Churchfields was discussed. In that response, it was pointed out that the report on the summer 2019 public consultation document appeared to be flawed. It was pointed out that the comments from
responders sought largely to redevelop Churchfields and reduce its traffic impacts, whereas the officer response came up with another conclusion which was to “intensify employment sites to provide higher job densities”. SCC where concerned that the conclusion did not flow from the evidence.

* Can you please clarify whether SCC misunderstood the officer’s response in this document and whether the emerging policy will result in MORE traffic entering Churchfields?

In reviewing and shaping any new policy for Churchfields, we will be considering the issues with the site including those raised about traffic impacts and what the opportunities are to resolve these. In particular, the issue of commercial heavy goods vehicle movement, which is understood to be a key concern.
Intensification does not necessarily mean more traffic, as ultimately it would depend on the nature of the business and how employees travel to work.

As set out in the recent consultation on the Local Plan Review, the Place Shaping Priorities that are in development for Salisbury are also relevant for any future policy development. These explicitly include Churchfields as follows: “Improving Churchfields such that it integrates better with the city, particularly for non-
vehicular access, and presents a more accessible location to attract a greater diversity of businesses.” The priorities are being reviewed in the light of the consultation response and we will of course wish to engage with Salisbury City Council about these as they are shaped.
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Re: Evidence required for the Salisbury NDP
. Clampitt-dix, Georgina ina.clampitt-di i uk> & | € Reply | % ReplyAll | —> Forward | | e+

To andrea@pellegram.co.uk Fri 03/09/202117:1¢
Cc “Annie Child; Clir Jo Broom: Marshall. Jean: Fox, Sam: Katharine O'Connor; Bryant, Ray
(@) You forwarded this message on 06/09/2021 0948

Waste Local Plan Review:
We have previously corresponded about the Waste Local Plan Review which is now necessary because the policies in the Waste Core Strategy and Waste Development Control policies pre-date the NPPF and National Planning Policy for Waste.

* How have you most recently worked with Swindon Borough Council with regard to updating this policy?
* Have you considered severing the policy relationship with Swindon Borough Council since they are now largely self-sufficient for waste operationally?
* Do you have an updated programme start for the Review of the Waste Core Strategy and Waste Development Control Policies? If not, why not?

It is understood that these questions arise from the desire to see the current waste uses on Churchfields relocated. As previously communicated, this does not necessarily need a review of the Waste Local Plan to make this happen but is linked to the development of the Council's waste strategy.

As set out in the Council’s Local Development Scheme (LDS), the Council is currently prioritising the preparation of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review and Gypsies and Travellers Development Plan Document. This does not mean that we have lost sight of the need to review our Minerals and Waste Local Plan, as we have
been undertaking some preliminary work to understand the nature of the review. The LDS will be updated in due course. It is still envisaged that the Council will continue to plan jointly with Swindon Borough Council for Minerals and Waste matters.

Quidhampton Quarry:
Core Policy 20 also refers to Imerys Quarry which we refer to as Quidhampton Quarry. As you know, we are negotiating with the site owner to progress a housing development there contingent upon a favourable view from the Highways Authority that a suitable access arrangement can be achieved.

* Do you intend to lower the policy level on this site so that it is no longer “strategic”?
* If not, how do we align the NDP and the LPR policies?

Quidhampton Quarry, also known as ‘Former Imerys Quarry’ is included within Core Policy 20 as an employment allocation - referred to as land that is identified for strategic growth. As you appreciate, it is also an allocation in the Wiltshire and Swindon Waste Site Allocations Plan Local Plan (adopted February 2013) and
the site has not been restored from its former mineral use therefore the existing or any future landowner would be bound by outstanding restoration requirements. The site as you also know has access issues, which Highways England (now National Highways) has reiterated their concerns about in the response to the
recent consultation on the Local Plan.

The above in itself illustrates the complexity of bringing forward this site as we have discussed with you previously and also in the light of the basic conditi that the neighbourhood plan will need to pass through examination, we still have concerns about the neighbourhood plan being the right vehicle to bring forward
the regeneration of this site given the strategic policies that relate to it. Even if the site was no longer identified for employment through the Local Plan Review there would still remain the issue of the waste allocation.

The desire of the Steering Group to look at this site is fully appreciated, as is the work that has gone into considering its future. We would be happy to meet with you together with the landowner and their agent to explore the issues surrounding this site more fully.

Maltings Masterplan:
The Steering Group are concerned that the Maltings project is stalling. They wish to comment upon this though | have advised them that it would be unwise to have a policy since | consider that the Maltings Masterplan is relatively current and is strategic. However, | expect that the supporting text will refer to the
Maltings area.

* Are there any plans to update the Maltings Masterplan or will this SPD remain the evidence for this policy?

At this stage there is no intention to update the Masterplan. Just by way of clarification, on 19 June 2019 the Strategic Planning Committee endorsed the Maltings and Central Car Park Masterplan as a material consideration in the determination of relevant planning applications, it should not therefore be referred to as a
Supplementary Planning Document. You are correct that at this time this remains current information that will inform the review of the Central Car Park strategic site (Core Policy 21) and as a strategic policy it is a matter for the Local Plan to review.

However, we will also consider any other relevant evidence from the Town Centre and Retail Study that has been updated and progress made on delivery of the site. Clearly the CAF and the Salisbury River Park Masterplan may also have a bearing on the review of this strategic policy.

| appreciate that this is a long list of questions, but the NDP must be properly aligned to the emerging policies and we must d all these conti ies in drafting our documents. I'm sure that you will agree. Since your LPR is now so advanced, | hope that you have all this information to hand.

I will be on holiday in August but | will check my emails regularly should you have any queries or difficulties.
We would be grateful to have your response in time for our September 14 Steering Group. That gives you 2 months to prepare the response which | hope is sufficient.

Thank you in advance for your assistance.
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neighbourhood
plan

Mr S Fox

Corporate Director for Place
Wiltshire Council
Trowbridge

Wilts

14 May 2021

Dear Sam,

We, the Salisbury Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (SNDP SG), are writing to you
collectively to call recent events to your attention in the hope that you can exert influence
over your planning colleagues.

Thank you for the two productive online conversations with our consultant Andrea Pellegram
and previous Chairman John Farquhar.

At your suggestion, we prepared a detailed Churchfields masterplan brief and a letter asking
to work jointly with officers on this project and the SNDP site allocations. As you are aware,
we were fortunate to receive £100 K grant towards the site allocation neighbourhood
development orders and masterplanning support from AECOM. We expected, following our
discussion with you, and the fact that planning authorities are required to support
neighbourhood plans’, that the planning authority would welcome our offer to work jointly
and to benefit from the funding and support we have secured.

Yesterday, we had our first meeting with Jean Marshall, which was attended by Georgina
Clampitt-Dix and Michael Kilminster. From our side, the meeting was attended by Kate
O’Connor (our community housing lead also focusing on Churchfields) and Andrea
Pellegram. Kate and Andrea expected to have a meeting to discuss the details of the
masterplan brief and to agree joint working arrangements.

This is not what occurred, and to be frank, the meeting was very difficult. Jean questioned
why the SNDP intended to address Churchfields, since it is a strategic policy, and said on
more than one occasion that she would regret if the SG were to undertake a lot of work only
to be opposed by the planning authority. This then caused great concern with Kate and
Andrea who, again frankly, interpreted this as a threat that if the SNDP addressed
Churchfields, there might be an objection from the LPA. This is certainly not what we felt we
had agreed with you and we are disappointed that our overtures to work jointly have been
met in this obstructive manner.

A second meeting is being sought between Andrea and Georgina and hopefully, in this
meeting, the scope of the masterplan project will be agreed. AECOM is already in play and
a meeting is arranged for next week .

1 Alocal planning authority must: take decisions at key stages in the neighbourhood planning precess within the fime limiis that
apply. provide advice or assistance to a parish council, neighbourhood forum or community organisation that is producing a

neighbourhood plan or Order as required by paragraph 3 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended). Paragraph: 021 Reference 1D: 41-021-20140306
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The reason that we are writing to you now is that, despite your input, we feel that we are still
being warned off the Churchfields topic for the NDP and indeed, there was only lukewarm
interest in our site allocations.

With regard to the strategic policies in the Core Strategy for Churchfields, we see that a
masterplan was required by the policy. No masterplan has been produced by the LPA. No
indication was given in the meeting that the LPA intends to prepare a masterplan. Nor, we
have learned, is the 1100 dwellings in Core Policy 20 for Churchfields being included in the
housing supply calculations for Salisbury in the LPR. We therefore wonder If it is necessary
or correct at this stage to consider Churchfields as a strategic allocation.

The SNDP SG and the LPA need to work together to agree an outcome where emerging
strategic policies (which may not be appropriate in the LPR) and emerging SNDP policies
are mutually supportive: where the LPA identifies the strategic context and the SNDP adds
local detail. The SNDP's main objectives are to reduce traffic harm in the central area and
increase affordable housing provision. Surely, these are matters of equal concern to the
LPA.

Let us be clear, we cannot succeed without WG LPA officer support and look forward to you
ensuring this can be provided.

Yours sincerely

Katharine O'Connor, Mark Stevens, Jamie Hobson, Margaret Willmot, Hans-Dieter Scholz,

Clir Atiqul Hogue, Clir Thomas Corbin, David Wilson, Louis Hodgkinson, Nicola Lipscombe,
Salisbury Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group

Salisbury City Council The Guildhall Market Place Salisbury Wiltshire SP1 1JH
Tel: 01722 342 860 email: info@salisburycitycouncil.gov.uk www.salisburycitycouncil.gov.uk
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Annex4: Report on community consultation, Autumn 2021

Report and Update for the Community about the Salisbury Neighbourhood Development Plan's
Community Engagement work in September and October 2021

Contents Page

Introduction

Who prepared this report

Finding more local information about Neighbourhood Planning

Background

July to Now
Site allocations and NDO¢dpoking ahead

Quidhampton Quarry Event 3rd November 2021
Appendix 1: Coldharbour Lane
Appendix 2: Churchfields Estate

Appendix 3: Quidhampton Quarry
Appendix 4: Brown Street Car Park

Doc 84578
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Introduction

This report has been prepared for people who live in, work in and visit Salisbury by the Vice Chair

0/ 2dzy OAf £ 2N/ KNR& {GFysglev 2F GKS {(SSNRAyYy3I DNEdz
Steering Group is responsible for helping Salisbury City Caongplete a Salisbury Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP).

You can find more information about the Steering Group and the SNDP ¢nzZheézy OA f Q& 6 SoaA i
where there is a designated section for Neighbourhood Planning.

Background Information

In early autumn 2021 we conducted our first consultation since 2019 when detailed work first began
on the Plan, which covers the parish area that Salisbury City Council is responsible for. This recent
consultation was not about everything that the NDP wadlhtain. Instead, it looked at four sites that
might be allocated for potential development in the NDP by early 2022. We expect to conduct
formal consultations on the NDP after the New Year which will follow nationally prescribed rules.

The four sites we asked you about are:
Coldharbour Lane
Quidhampton Quarry

Brown Street Car Park

= = =4 =4

Churchfields Trading Estate (3 sites within or next to the Estate).

Our proposals concern land for housing, the kind of housing on that land and the benefits the
GO2YYdzyAGeéd +a oSttt a yS¢ NBaARSyida akKz2dzZ R 2060l
we felt we should informally assess how the community werdyite@view proposals for site

allocations. We did not wish to leave this until the last minute!

An NDP Site Allocation allows a community to specify how a defined site might be used if:

The site owner decides to change the existing use and undertake detailed plannirgpnarsell to
someone else to do that. The owner is not obliged to change the existing use.

The NDP completes all legally required work to prove that what is proposed can be justified.

The community votes in favowif the NDP as a whole. The NDP will have a range of things for
consideration as well as site allocations.

A Neighbourhood Development Order (NDO) is a separate legal process. Not all NDP sites need one.
It requires more detailed work e.g. studies about flooding, bats, etc. If Wiltshire Council, as our
Planning Authority, is satisfied that our work has beeis$attory the community can formally

adopt the NDQ; but only after Salisbury City Council runs a-offereferendum for that site.

An adopted NDO is the equivalent of outline planning permission. Again, the site owner has more
planning work ahead. However, if they do not wish to develop the site in line with the NDO they can
leave it undeveloped.

We expect to be giving you more information in 2022 about the NDP and any NDO referendums
(who runs them, who votes etc).
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July to Now

Since July, work has continued with a variety of partn@rg. four sites are different and need to be
treated differently. Where we can, we will try in future to consult about each site on its own.

We will also learn lessons from this first consultation, which demonstrated the need to be specific
about ideas taken from developments outside Salisbury.

We clearly worried some people that we might be considering a satdtiey building on Brown
Street Car Park. Rest assured we do-nbtit we understand why this caused confusion and
apologise for it.

Wherever possible, we will only use specific materials about the site in question. That should be
easier because of the detailed work now being done.

What you told us is set out in 4 Appendices, so you can read about 1 or 4 sites.

Reading them all may help you understand what we need to consider and the wide range of
opinions and ways of looking at site allocations. You will see that people commented on other
GKAy3ad alye ¢g2NNARSR 02dzi da2@SNRS@GSt2LIAYyIE [} A

You can find the original report of the €Hite Survey on the SSC websitee used it to help
prepare this feedback. HYPERLINK

Site allocations and NDG®oking ahead

The Steering Group expects to decide about the site allocations soon. This involves weighing up the
case for each possible allocatigpros and cons.

We have Government funding for work on NDOs for Coldharbour Lane and Brown Street Car Park
and continue with work on these.

We expect a further NDO consultation about Coldharbour Lane soon.

Brown Street needs more work on potential NHS and other uses of part of the site. We will also be
dzy RSNIF1Ay3 I F20dzaSR OF NJ LI N)] addzRe Id 2Afd&aKAN

Subiject to further funding there may be scope for a third NDO for part(s) of Churchfields. In the
meantime, we commissioned a draft Government funded proposed masterplan and design guide for
the estate which we will discuss with Wiltshire Council and athéfe also plan a specific

consultation exercise with people who work on the estate or own land there to discuss this.

We are not planning an NDO for Quidhampton Quarry. The owners are entitled to make an
application for planning permission with or without an NDP site allocation.

We aim for the Steering Group, subject to Covid, to complete and approve a draft NDP no later than
mid-January 2022. The Group will then table the NDP and supporting papers to Salisbury City
Council.

¢CKS /AGe [/ 2dzyOAt oAttt 06S FalSR Ay al NOK HnaHH G2
weeks. Regulation 14 means that the City Council consults everyone who lives, works, and carries on
business here about the draft NDP and its supporting pagérsre will be discussions with other

interested parties as well.
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NDOs go through a similar process.
We will make public what we are doing at all key stages.
Quidhampton Quarry Event®November 2021

.2dz YFE 1y26 (KRTFIT:is SASSAIR TSN SEGSYyarssS ¢ SHF6S
Quarry. There was a good and lively turnout. Visitors met members of the Steering Group,
O2dzy OAft 2NAR YR (GKS aAdS 2gy SsNhlasled hyfalwsigcouaclort y R (N

CtKS 26ySNBRQ O2yadzZ GFryda KIGS 0SSy IAGSYy | 00Saa
Steering Group about these at the proper time.

Discussion ranged from building designs to making the site and planned paths fully accessible for
people with disabilities.

There was particular interest in road access and sustainable transport.

Thank you to those that came to fate-face events, gave written or verbal feedback, completed a
survey.

Page27of 77



Appendix 1
Coldharbour Lane

75.32% supported this in the online survelf was most favoured of the 4 sites consulted upon. 154
made comments. We took a closer look at 93 supportive comments and 35 specific objections.

A substantial number like or love the proposed use of the space given that it is brownfield, where it
is located and PROVIDING it is truly affordable AND remains affordable.

GDNBIFG (G2 aSS wmnmeE: FF2NRIOfS K2dzAaAAy3d FyR F2NJ 2f
St aSH6KSNBd | yAOS t20lGA2y (22 dé¢

aL ftA1S GKA&a LINRBLRAlIE YyR GKAYy]l Al O2dzZ R F2NX |

We had many practical comments/observations about the specific things that should be considered
such as greening the site, carparking and other practical matters.

We have shared all comments, supportive or not, with the architect and the housing team working
on what might be built and why. We have been closely involved in their key meetings and this will
continue. All comments help.

Anyone reading the full report on the online survey will see that there are Salisbury concerns about:
What sort of housing is needed and if it is needed at all?

Gh@SNRSGSt2LIYSyildé Ay Tl @2dzNJ 2F 2f RSNJ LIS2L)X S | yR
applies even where people otherwise think development of affordable housing for older people is a
good use of this site. It also applies to every site we askedit.

The NDP is paying particular attention to all this (although it is about much more than sites and
housing).

Two people commented on assumed poor quality of design and complained about planning jargon

being used. Our initial sketches were prepared for preliminary use with a range of people including

people who currently live in a similar development. Howeveridies and plans used in a next

round of community engagement will be much more explicit about what might be built on

/| 2t RKFND2dzNJ [ FyS G2 SyadaNB | a{lfAaodNBEé¢ RSOSt 2L

6 comments focused on risks of flooding, contamination and the belief that the site should be green
space in future. The site can only be developed if proposals demonstrate that flooding and
contamination matters will be properly dealt with. That appeapsgible. It is unlikely though that

the site owner/any future site owner would agree to decontaminate the site for a dedicated green
space. The Neighbourhood Development Plan would also find it difficult or impossible to justify
proposing such a policy @ close access to existing green spaces.

8 comments outline concerns about Salisbury infrastructure, roads/traffic and parking generally or
specifically. Detailed work is under way to ensure that this potential development addresses the
local aspects of such concerns. We have also paid closttiatido the needs of future residents on
such a development for affordable/sustainable transport and parking arrangements.

Remaining adverse comments focus overwhelmingly on convictions that:

Salisbury is over developed,
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There is too much housing for older, richer people,
We do not require more housing,

If we require more housing there is already plenty for older peeplaunger people must be given
absolute priority,

There is not enough space at this location and similar.

Most people attending a fact-face event also favoured the potential use of Coldharbour Lane for
100% affordable housing for older people. Written and verbal comments were remarkably like those
provided via the online survey. There were similar concabwut development and so on. Also,

similar differences of opinion.

We had helpful comments from people with sentimental connections to the gasholders site or a
particular fondness for this part of Salisbury.

We think it will be possible to satisfy people in the NDP that there is a real need for affordable
accommodation of a good standard for older people in Salisbury. Also, that this site is suitable for
that purpose.

The whole Plan must convince an independent examiner as well!

Appendix 2

Churchfields Estate
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56.9% of peopleompleting the online survey supported this proposal and it Wwam2popularity
terms. 144 offered comments and we looked closely at 82 in favour and 62 concerned/opposed.

A distinct majority expressed favourable opinions such as:

G¢KS 9YIAFE2RKERSARAaAT2NI RSOSE 2LIvSy i oé

! J22R 2LIRNIdzyAdGe G2 dzLJANI RS / KAdZNODKFASE R& T2 NJ
LG YAIKEG KSELI G2 NBRdAzOS GNIFFAO LRffdziAzy dé
GhLILR NIdzyAGe (2 WANBSYQ GKS arisSoé

This was tempered by caution about possible contamination of the Old Engine Shed, potential river
pollution and increased flooding risks. Much more information was asked for, with a query about
whether Wiltshire Council has alternative suggestions.

¢tKSNB gFa RAAGAYOD

6SENRAYySaa oA Fy23dKSNI L
G/ KdZNOKFASEt RA Kl a 068 2

S| aesi
Sy LINRPYAASR SaéyéNJGAQy F2N

Specific issues were flagged:

GOELISOGIGA2Y 2F g2NJAy3I FNRBY K2YS Aa y2i | KSIF
Gt 22N O0S&aa 2 FYSYyAdGASa So3adr &adzNASNA S pé

W26 ONBFGAZ2Y YSSRSR 0ST2NB X ySg K2dzaAy3aodé

It is the case that redevelopment of Churchfields has been considered for some years and is covered

by the Wiltshire Core Strategy adopted in 201bhat allocated Churchfields as a mixesk

development site for 1,100 dwellings with 5 hectares for employm€hé Central Area Framework

(CAF) approved by Wiltshire Council in 202@gested a shift in priorities.

The forthcomind.ocal Plan Reviewhich included a round of county wide consultation between
January and March 2021 requires Wiltshire Council to confirm a strategy for Churchfields together
with more detailed plans. They will need to consult further on this at key stages. We hope that the
strategy and plans will complement the work of the CAF, encourage regeneration beyond the city
centre and help satisfy community aspirations for this key area. We hope that the masterplan and
design guide will do the same
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Appendix 3
Quidhampton Quarry

52.3% of people completing the online survey supported this proposal. It Was@pularity terms.
172 offered comments. We looked closely at 90 in favour and 82 concerned/opposed.

GCKAA A& | F22R LINRPLRAlIE (2 LINPOARS SEGNI K2dzaAy

GKS f1FyRaOlFILS &ad2NNRBdzyRAYy3 { I fA&odzNE dé
G2AGK OFNB 3IAQSY G2 tFyRaAOFILAY3 YR FTF2NRIoOfS
S

w»
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GrdsS KIFa 322R fAyla oe
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Not all responding were residents of the Salisbury Neighbourhood Development Plawarea
found their input helpful, though. We appreciate that for Wilton and Quidhampton Parish Councils
this site will be- and is- of interest.

Many neither supported nor opposed development of the site. Support was usually conditional, e.g.
only IF all housing was to be truly affordable. Detailed work continues to establish whether the
Steering Group can support an allocation of the site. If wapsert it, it will be because Salisbury will
gain affordable housing on a brownfield site and a development likely to meet other aspirations for
specific benefits.

Observations were made about things that should be considered whether people were for or against
the proposal. Concerns included infrastructure, traffic, overdevelopment in general, and cynicism
Fo2dzi &l FF2NRI 0f S¢ K2 dza A Yy Je neediiig$oyfentiorohyy 3 y 2 & dzOK

There were numerous comments in favour of using brownfield sites, NOT greenfield sites,
throughout this community engagement, in the online survey as a whole and for this site. Again, not
all agree. There was confusion over whether this is brownfieig, (it planning terms and practice).

We are sorry this was unclear.

Some commented about the perceived quality of layout, design, and facilities.

Also important was how Salisbury and Wilton affect each other. Will developing this site improve or
worsen that? How might this affect people in Quidhampton Parishid€aion with Bemerton
Heath was most critical.

People made comments about the planning history of the site, how the site should be used as a
result or as a better alternative to other possibilities in Salisbury.

We are sharing all comments/observations with Wiltshire Council as Planning Authority, and with
Wilton and Quidhampton Parish Councils. We have already copied in the owners of the site and their
planning/other consultants.

Some points such as limited access have been known about for years and have been kept in mind
when working on the emerging NDP. We will only support this site allocation when we are satisfied
that there is a realistic possibility of that being dealt wite think this might be possible. Every
comment helps. Thank you.

What are important are the planning rules that Wiltshire Council and the Neighbourhood
Development Plan must both consider. We may not rule out all development, especially prior to
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specific proposals being taken through the planning system. At that point specific claims e.g., poor
design or the wrong kind of housing can be considered if there is supporting evidence to back the
claims.

To sum up, both councils must respect planning law and rules. Both must focus on the actual
evidence for and against a site or indeed a particular development.

The dedicated session, primarily for residents of Bemerton Heath“dto8ember explored ujo-
RFGS ARSIFa Fo2dzi GKS vdzZd NNE® ¢KS 26ySNRQ LI FYyYyAy
are doing. Comments about that and/or the whole NDP process have been especially helpful.

People attending any fae®-face event were curious about the detail, sometimes for/against or

open to persuasion. The same applied in the online survey.

tK2aS 6K2 @gSNB SyldKdzaAlFadgAO LI NIAOdzZ F NI & fA1S
RSOSt2LSyid GKIFG 62ddZ R 0SS GRAFFSNBYy(Gé !'b5 KI @

u» X«
[
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Appendix 4
Brown Street Car Park

61.9% of people completing the online survey did NOT support this proposal. 168 offered comments
which we have considered carefully.

We recognise that more than 20 were particularly worried about what sort of designs might be
proposed. Or that we might consider a wholly inappropriate development in a valued part of the city
centre. We confirm that we would NOT support a development thézy the fine views of the
Cathedral or one that did not respect the historic Chequers where the car park is located.

A Neighbourhood Development Order should increase the potential for some fine master planning
2F GKS &aAGS IyR SyO02dz2N) 3S SEOSttSyOS Ay RSaAdy |

The CAF (2020) identified this car park as suitable for development.

The loss of any car parking from Salisbury or this specific car park was the single most important
issue for many. Claims were made that we do not have ENOUGH car parking, or we have FAR TOO
MUCH.

Where people thought that this car park could be redeveloped, they advised us to consider amongst
other things:

Opening the privately owned New Street Car Park 2471 Qa | O2y @Sy ASyid FyR OSy

Refurbishing, possibly staffing, Culver Street Car Park, which has access from the ring road and
providing much needed electric vehicle charging there.

Making Culver Street much more acceptable to ugaakhough not all agreed that this was possible
or indeed necessary.

Improving the Park and Rigdonger opening hours were often mentioned as key.

More active travel options (cycling, walking, bus combinations).

Electric Park and Ride buses helping to reduce pollution and noise.

Clarifying car parking intentions for the Central Car Park, probably upgrading some or all of it.
The need for an agreed car parking strategy.

Parking issues revolved around convenience, safety, ease of shopping, location for this side of the
city, lighting levels, overdue improvements for walking and cycling, overdue improvements for bus
services, HGVSs.

There was a strong emphasis on good parking provision (especially for the disabled) for new

occupants of any kind.

G428 YySSR LINYAY3a Ay (GKS OAiGeég 2N a! NB OF NB NBI f f
will be a key issue for further work.

Faceto-face or in the online survey, what many wanted was to see brownfield, not greenfield, sites

developed, especially where there are services and facilities that people need and where there is
employment. Brown Street was a classic site.
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It was also thought to be an ambitious development that might be beyond our reach. There could be
no guarantee that NHS services would in fact be located here, that housing would remain affordable,
or that a development would be cared for over time. Desitgo featured here, as did a fully green
building.

However, there WERE some very positive responses if the community secured NHS services and
affordable (for younger people) housing.

G2 KFEdda y2d G2 ftA1S o2dzi a2YS RSOSyid bl {kDt FI
SPSy GKS Dt aké

Many were strongly attracted by greening the site and reducing the amount of car parking, traffic,
and pollution identified with both. This links to improving the attractiveness of Salisbury to visitors
and younger people (especially if combined with cah&ffordable housing).

However, some worried that this might be greenwashing or that more green space may NOT be
needed after all.

Those who favoured making this part of Salisbury greener thought it would help with sustainability
and improved mental wellbeing. It would be attractive to younger people, existing residents and
visitors.

G! LRGSYGALFffte aldzyyAy3d Sy@ANRBYYSyidlffteée FNRSYRE
2KIFG FNB ¢S 3J2Ay3 (2 R2 y26 6A0GK SOSNE2YySQa 0O2YY

Our plan is to share and discuss all this with the people currently working with the Steering Group on
its draft NDP.

We believe that even if Salisbury allocates the site and voters say yes, Brown Street Car Park will be
a car park until mie2024.

There is time to work through managing car parking and transport options. There is more to do on
all aspects of any future redevelopment.
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Annex5: Letter from WC regarding site allocations, 18 October 2021

Wiltshire Council

—_—
18 October 2021 Place Directorate
Wiltshire Council
Annie Childs County Hall
City Clerk Bythesea Road
Salisbury City Council Trowbridge
The Guildhall BA14 8JN

Market Place
Salisbury SP1 1JH

Dear Annie
Salisbury Neighbourhood Plan: Consultation on proposed site allocations

Wiltshire Council is grateful for having had the opportunity to input into your consultation on
proposed site allocations for the emerging Salisbury Neighbourhood Plan ahead of the
formal Regulation 14 consultation on the draft Plan. Thank you for agreeing to an
extension of time.

Below, the principles to be considered in appraising the potential of the proposed site
allocations are addressed in turn. An Appendix is also provided with highways and
transportation information. As a general point, it will be important that all site proposals
within the draft plan are backed up by willing landowners and viability is considered to help
demonstrate that they are capable of implementation. Wiltshire Council’s views as
landowner are included within the response where relevant.

Brown Street Car Park

Paragraph 5.117 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy identifies ‘Brown Street’ for 15 dwellings as
one of a number of central area regeneration sites in Salisbury and Appendix D recognises
that policies of the former Salisbury District Local Plan that promote the site for mixed use
development continue to be ‘saved’: Policies E5 ‘Employment (Brown Street Car Park)’, H6
‘Housing (Brown Street Car Park) and S5 ‘Shopping (Brown Street Car Park). More
recently the Salisbury Central Area Framework (CAF) has been prepared, which continues
to identify the potential of the site for regeneration (mixed use including residential) subject
to car parking studies being undertaken due to its operational use as a car park. The CAF
provides useful information to be taken into consideration. Advice has previously been
provided on what a car-parking study might involve and is reiterated in the Appendix for
completeness. We will need to have a clear understanding of impact on any loss of car
parking on the local area and this will involve a parking survey of a wider area to be agreed
as previously explained.

Proposals for this site would need to be carefully considered in relation to its location within
the historic core of Salisbury City, and in particular Core Policies 58 ‘Ensuring the
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conservation of the historic environment’ and 22 ‘Salisbury Skyline’ of the Wiltshire Core
Strategy. It is not clear how the ‘biophilic’ concept would fit with this.

Wiltshire Council as landowner

Should the site become identified as surplus to parking needs, following the required
parking and transport analyses, the principle of redevelopment for suitable city centre uses
including policy compliant affordable housing is supported.

Coldharbour Lane (former gasworks)

The site is not identified for any particular use in the Wiltshire Core Strategy but is within
the defined limits of development for Salisbury where there is a general presumption in
favour of sustainable development in line with Core Policy 2 ‘Delivery Strategy’.

Wiltshire Council is working with the former operators of the gas storage site to revoke
voluntarily without compensation the Hazardous Substances Consents that relate to this
site. Whilst the final decision on this is likely to rest with the Secretary of State, this is the
process required to remove the need to refer any applications on the site to the Health &
Safety Executive. The landowner approached the Council in November 2020 about the
process and good progress is being made.

From flood mapping it appears that the entirety of the site is situated within Flood Zone 2
and parts of it in are in Flood Zone 3. There is a possibility that the flood-risk situation will
change with the creation of the Salisbury River Park and associated flood defence work.
This matter would need to be resolved before the site is progressed further.

If the site is capable of allocation it may provide the apportunity to support the development
of accommodation for older people and facilitate relocation from other sites in the City,
which could themselves be redeveloped for general housing.

Quidhampton Quarry (formerly ‘Imerys’)

This site is currently covered by strategic policy in the Wiltshire Core Strategy (Core
Policies 2 Delivery Strategy and 20 Spatial Strategy for Salisbury) for employment use and
is also allocated for waste uses as set out below. Even if the site were no longer identified
for strategic employment uses through the Wiltshire Local Plan Review, the matter of the
waste allocation would remain.

It is to be noted that Neighbourhood Plans cannot include development that is minerals
and waste related (section 61K, Town & Country Planning Act 1990); neither can they
include development that requires Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), should this be
the case. The proposed development, which is suggested to be more than 150 homes
would likely need to be screened for EIA.

O 0300456 0100 wiltshire.gov.uk @) @wiltshirecouncil () @wiltscouncil
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An area of land within the former quarry is allocated in the Wiltshire and Swindon Waste
Site Allocations Local Plan (2013). The area of land roughly equates to the footprint of the
former mineral treatment works and is safeguarded for potential future waste use in line
with Policy WCS4 of the Wiltshire and Swindon Waste Core Strategy. Policy WCS4 seeks
to protect identified sites from development proposals that may prevent or unreasonably
restrict the use of that site for waste management purposes. The proposed housing
scheme would encroach on the waste site allocation and therefore be contrary to strategic
policies of the development plan.

In 2017, planning permission was granted for a revision to the quarry restoration scheme to
create a 'development platform’ for future redevelopment opportunities and formation of a
calcareous grassland slope using recycled material imported by rail. The railway sidings
were recognised as a significant infrastructure asset to the site and provide a sustainable
transport link for a potential future use.

The quarry and rail sidings are presently disused, and the restoration of the site is
incomplete. Planning permissions remain extant for mineral extraction, the treatment
works and associated railway sidings and subsequent restoration of the quarry (see
planning application 16/05957/FUL for a useful summary of the relevant planning
consents). As confirmed by Annex 2 of the National Planning Policy Framework, land that
has been developed for minerals extraction, where provision for restoration has been made
through development management procedures, is excluded from the description of
previously developed (brownfield) land. This site is therefore not ‘brownfield’ as described
in the information document.

Detailed comments on highway and transport matters are provided in the Appendix for this
site. This considers the merits of the site in terms of access to facilities and amenities. A
particular concern regards potential vehicular access, which has been considered from
both Wilton Road (current access) and Western Way (proposed access). Both are
considered to have significant challenges, although the access via Western Way is
considered preferable - albeit notable third-party land constraints appear likely. As detailed
in the further comments appended, both access choices will interact with the Strategic
Road Network (A36), requiring upgrades that would be determined by National Highways;
this will come with additional design and engineering demands which may be difficult to
overcome.

The desire of the Neighbourhood Plan Group to recover and re-use the quarry is fully
appreciated. This notwithstanding, as per previous discussions, this site is complex to
bring forward - not least by virtue of the Basic Conditions that the neighbourhood plan will
need to satisfy at examination. It is therefore considered that the Neighbourhood Plan is
unlikely to be an appropriate vehicle for this site.

0300 456 0100 wiltshire.gov.uk @) @wiltshirecouncil () @wiltscouncil
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Churchfields Industrial Estate

This site is covered by strategic policy in the Wiltshire Core Strategy (Core Policies 2 and
20). Wiltshire Council is reviewing the strategic allocation for Churchfields as part of the
Wiltshire Local Plan Review.

Consistent with the CAF, consideration is being given for a revised policy to be formulated
around the site’s continued use and regeneration as an employment location. One of the
main issues with the current strategic allocation is that it needs to be looked at holistically
and provision made for the relocation of existing uses. Notwithstanding conflict with
strategic policy, regeneration of parts of the site as suggested in the consultation material
‘to kick start regeneration in Churchfields’ has previously been explored by the Council but
ultimately not considered to be viable. Information has already been shared to substantiate
this.

The Churchfields Depot (Plot 3) remains a key operating location for numerous Council
services, including the provision of essential waste and recycling collections for around
68,000 households located in the south of the county. To date, no suitable alternative
location has been found, though a Depot Strategy is underway to review operational
provision over the next few decades.

The Churchfields Household Recycling Centre (HRC) also remains a key facility made
available to residents in the south of the county. Salisbury residents would be able to
access the Amesbury HRC within a 20-minute drive, as an alternative site. However, the
Amesbury site is not considered to be of sufficient size to meet fully the requirements of
both Salisbury and Amesbury - neither is the site able to be extended or upgraded to meet
that need. A new HRC strategy is being developed by the Wiltshire Council Waste Service
to help inform future service provision, although this is in its early stages. To date no
suitable alternative location has been identified, but it is anticipated that any new HRC
strategy would help inform the optimal location and size requirement of future HRC
facilities.

The Engine Shed site (Plot 1) has been vacant for many years. Whilst Wiltshire Council
has no immediate identified operational requirement for the property, options for this site
are under consideration. This site may have potential for other uses linked to the wider
development of the area as set out in the CAF that includes land around Salisbury railway
station, and housing may not be the best use. This is subject to ongoing discussions with
relevant stakeholders.

Wiltshire Council as landowner

The consultation material identifies three sites in relation to Churchfields that it indicates
are in Wiltshire Council ownership. While Plot 1 is owned by Wiltshire Council and relates
to the Engine Shed, the nearby Plot 2 is not completely within the Council's ownership. It
should be noted that the Engine Shed is a heavily contaminated site and may ultimately
require grant funding to support delivery of any future use.

) 0300 456 0100 wiltshire.govuk @) @wiltshirecouncil () @wiltscouncil
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Plot 3 includes the Churchfields Depot and Household Recycling Centre (HRC), which are
in operational uses and required for the delivery of Council services. Any plans for the
Council’s landholdings at the Churchfields Depot and HRC will only come forward once the
Council no longer has an operational need for the site or there is a business case that
supports the relocation of the facilities to an alternative site.

On a closing note, Wiltshire Council will be glad to discuss further with Salisbury City
Council matters that arise from the contents of this letter and, in particular, it will be useful
to understand the position as regards the consideration of the use of Neighbourhood
Development Orders in respect of Brown Street and Coldharbour Lane.

Yours sincerely,

XQM\’\

Sam Fox

Corporate Director Place
Direct line: 01225 713313
Email: sam.fox@wiltshire.gov.uk

e 300 456 0100 wiltshire.gov.uk ﬁ @WiltshireCouncil O @wiltscouncil
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Wiltshire Council Response
Salisbury Neighbourhood Plan: Consultation on proposed site allocations (October
2021)

Appendix: Highways and transportation information

This appendix should be read in conjunction with the letter of response by the Council to the
above consultation, which sets out the main principles regarding the site proposals.

Brown Street Car Park

e A parking survey is essential to establish the current use, both in the daytime and the
evening. The impact of the loss of parking needs to be assessed with a consideration
of alternative parking options (see further details below).

e Footway improvements will be necessary across the site frontage and possible
changes to Traffic Regulation Orders (on-street parking).

e Arelaxation of the parking standards may be appropriate based on Policy PS6 in the
Local Transport Plan (LTP) Car Parking Strategy, although it is likely that some
parking will still be required.

¢ Internally, servicing, refuse collection and deliveries need to be accommodated.

e |tis essential that a high-quality pedestrian route (DDA compliant, etc) is maintained
from Brown Street to Catherine Street. It is not clear if a diversion of the existing
walking route to the south is being proposed and if so, whether this will be sufficiently
wide enough.

e The site should provide adequate levels of cycle parking as set out in the LTP3
Cycling Strategy. If cycle parking cannot be provided within the site (at ground level)
then there may be the need to provide on-street cycle parking in a hangar.

e A Travel Plan would be required compliant with Wiltshire Council’s guidance to
include at least one electric car club vehicle and associated charging infrastructure,
free bus tickets and cycle vouchers.

A Neighbourhood Development Order on this site or another would need to be supported by
a Transport Assessment in accordance with:

e Travel Plans, Transport Assessments and Statements - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)

We would also need to understand the potential impact of redeveloping Brown Street Car
Park on parking in the local area. Our Parking Services team can provide the following
information for both Brown Street and Culver Street (as the probable alternative car park
facility):

e Usage (ticket) data for 2019 (pre Covid) and current year split by month
e Permit numbers allocated and by type
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The above information would need to be supplemented by a parking survey which detailed
parking capacity and usage in an agreed survey area (i.e. to include Brown Street and
Culver Street car parks). The survey would need to capture both day and evening use (to
capture evening economy use and by residents). The actual details of the survey would
need to be agreed with the Council at the appropriate time.

Ultimately, the results of the survey should be collated and incorporated into the Transport
Assessment (or as a separate Car Parking Report), which includes full details of the parking
survey, as well as a review of car parking demand and provision.

This should include:
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Details of the proposed redevelopment (use, size, location etc.).

Car parking facilities to be provided as part of the development.

Details of car parking that will be lost as a result of the development and an
assessment of displaced demand and what realistic alternatives there are to meet
this lost parking/displaced demand (this will need to include an access/accessibility
assessment of the alternative options).

An estimate of car parking demand of the development.

An estimate of car parking demand that will have to be met off-site.

Details of on-street parking facilities, public car parks, parking restrictions, residents
parking, pay and display parking facilities etc. within the survey area.

Full details of the parking survey results, including details of existing parking demand
and available capacity for each street and car park within the surveyed area, as well
as an overall summary.

A review of whether sufficient capacity/realistic alternatives is available to meet the
demand of the development and the displaced parking.

Details of any issues relating to parking identified (e.g. abuse of parking restrictions).

Full details of the survey results (including photos and survey sheets).

We would rely on flexibility in the planning policy to allow this to be more focused on
purchase opportunities as opposed to dominance on rent.



Coldharbour Lane

e The site is served by narrow residential streets, some of which are one-way. On-
street parking is within a residents parking zone (Mon-Sat 8am-6pm) evening and
Sunday parking is unrestricted.

¢ We would expect parking in line with the Wiltshire LTP Car Parking Strategy although
a reduction may be acceptable depending on use and available sustainable travel
options. However, there is the risk that the site would lead to an increase in demand
for on-street parking, which is already constrained. The sheltered / care home would
require some staff parking. If a café is proposed, this could become a destination in
its own right so parking may be required for this use also.

* The previous use did not generate much traffic (although currently being used to park
post office vans). Any new proposal/application may need an assessment of the
junctions onto the A36, depending on the scale of the proposed development.

¢ Internally need to consider access and turning for service and delivery vehicles.

¢ Marsh Lane is not highway. Negotiations would be required to facilitate a formal right
for cyclists/vehicles to use Marsh Lane.

» There is no cycle route into the city centre from this location. Measures to reduce on-
street parking demand (i.e. car club vehicles) and introduce a sign-only contraflow on
Coldharbour Lane (subject to feasibility) should be considered.

e A Travel Plan would be required compliant with Wiltshire Council’s guidance to
include at least one electric car club vehicle and associated charging infrastructure,
free bus tickets and cycle vouchers.

Quidhampton Quarry

In order to provide appropriate guidance, the following text considers the access
opportunities from both Wilton Road and from Western Way. This is to ensure that access
opportunities from either transport corridor are understood and that the financial implications
of delivering an access strategy can be appropriately considered.

Wilton Road (A36) Access Opportunities

The current access facilities onto Wilton Road represent high gradient slips with limited
opportunity to accommodate all turning movements onto the main thoroughfare. The access
arrangements are further hindered by insufficient access visibility, which would need to be
assessed against Design Manual for Roads and Bridges to reflect the highway status as
Strategic Road Network. With regards to the scale of the development, typically 300
dwellings represents the upper threshold for a single main vehicular access, providing that a
separate emergency access can be achieved. It may therefore be concluded that the upper
development threshold of circa. 400 dwellings should be served from two separate access
points, which is not feasible with the current arrangement. At the lower threshold of 300
dwellings, it may be considered feasible for Penning Road to provide for emergency vehicle
access, however vehicle access constraints to either Hazel Close or to Sarum Academy
access may present a further land constraint to housing delivery. For these reasons, the
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existing access arrangement and minor improvements thereof, are broadly discounted as a
sufficient vehicular access strategy for the scheme. With regards to active modes, sole
access connectivity to Wilton Road may not be considered adequate, given the relatively
inhospitable environment that the heavily trafficked A36 presents to walking and cycling
modes and hence connectivity to Penning Road, and improvements thereof, will need to be
determined to ensure that a sustainable development can be achieved. With final regards to
public transport accessibility, the A36 does provide for adequate bus service provision,
however improvements to active travel access to bus stops will need to be enhanced, with
bus stop infrastructure significantly improved.

In order to achieve a sufficient vehicle access strategy to the A36, the proximity of the rail
line to the road dictates steep gradients to any crossing of the rail line and hence any
junction facility will be required to increase the separation of any access junction to the rail
line to reduce these gradients. This may be achieved through one of two major
enhancements to the A36:

1) Relocate the A36 carriageway further to the south;

2) Provide access slips to the south of the A36, incorporating signalised junctions or
right turn lanes as appropriate, and recross the A36 via a bridge at a grade level
equivalent to sufficient height crossing of the rail line.

Both A36 access opportunities are considered significantly costly, with third party land
constraints and out of scale and context to the proposed 300-400 dwelling development,
thus significantly affecting financial viability.

Western Way Access Opportunities

As stated, the SNDP Development Sites Consultation suggests access may be achieved
directly from Western Way, thereby removing the need to connect direct to the A36. This
access option is preferable with regards to connecting the site to destinations by active travel
modes, due to lower traffic profiles and improved infrastructure; however consideration
beyond Penning Road will need to establish cycle route connectivity. With regards to public
transport accessibility, it is noted that the site may connect to local service provision on both
Rawlence Road and Pembroke Road to the east and like the A36 access strategy, the site
may connect to facilities and services along Wilton Road with enhancements. Whilst service
provision along the A36 are within appropriate walking distances, although gradients do
present a barrier which will need mitigating, access to local services to the east are beyond a
typical 400m walking threshold.

In this regard, any assessment of the development proposals will need to determine whether
the A36 service provisions can accommodate all destination requirements and whether the
service provisions on the adjacent estate roads are merely incidental; for clarity, the site
density and location are inappropriate to generate enough demand to re-route a service into
the site and ensure commercial viability. To ensure such a service could be provided, the
internal roads should be constructed at an appropriate width of 6.2-6.5m as they approach
the western boundary; any future ransom should be avoided by control of land to the
boundary and alternative routes may be narrower to facilitate an improved streetscape.

With regards to general vehicular access to Western Way, the potential ransom for land
access is reiterated. However, it may be considered feasible to achieve such an access,
although this will need to address and accommodate the access demands of the adjacent
electricity substation and the Bemerton Heath Harlequins Sports and Social Club; this will
require one or both access routes to be accommodated in a single access route to Western
Way, which will generate further land constraint discussions with third parties. At the access
point to Western Way, it is noted that existing trees are within close proximity to the Social
Club access road and these will need to be removed to accommodate a sufficient width
access route. With regards to the width of the initial access route, it is advised that a
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