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Tuesday, 03 February 2026
Objection to Application PL/2025/09845
Site Address: Fives Court, Angel Lane, Mere, Warminster, BA12 6DH
Description: The partial deconstruction, extension, refurbishment and change of use of an unlisted former care home (C2) to 20no. Affordable Housing independent living apartments (C3) for older people, with communal facilities.
Introduction:
This objection has been submitted in relation to the above application on behalf of Mr. Will La Trobe-Bateman.
The proposals would result in the loss of an important community facility and associated community use, yet the submission is not supported by the marketing, sequential or alternative provision evidence that the development plan expects before such a loss can be accepted.
The scheme would also cause harm to the Mere Conservation Area. Its scale, roofscape and overall massing would fail to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the area, engaging the statutory duty to give special attention to conservation area desirability and the strong national policy weight that is attached to the conservation of heritage assets.
Beyond this, the bulk, height and layout would introduce unacceptable impacts on local character and on neighbouring amenity. The relationship with nearby occupiers raises credible concerns around privacy and the likelihood of noise and disturbance, and the application does not demonstrate that these effects would be avoided or convincingly mitigated.
There are also concerns relating to highways, accessibility and car parking standards.
Relevant Planning Policy:
The application must be determined in accordance with the statutory development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The development plan comprises the Wiltshire Core Strategy (adopted January 2015), supported by relevant supplementary guidance, and read alongside national policy in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
Given the site lies within the Mere Conservation Area, the statutory duty in section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 applies. This requires special attention to be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area.
Core Policy 49 is directly engaged because the proposal would result in the loss of a long established C2 care home use. CP49 adopts a restrictive approach to the loss of valued rural services and community facilities and is expressly framed around ongoing decline in rural services, including health facilities.
The supporting text is important because it confirms that rural facilities and services are those that benefit the local community, and it explicitly notes a gradual decline in health facilities.
CP49 then sets a clear policy test which must be satisfied before loss can be supported. In summary, proposals involving the loss of a community service or facilities will only be supported where it is demonstrated that the site or building is no longer economically viable for an alternative community use, with a preference hierarchy that prioritises retention of the existing use, then an alternative community use, then (if necessary) a mixed use that still retains a substantial portion of the facility, with redevelopment for non community use treated as a last resort.
Where loss is proposed, CP49 requires a comprehensive, evidence based marketing exercise to have been undertaken and submitted with the application. The policy sets minimum criteria, including marketing for at least six months, openness and flexibility on alternative community uses, appropriate prices reflecting local market value, evidence that the marketing had regard to the hierarchy of preferred uses, and a verifiable record of marketing activity and respondents.
On the information currently available, that evidential threshold has not been met. In the absence of a CP49 compliant marketing and re use assessment, the proposal has not demonstrated that the loss of the existing facility is policy compliant, nor that reasonable alternatives have been properly tested.
There are three linked reasons the former care home use should be treated as a CP49 rural community facility in planning terms.
First, CP49 is not limited to retail or public houses. The supporting text explicitly references decline in health facilities, and defines rural facilities and services by reference to community benefit. A care home provides care, support and accommodation for older members of the community and supports associated family visitation, local health interactions and local employment. That function aligns with the category of community serving infrastructure that CP49 is intended to retain.
Second, the policy purpose is particularly relevant in rural service centres where replacement provision is less likely to be like for like and where service loss can increase travel demands. That point is material where the applicant relies on accessibility and travel patterns as part of the transport narrative.
Third, national policy reinforces the development plan approach to sustaining healthy communities and resisting unnecessary loss of valued facilities, so the absence of robust justification and a properly evidenced alternatives appraisal carries significant weight in the overall planning balance.
Core Policy 58 requires development to protect, conserve and where possible enhance the historic environment, including the special character or appearance of conservation areas, and the conservation of distinctive elements that contribute to local character and identity. 
Where the applicant’s Heritage Statement identifies “less than substantial harm”, that still engages the statutory duty and the NPPF heritage balance. The NPPF expects great weight to be given to the conservation of designated heritage assets, and requires any less than substantial harm to be weighed against public benefits. 
Accordingly, any increase in massing, changes to roofscape or eaves lines, and any harm to key townscape views and the pattern of rooflines and sky gaps that contribute to Mere’s conservation area character must be clearly evidenced, convincingly justified, and demonstrated to comply with CP58 and the section 72 duty. 
Core Policy 57 requires a high standard of design in all development, including changes of use, extensions and alterations. It requires proposals to respond positively to local context and to create a strong sense of place, including through retention and enhancement of important views, and through careful response to existing townscape and landscape features such as height, mass, scale, building line, plot size, elevational design, materials, streetscape and rooflines. 
Discussion of Scheme:
Principle of Development:
The existing lawful use is a care home (Use Class C2), providing accommodation and on site care to older and vulnerable residents. In the context of a smaller rural settlement, this is a community facility in the proper planning sense. It is part of the social infrastructure that enables residents to remain within, or close to, established support networks, including family, friends, GP services and local community ties. It also reduces the need for long distance travel to higher order centres in order to access care, which in turn supports more sustainable patterns of living for residents, visitors and staff.
This understanding aligns with the spatial strategy. Mere is identified as a Local Service Centre, reflecting its role in serving its community area and surrounding rural hinterland. That role is supported by the retention of essential community services and facilities within the settlement, including facilities that meet care and support needs locally.
It also sits squarely within the objectives of Core Policy 46 (Meeting the needs of Wiltshire’s vulnerable and older people). Core Policy 46 supports provision that meets specialist accommodation and care related needs. A functioning C2 care home represents precisely the type of use that contributes to delivering Core Policy 46 in practice. The loss of such a facility therefore engages two linked plan objectives: the protection of community facilities in rural areas and the strategic need to maintain a choice of accommodation and care options for older and vulnerable people.
In that context, the former care home should be treated as a protected community facility for the purposes of Core Policy 49. The starting point is that its loss should be resisted unless the strict tests in the development plan are met and evidenced.
The policy provides a clear basis for resisting the loss of facilities where they perform a community function, unless specific criteria are satisfied and evidenced. The thrust of the policy is “community reuse first”, supported by robust marketing and viability evidence. This is to ensure that facilities are not lost by default, and that change of use is only supported where it is genuinely demonstrated that the facility is no longer needed or capable of viable community operation.
The policy’s evidential requirements are the mechanism through which the plan safeguards communities from incremental erosion of local services. Where an applicant seeks to justify loss of a facility, Core Policy 49 expects a transparent and auditable record demonstrating, among other things, that marketing has been undertaken for a sufficient period, that it has been open and flexible to alternative community uses, that the price reflects the market value, that the marketing has been properly publicised, and that responses and negotiations are documented. It also expects lease terms, sale terms, or other constraints not to be set in a way that undermines community re use.
No such policy compliant package has been identified. In the absence of clear, comprehensive and verifiable marketing and viability evidence that meets the Core Policy 49 requirements, the application fails the development plan tests. This is a fundamental deficiency because the acceptability of the proposal is, in large part, contingent on whether the loss of the established community care facility is justified.
The Council cannot reasonably conclude that Core Policy 49 has been satisfied on the basis of assertion or limited narrative alone. The policy requires evidence, and the burden rests with the applicant to provide it.
Core Policy 49 expects a sequential approach that properly explores whether the facility can continue in community use, either in its current form or through alternative community provision. In the case of a care home, that means more than asking whether the site can operate as the same business under the same operator. It requires a proper exploration of whether there is a reasonable prospect of continued community operation through other providers, alternative care models, or other community based uses that would meet local needs.
The current submission seeks to justify a shift from C2 to C3 “independent living” apartments. That is a different form of accommodation with a materially different role, regulatory position and service offer. Even where such accommodation may contribute to housing supply, it does not automatically address the specific need for supported accommodation and care provision that a C2 use provides, particularly in a smaller settlement context. Put plainly, a move to C3 does not, of itself, demonstrate that the existing C2 facility is no longer required, no longer viable, or incapable of community re use.
Nor does it demonstrate compliance with the Core Policy 49 requirement to show that community re use has been prioritised and genuinely tested. Without evidence of flexible marketing, engagement with potential community operators, and a transparent record of enquiries and outcomes, there is no proper basis to conclude that the site could not remain in a community care related use, or another appropriate community facility use, consistent with the development plan strategy for rural services and facilities.
This is especially important given the alignment with Core Policy 46. If the plan recognises the importance of meeting older and vulnerable people’s needs, then proposals that remove an existing care facility must clear a high evidential bar. On the information presented, that bar has not been met.
Refusal is warranted due to conflict with Core Policy 49, read alongside the objectives of Core Policy 46 and the role of Mere as a Local Service Centre.
Heritage and Conservation:
The proposal raises clear and interrelated heritage and visual concerns within the Mere Conservation Area, focused on increased scale, altered roof form, and the way the intensified envelope would be experienced in public views within and around the designated area. In a tight historic townscape such as Mere, significance is expressed through the cumulative legibility of rooflines, silhouettes, intervisibility between plots, and the established hierarchy of building proportions. Interventions that add perceptible bulk, introduce additional mass above the established eaves line, or materially reprofile the roofscape can therefore generate heritage harm and visual amenity harm together.
Under section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, special attention must be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. That duty is a legal test and it must be demonstrably applied in the decision making process, with the statutory presumption in favour of preservation carrying real weight in the overall balance.
The submitted Heritage Impact Statement for the site acknowledges the sensitivity created by the site’s position within the Mere Conservation Area and expressly identifies that the key issue turns on the height and massing of the proposed new building. It also evaluates effects on nearby heritage receptors, including the Church of St Michael and the “Fives Court Wall”, as well as the wider conservation area. The report’s overall conclusion is that, when assessed against the public good it identifies, the potential harms can reasonably be characterised as less than substantial in NPPF terms. 
That conclusion does not remove the policy consequences of harm. National policy requires great weight to be given to the conservation of designated heritage assets, including conservation areas and their settings. Where harm is identified and it is “less than substantial”, it still attracts considerable importance and weight, and must be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. The greater the degree and spread of harm, the more specific and compelling the public benefits need to be.
In this case, there remains a clear concern that the scheme would fail to preserve the character or appearance of the Mere Conservation Area. The Heritage Impact Statement places strong reliance on the proposition that visibility is limited from certain approaches, noting for example screening effects from a large historic barn at the Angel Lane entrance and limited views from parts of the surrounding streets. However, conservation area experience is not confined to a single viewpoint. It is commonly understood through repeated, changing glimpses as one moves through the street network, and through the way roofscape and massing are read in the middle distance over boundary treatments, between buildings, and across gardens and lanes. A design that increases perceived bulk and changes roof profile will become repeatedly noticeable across multiple public positions, even where the building is intermittently screened at plot level.
Accordingly, the key issue is not solely whether the new form can be seen from one particular location, but whether the altered roofscape, increased massing and revised envelope would sit comfortably within the established grain, roofscape rhythm and proportionate hierarchy that defines the conservation area’s special interest. In a context where the report itself identifies height and massing as central to the judgement, a scheme that materially increases roof volume and reprofiles the silhouette raises a strong risk of a visually assertive addition that disrupts roofline coherence and townscape composition. That in turn indicates conflict with Core Policy 58 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, which requires proposals to protect, conserve and, where appropriate, enhance the historic environment, including conservation areas and their settings. The same approach is reinforced by the long established conservation area principles previously expressed through saved policies addressing conservation area character and important views, which remain directly relevant in applying Core Policy 58 to proposals that reshape rooflines and skylines.
Taken together, the proposal has not robustly demonstrated preservation or enhancement of the Mere Conservation Area as required by section 72(1). The Heritage Impact Statement’s “less than substantial harm” position confirms that harm is engaged, so the decision maker must apply the statutory duty, give that harm considerable weight, and then test whether the claimed public benefits are sufficiently clear, secured, and compelling to justify approval. On the evidence presently available, the scheme should be refused unless and until a revised design approach is advanced that materially reduces apparent bulk and roof mass, and a strengthened townscape assessment demonstrates, with clear verified viewpoints, that the conservation area’s roofscape rhythm, proportions, and key experiential views are conserved.
Residential Amenity:
The proposal gives rise to credible residential amenity concerns, arising from both the physical form of the development and its operation. The combination of increased height and bulk in close proximity to residential boundaries, together with elevated external amenity space, balconies and communal areas would create a materially different relationship with neighbouring homes and gardens. That change is capable of increasing noise and general disturbance, intensifying the perception of overlooking, and creating an overbearing sense of enclosure that would diminish the quiet enjoyment and practical usability of adjoining private amenity space.
Core Policy 57 requires development to protect the amenity of existing occupiers. This includes privacy and disturbance, but also broader living conditions such as outlook, dominance and the experience of enclosure. The test is outcome focused. A scheme must be designed so that its scale, layout and operation avoid materially harmful effects on nearby receptors.
National policy similarly expects a high standard of amenity for existing and future users. Elevated terraces and balconies, and substantial increases in height close to boundaries are sensitive design issues because they would intensify activity at height, alter the perceived dominance of built form in outlook, and change the private character of neighbouring gardens and patios.
A distinct concern arises from the increased height and massing and the way the enlarged built form would present along garden boundaries. Where the development introduces a taller, more continuous built edge close to the boundaries, it will create an enclosing effect when experienced from adjoining gardens and rear facing rooms. 
The effect becomes more acute when considered alongside balconies and upper level accommodation. A taller building mass close to the boundary does not only change outlook. It also provides a more prominent setting for activity, movement and presence at a raised height, which can reinforce disturbance and perceived overlooking impacts.
Operationally, older persons accommodation often gives rise to different patterns of use compared with a conventional dwelling. Upper floors can include lounges, sitting rooms, shared facilities and accessible circulation space, which may generate prolonged daytime occupation at height and regular movement between internal communal rooms and adjoining balconies or terraces. Elevated external spaces then operate as an extension of living accommodation, increasing the intensity and frequency of external use, including conversation and general day-to-day activity, at a height where sound can travel more directly into neighbouring gardens. Boundary fences and planting that provide separation at ground level do not materially contain noise generated at elevated levels.
Privacy impacts must be assessed in terms of both actual overlooking and the perception of overlooking. Elevated balconies and communal terraces can produce a persistent sense of being observed, even where some direct sightlines are limited. That perception can materially reduce how neighbouring gardens and patios feel when used, and can affect their practical enjoyment.
Where multiple units have elevated external amenity, the impacts would also be cumulative. Even if individual balconies incorporate some screening, the combined number of users and viewpoints can intensify the relationship with neighbouring properties, leading to repeated episodes of overlooking and activity rather than occasional use associated with a single household.
Given the combined effects of increased height close to boundaries and elevated external amenity provision, there are significant concerns relating to the residential amenity impacts of the proposal.
Highways and Parking:
Local policy expects development to be located and designed in a way that reduces reliance on private car travel and supports sustainable alternatives, with safe access arrangements and suitable mitigation where transport impacts arise. Core Policy 60 sets the overarching sustainable transport objective, and Core Policy 61 requires transport evidence to address the needs of all users through a hierarchy that prioritises disabled people and pedestrians.
The submitted Transport Statement acknowledges that Angel Lane is constrained, narrowing between buildings, and that footway provision is discontinuous, with some sections recorded as being in a poor state of repair. Those constraints are directly relevant to an older persons scheme, where safe, accessible pedestrian routes to local facilities and bus stops are integral to the stated “independent living” purpose.
Parking provision is a central concern. The applicant’s evidence places clear emphasis on minimising parking through the classification applied. The Transport Statement relies on Wiltshire Council’s Car Parking Strategy (LTP3) standards for “sheltered accommodation”, applying the rate of one space per two units plus one space per five units. The Car Parking Strategy distinguishes “sheltered accommodation” from “other retirement homes”, with materially different standards. “Other retirement homes” require one space per unit plus one space per five units, which would generate a substantially higher requirement than the sheltered rate.
The application description and the Design and Access Statement describe “independent living apartments” (C3) for older persons, with communal facilities and an additional day centre function. That description does not, of itself, establish that the development operates as “sheltered accommodation” in the sense required to justify the lower parking rate. The correct benchmark needs to be based on how the development will operate in practice, including the level of management and support and the likely travel patterns of residents, staff, visitors and service vehicles. On the evidence available, the parking standard applied appears open to challenge and the parking provision should be reassessed against the appropriate category.
The communal and day centre element is particularly important. The Design and Access Statement indicates that communal facilities are intended to facilitate external visiting groups and that the scheme includes a shared community resource in the form of a new day centre for local older persons groups, including those with dementia and wider health issues. This points to a non-residential community component with external attendees and associated servicing and staffing movements.
Despite this, the Transport Statement appears to present the proposal as a conventional C3 older persons scheme, focusing primarily on resident and visitor demand, without a separate parking and trip generation assessment for the day centre and external visiting groups. Reference is made to a minibus dropping off and picking up guests twice per week for the Mere Day Centre, but that does not address staff travel, occasional car arrivals by attendees, servicing peaks, or the accessibility pressures that could arise on surrounding streets at busier times.
Highway safety and pedestrian risk are also material considerations. The Transport Statement identifies three pedestrian-involved collisions within the study area between 2019 and 2023, including a serious collision on Castle Street on 01/10/2022, with an indication that the pedestrian may have been crossing away from a formal crossing point. Older residents are more vulnerable to the consequences of collisions, and the recorded pattern should inform a precautionary approach to pedestrian route design, crossing opportunities, and legibility of walking routes, particularly where the scheme’s concept relies on walking access to nearby services and public transport.
National policy also expects development to create safe and accessible environments. The NPPF highways refusal test is commonly applied through the question of whether highway safety impacts would be severe. That does not remove the requirement for a robust, user-specific assessment and deliverable mitigation where the intended occupiers are older people and mobility may be limited.
Taken together, the constrained local street environment, discontinuous footways, the recorded pedestrian collision history, and the operational implications of the day centre element indicate that the submitted transport package does not yet demonstrate a complete and policy-compliant assessment of operational impacts, nor does it provide a clear mitigation strategy that secures safe, accessible pedestrian movement and an appropriate level of parking for the development as proposed.
Conclusion
For the reasons set out above, the proposal fails to demonstrate that it accords with the development plan or that material considerations justify approval.
First, the application would result in the loss of a long established C2 care home that functions as a rural community facility within a Local Service Centre. Core Policy 49 establishes a clear, evidence led approach to resisting the loss of such facilities unless robust and transparent tests are satisfied, including a proper sequential exploration of community reuse supported by policy compliant marketing and viability evidence. No comprehensive, verifiable package has been provided that would allow the Council to conclude that the facility is no longer needed, no longer viable, or incapable of continued community operation. The proposal therefore conflicts with Core Policy 49, and it also undermines the objectives of Core Policy 46 which seek to meet the needs of older and vulnerable people through a choice of accommodation and care related provision.
Second, the site’s position within the Mere Conservation Area engages the statutory duty under section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. The evidence acknowledges that height and massing are central to the assessment and indicates that harm is engaged. In those circumstances, the decision maker must give considerable weight to the conservation area’s significance and must be satisfied, on the basis of robust townscape evidence and a suitably responsive design approach, that the proposal preserves or enhances the character or appearance of the area. On the material submitted, that test has not been met and the proposal conflicts with Core Policy 58 and the statutory duty.
Third, the scheme raises unresolved residential amenity impacts arising from increased height and massing near boundaries and the inclusion of elevated external amenity space, balconies and communal areas. The combined physical and operational effects are capable of producing material harm through enclosure, disturbance, and the perception of overlooking, contrary to Core Policy 57 and national policy expectations for a high standard of amenity.
Finally, the transport and parking evidence does not demonstrate that the development has been assessed on a complete operational basis. The constrained street environment, discontinuous pedestrian provision and the scheme’s reliance on walkable access are particularly sensitive for older occupiers. In addition, the day centre and external visiting groups element introduces a further layer of trip generation and parking demand that requires a discrete assessment. The choice of parking standard applied remains open to challenge on the description and operational characteristics presented. In this form, the proposal has not shown compliance with Core Policies 60 and 61 or provided a clear, secured mitigation strategy.
Accordingly, the application should be refused.
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