APPLICATION FOR FULL-PLANNING PERMISSION
CASE OFFICER REPORT

	APPLICATION REFERENCE:
	PL/2026/02030

	APPLICATION TYPE:
	Full planning permission

	SITE ADDRESS:
	Land Rear of Marshfield, 85 High Street, Great Cheverell, SN10 5XR

	DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION:
	Change of use of land to residential use, use of stables as ancillary domestic storage and erection of garden building (retrospective)

	RECOMMENDATION:
	Approve with Conditions



SITE DESCRIPTION/CONTEXT

The application site comprises a parcel of land located to the west of Baptist Cottage. Baptist Cottage was originally a chapel and was granted permission in 2002 for conversion to an annexe to Chapel House, situated to its northeast. In 2009, consent was granted for its additional use as a holiday let, and in 2018 (ref. 18/09025/FUL), planning permission was granted for its use as an independent dwelling.

Baptist Cottage was formerly within the curtilage of Chapel House (No. 1 The Green), a Grade II listed building. As such, it is considered curtilage listed and is located within the Conservation Area. The application site itself lies outside, but adjacent to the Conservation Area. Baptist Cottage is also identified as a non-designated heritage asset within the Great Cheverell Conservation Area Statement

PROPOSAL

This application is seeking retrospective planning permission for the change of use of land to residential use, the use of existing stables for ancillary domestic storage, and for the erection of a garden outbuilding.  

PLANNING HISTORY

	[bookmark: _bc9eaa23_7b84_4e11_8860_67eb8bbe0c9e]

	Proposal / Summary

	K/43686 - Full planning permission Decision - Refused Date: 15/8/2002 – Change of use of land from agricultural to use as garden.

	18/09025/FUL - Full planning permission Decision - Approve with Conditions Date: 22/11/2018 – Proposed change of use from a single dwelling house (with detached annexe) to use as two dwelling houses.

	




RELEVANT LEGISLATION, POLICIES AND GUIDANCE 

Statutory Legislation: 

Sections 66 & 72 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

National Planning Policy: 
· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
· Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
· National Design Guide
Development Plan:
The development plan for Wiltshire comprises the Wiltshire Core Strategy (WCS) (adopted January 2015) and any made neighbourhood plans, which remains the principal statutory planning document guiding development across the county. In line with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, planning decisions must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Though the development plan is considered as a whole, those parts deemed to be particularly relevant to this application are listed below:

The adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy (WCS), with particular regard to:

· Core Policy 1 Settlement Strategy
· Core Policy 2 Delivery Strategy
· Core Policy 12 Spatial Strategy: Devizes Community Area
· Core Policy 50 Biodiversity and Geodiversity
· Core Policy 51 Landscape
· Core Policy 57 Ensuring High Quality Design and Place Shaping
· Core Policy 58 Ensuring the Conservation of the Historic Environment
· Core Policy 61 Transport and new development
· Core Policy 64 Demand management

Draft Wiltshire Local Plan Policies  

At Full Council on 19 May, the elected members of Wiltshire Council agreed to withdraw the emerging Wiltshire Local Plan. It will now be subject to a legal process to finalise its withdrawal – which is likely to happen in July or August (2026). The said Plan has no material weight for the purposes of the appeal.

Neighbourhood Plan:

Area designated

Supplementary Planning Documents and other Guidance: 
· Wiltshire Design Guide (adopted April 2024)

Conservation Area Statement:
Great Cheverell Conservation Area Statement, October 2003

ISSUES 

The main issues that need to be addressed in this case include:

· Whether the development is acceptable in principle (CP 1 and 2)
· Whether the scheme constitutes high quality design (CP 57)
· Whether the scheme would have an acceptable impact upon the reasonable living conditions of the adjoining occupants (CP 57)
· Whether the scheme would preserve or enhance the historic environment (CP 58)
· Whether the scheme would have an acceptable landscape impact (CP 51) 
· Whether there would be any harmful impacts upon protected species or priority habitats (CP 50)
· Whether the proposal results in the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land (NPPF 187)

CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
[bookmark: _Hlk206417654]
WC Archaeology: No comment

WC Conservation: No objection (final comment)

WC Highways: No objection 

WC Landscape: Summary of comment - no objection in principle to the change of use but has concerns about the siting of the summerhouse. Full comment available in ‘Landscape’ section below, and on the council’s website.

Cheverell Magna Parish Council: No objection 

REPRESENTATIONS
In accordance with the requirements of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as amended), the application was publicised by way of:
 
· Neighbour notification letters sent to adjoining and nearby properties;
· A site notice displayed near the site; and
· An advertisement placed in the local press 
 
These methods were used to inform interested parties and provide a period of 21 days for comments to be submitted.

Below is a summary of the representations received during the consultation period (full comments available on the council’s website). Only material planning considerations have been taken into account in the assessment of this application. Non-material issues, such as property values or private legal disputes, cannot be considered in the determination process.
· The application is considered unclear and inconsistent, seeking to regularise multiple elements (including retrospective development) within a single submission, with discrepancies in the stated land area and uncertainty regarding the status and description of structures on site;
· Concerns are raised regarding landscape and visual impact, with the proposal viewed as introducing a domestic garden and associated paraphernalia into land currently rural in character, resulting in visual encroachment and harm to the setting of the Conservation Area;
· The siting, prominence and design of the outbuilding are criticised, with it considered poorly related to the host dwelling, visually intrusive, elevated in position, and harmful to the character of the area;
· Objections are raised in respect of residential amenity, including overlooking and loss of privacy to neighbouring properties (particularly No. 85), noise associated with intensified residential use, and the proximity of the outbuilding relative to neighbouring habitable rooms;
· Concern is expressed regarding the potential intensification of use, including the ability to erect further outbuildings under permitted development and the possibility of the outbuilding being used as additional living accommodation;
· Ecological impacts are raised, with the site identified as supporting protected species (including reptiles), and concerns that the loss of paddock land and increased activity could harm foraging habitat. It is also noted that no ecological assessment or mitigation has been provided;
· The submission is criticised for lack of supporting information and inaccuracies, including absence of a landscape plan, lack of levels information, and discrepancies in submitted drawings; and
· Overall, it is considered that the proposal fails to adequately assess or mitigate its impacts and would result in harm to landscape character, the Conservation Area, neighbouring amenity, and biodiversity, contrary to relevant development plan policies

ASSESSMENT  
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states:

"If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purposes of any determination to be made under the planning Acts, the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise."

In accordance with this statutory requirement, this application has been assessed against the relevant policies of the Development Plan, including the Wiltshire Core Strategy (2015) and, where applicable, any made Neighbourhood Plans. Consideration has also been given to the policies of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) as a material consideration in the assessment.

Principle of Development

The application seeks planning permission for the change of use of land from agricultural to residential curtilage ancillary to Baptist Cottage, the use of an existing stable for domestic storage and the erection of a garden outbuilding.

The site lies adjacent to the village of Great Cheverell, which is identified as a Small Village under Core Policy 1 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy. The settlement does not benefit from a defined settlement boundary, and as such, proposals are assessed having regard to Core Policy 2, which seeks to ensure that development is of an appropriate scale and respects the character and form of the settlement, whilst avoiding unjustified encroachment into the surrounding countryside.

The application site comprises a parcel of paddock land located to the west of Baptist Cottage. It adjoins established residential curtilage to the east, south and west, and is closely related to the existing built form of the village. In this context, the site reads as a contained parcel of land that is physically and functionally associated with the surrounding residential properties, and is clearly distinguishable from the wider agricultural land beyond.

Although the site lies outside any defined settlement boundary, its immediate relationship with adjacent built development and its enclosed nature result in it being perceived as part of the existing built form of the village, rather than as an isolated or encroaching extension into the open countryside.
The land is identified as Grade 4 agricultural land and does not form part of the Best and Most Versatile agricultural land resource. As such, the proposal does not conflict with national policy which seeks to protect higher quality agricultural land, and limited weight is afforded to the loss of the land in agricultural terms.

In spatial terms, the proposal would extend the domestic curtilage of Baptist Cottage into a parcel of land that is closely related to, and contained by, existing residential development. Given the site’s enclosed nature and relationship to surrounding residential uses, the proposal is considered to represent a logical rounding-off of the existing curtilage rather than an encroachment into the open countryside.

Furthermore, it is noted that the proposal would not result in the elongation of the settlement, nor would it consolidate sporadic development. The defined and established boundaries of the site ensure that the residential use would remain contained and would not extend domestic influence further into the surrounding rural landscape. 

The use of the existing stable for domestic storage, together with the erection of a garden outbuilding, represents development that is typical and not uncommon within a residential curtilage in a village setting.

Having regard to the above, the principle of development is therefore considered acceptable, subject to consideration of material impacts set out below.

Design and Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area
Policy Context
Core Policy 57 of the WCS requires high-quality design that:
· Enhances local character.
· Responds to the natural, historic, and built environment.
· Retains important features (e.g., trees, hedges).
· Supports sustainable construction and compatibility with surrounding uses.
· Creates safe, legible, and accessible spaces.

Section 12 of the NPPF emphasises design that is:
· Visually attractive.
· Functionally effective.
· Contributes to the quality of the built environment.

The Wiltshire Design Guide encourages sensitivity to local character, materials, and architectural styles and supports modern living standards while maintaining aesthetic and functional quality.

The site is located to the north-west of the host dwelling, at an elevated position and bounded by residential properties to the east, west and south. The application is seeking retrospective planning permission for the change of use of the land to residential, the erection of a garden outbuilding and use of an existing stable for domestic storage.

The stable is a modest structure, located in a relatively discreet position within the site. The design and materials are typical for a stable and appropriate in this setting. 

The garden outbuilding is a relatively large oval structure, with a tiled roof. The outbuilding has removeable material sides (with clear plastic window panel inserts) to allow it to be open sided, although it is noted that the side closest to the neighbouring property comprises a timber section. Whilst the design is considered to be quite contemporary and it’s a relatively large structure, it’s seen in the context of the existing built form in the area, notably No.85 to the south. 

The garden structures are considered to be an acceptable form of development in terms of scale, design and materials and do not cause such harm to the character and appearance of the area to warrant a reason for refusal in this instance. The development is therefore considered to accord with Core Policy 57 of the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy.

Given the relationship of the site to a curtilage listed building, permitted development rights are likely to be significantly restricted, and in practice further built development would require planning permission, thereby allowing the local planning authority to retain control over future changes.

Impact on Heritage Assets
Policy Context
From the point of view of the historic environment the main statutory tests are set out within the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

Section 66 (Planning Permission) requires that special regard be given to the desirability of preserving listed buildings, their settings or any features of special architectural or historic interest which they possess.

Section 72(1) of the Act requires the Council to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of designated Conservation Areas.

The NPPF outlines government policy for planning. Chapter 16 of the NPPF 'Conserving and enhancing the historic environment' sets out the Government's high-level policies concerning heritage and sustainable development. In particular: 

The NPPF outlines government policy, including its policy in respect of the historic environment. Section 16 of the NPPF 'Conserving and enhancing the historic environment' sets out the Government's high-level policies concerning heritage and sustainable development. Paragraphs 214-16 of the NPPF require a balanced approach with any harm which would be caused being weighed against the potential public benefits which might be achieved. Paragraph 210 requires local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. National Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on interpreting the NPPF. 

Historic England Advice Note 2 – Making changes to Heritage Assets illustrates the application of policies set out in the NPPF in determining applications for PP and LBC.  

Historic England’s “Conservation Principles” provides policy and guidance for the “sustainable management of the historic environment”. Additional guidance is also contained within their publications:   
· Historic Environment Good Practice Planning Advice Note 2 – Managing Significance in Decision Taking in the Historic Environment (2015) 
· Historic Environment Good Practice Planning Advice Note 3 – The Setting of Heritage Assets (2nd edition)  

The following points are taken from the Historic England document “The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning 3” (HE GPA3) that are considered to be particularly relevant: 

HE GPA3 Part 1: 
“The NPPF makes it clear that the setting of a heritage asset is the surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset.” 

“The extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. …views of or from an asset will play an important part…” 

“While setting can be mapped in the context of an individual application or proposal, it cannot be definitively and permanently described for all time as a spatially bounded area or as lying within a set distance of a heritage asset. This is because the surroundings of a heritage asset will change over time.” 

“The importance lies in what the setting contributes to the significance of the heritage asset or to the ability to appreciate that significance.”

The Planning Practice Guidance provides guidance on interpreting the NPPF.

The Council’s Core Strategy Policy CP58 ‘Ensuring the conservation of the historic environment’ requires that designated and non-designated heritage assets and their settings will be conserved, and where appropriate enhanced, in a manner appropriate to their significance and encourages proposals which improve the condition of heritage assets at risk.

The Council’s Core Strategy CP 57 ‘Ensuring high quality design’ requires a high quality of design in all new developments. The policy requires applicants to “demonstrate how the proposal will make a positive contribution to the character of Wiltshire through (amongst other things) responding to the value of the natural and historic environment and being sympathetic to and conserving historic buildings and landscapes. Development is required to respond positively to the existing in terms of building layouts, built form, height, mass, scale, building line, plot size, elevational design, materials, streetscape and rooflines to effectively integrate the building into its setting.

In consideration of the development as originally submitted, the council’s Conservation Officer raised the following concern:

“Assessment: The proposal seeks change of use of an area of open countryside to garden, including use of an existing stables as ancillary domestic storage and the erection of garden 
building (retrospective). 

The application site occupies an elevated position in relation to Baptist Cottage and Great Cheverell Conservation Area and forms part of the setting of these designated heritage assets. 
Historically the site was open pasture land and adjoined the core of the village as shown in the extract from the 3rd Edition OS Map below: 

[image: ]

In conservation terms, looking at the information submitted, there is insufficient justification for the level of impact as set out in the Planning Statement that accompanies this application.   

Given the planning history of this site and the previous appeal that was dismissed for the same 
proposal, far greater supporting information needs to be submitted analysing the landscape visual impact of this proposal.  This needs to be submitted to give greater certainty as to the level of visual encroachment that a domestic garden area would have on the setting of the heritage assets in both skyline and hillside.    

In policy terms, at a local level CP57, CP58 as well as CP51 are all relevant considerations.  As such can the Landscape Team also be consulted on this development proposal. 

Summary & conclusion: The NPPF confirms that when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). It makes clear that any harm to a designated heritage asset requires clear and convincing 
justification.  

As such further information is required to demonstrate the level of visual impact of this proposal and its impact on designated heritage assets including the approach to the village.  This also needs to set out how this development proposal has overcome issues which were raised in the previous appeal which was dismissed for the same use.”

The above concern was brought to the attention of applicant and further information to justify the development was submitted, in the form of a photograph schedule and written response to address the concerns raised.

In consideration of this information, the Conservation Officer has raised no objection, commenting as follows:

“Assessment: The application is for retrospective, with the works already undertaken. The site is located within the Vale of Pewsey, outside of the settlement boundary (and domestic curtilage) of Great Cheverell. 

The Vale of Pewsey Landscape Character Area Assessment provides details and understanding on the character, which notes that the landscape is of the highest quality. As noted in the Appeal Decision, when ‘approaching the village from the north, buildings in the Conservation Area crown the skyline: and the village on the ridge is sharply defined by the hummocky pasture below. The formal domesticity of a garden on the hillside is likely to be a visible encroachment on the unspoilt countryside below the ridge’ (para.9).  

The Inspector recognised that if the land was to be incorporated into the curtilage of the dwelling, then permitted development rights would allow the owners to change the appearance without further permission. 

In the conclusion, the Inspector was unable to determine the extent of the change of use due to lack of details, but noted that if the new owners were to submit ‘any subsequent application for a garden, for use primarily as a residential open space, it will be considered on its merits by the Planning Authority’ (para. 13).  

A residential open space could retain the visual separation between the hummocky pasture below and the village crowning the skyline, and the formation of one or two small structures that resemble agricultural shelters is not considered to change the interpretation or visual appearance, as it is common to have small structures (or shelters) with agricultural land. 

However, as stated by the Planning Inspector, the conversion to residential would include permitted development rights (PD), and this could cause harm to the setting of the listed buildings, and the character of the conservation area. If consent is granted, then it would be recommended that a condition is applied to remove PD rights, however, as it would be considered to be the domestic curtilage of a (curtilage) listed building, there are no permitted development rights, and therefore any development would require planning permission. From a heritage consideration, it is unlikely that any further development would be considered to be acceptable on the site as this would cause harm to the setting of the listed building and to the character of the conservation area.  

The property was originally a chapel, and then converted to a Holiday let, and then permission was granted to become an independent dwelling. These have different requirements when it comes to private amenity space and parking. Part of the submitted justification for the use of the former paddock as a garden is that the private amenity space is ‘extremely limited’ and mainly parking (Planning Statement para. 5.12). The original use as a local chapel would not require any amenity space or parking, and as it formed part of another properties curtilage (Chapel House), this further reduced the requirements for these spaces. When the property was converted to a holiday let, the requirements for private amenity space were still restricted, 
and parking was a greater need in this location. However, the conversion to an independent dwelling raises the additional requirements of amenity space and clutter, such as bins, parking, etc., and it was considered that the approved scheme complied with these requirements to allow approval to be consented. Whilst the use of this space is a personal benefit, it is not a heritage benefit or justification for the loss of a paddock.  

The submitted application is for the retention of the garden use with the retention of a stable buildings (3.6x3.6) close to the southern boundary and a garden building which is an open timber framed structure with a temporary, plastic sides on a concrete slab with power.  

Limited planting has occurred in the form of shrubs, though the site is boarded to the south with Laurel, an ever green, non-native plant with rapid growth. This has the potential to cause harm by adding in additional screening, reducing the visual relationship between the built form and the landscape.  

Much of the site remains open, but the outbuilding with power would indicate the potential for lighting which may cause harm as it would create a domestic appearance when looking across the landscape. From within the conservation area, the structures are concealed and therefore there is no consideration of additional light within the rural village.   

The Planning Statement notes that the site sits on the boundary is surrounded by gardens and concludes that the ‘residential use of the land will have limited material impact on the heritage significance of the Conservation Area’ (para. 5.13). Consideration needs to be undertaken of the views towards the conservation area, and the former function of the site. The site was a paddock, and the keeping of horses was common within rural areas. As a paddock, the space would be open with a simple shelter or stable building, depending on the type of horse. At present the stable is being used for storage, which is not considered to cause harm to the significance. To allow access to the site, a horse would require an incline to walk up, rather than domestic steps as installed. The current steps are simple and acceptable, but they should not be replaced with a larger form as this would introduce an urban form into the simplicity of the setting the listed building, and this would be protected under the removal of PD rights.  

Boundary treatments are currently a post and rail fence which is suitable for a rural setting, but the use of a solid fence or boundary treatment would not be acceptable as this would introduce an urban form into the landscape. As development would be subject to planning permission, this could be managed to protect the setting and character of the designated heritage assets.  

The current use as garden with two, small scale structures is not considered to cause harm to the setting of the listed buildings or the character of the conservation area. There is a concern that there will be a pressure or precedence to create additional development, such as structures or hardstanding/ formal landscaping, and this has the potential to cause harm due to the open nature of the site and the long views when approaching the conservation area.  

Summary & conclusion: The NPPF confirms that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). It makes clear that any harm to a designated heritage asset requires clear and convincing justification.  

The proposals as they are, are not considered to cause harm to the significance of the designated heritage assets. There is a potential that future development, as noted by the Planning Inspector, has the potential to cause harm, as the building is considered to be (curtilage) listed, permitted development rights are likely to be significantly restricted which means that there is a level of protection to prevent further works that may cause harm. The requirements of current conservation legislation, policy or guidance are considered to be met and there is therefore no objection to the approval of the application subject to clarifying the (curtilage) listed status of the building.”

Following receipt of the above comment, and on reviewing the history of the site and previous planning applications, it is considered that the site is curtilage listed, meaning that permitted development rights are likely to be significantly restricted, and consequently any further development would be strictly controlled as it would require planning permission.

As the Conservation Officer has raised no objection and with no reason to disagree with their assessment and conclusion, it is considered that the development would preserve the setting of the listed building and the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.

The development is therefore considered to accord with Core Policies 57 & 58 of the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy, Sections 66 and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and relevant paragraphs of the NPPF.

In addition, the restricted scope for permitted development associated with the curtilage listed status provides ongoing control over further change, which assists in safeguarding the setting of the heritage assets.

Amenity
Policy Context
Core Policy 57 (Point vii) of the Wiltshire Core Strategy requires development to respect the amenity of existing occupants and ensure appropriate amenity levels for future residents.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), particularly Paragraph 135, reinforces the need for development to provide a high standard of amenity for both existing and future users.

These policies guide the assessment of amenity impacts, which will be considered in detail under the below headings.

The proposal comprises the change of use of land from paddock to residential curtilage together with the erection of an outbuilding positioned adjacent to the shared boundary with the neighbouring dwelling (No.85). Objections have been received from the immediate neighbour and their planning agent and concerns have also been raised by the Landscape Officer. 

The specific concern raised by the agent of the neighbouring property with regard to the outbuilding not being shown in the correct position on the submitted Site Plan has been duly noted and considered. However, following a site inspection and review of the submitted plans, the siting of the outbuilding is considered to be accurately represented; moreover, as the structure has already been erected, its impacts have been assessed in situ.

In respect of neighbouring amenity, it is acknowledged that the siting of the outbuilding is in close proximity to the boundary is not particularly neighbourly and has introduced a greater degree of built form than previously experienced from the adjoining property and there has been some localised change to outlook and a perception of enclosure. However, the extent of this impact is mitigated by the relatively modest scale, single-storey height and domestic ancillary nature of the structure. The outbuilding does not comprise habitable accommodation and is unable to function as a main living space; consequently, the intensity of use, comings and goings, and general activity levels associated with it would be relatively limited.

While the outbuilding will be perceptible from the neighbouring property, it is not considered to be of a scale or massing that would result in such an overbearing impact to warrant a reason for refusal in this instance

Given its scale and positioning, no significant or demonstrable loss of daylight or sunlight to neighbouring habitable rooms or private amenity areas is expected.

The building, by virtue of its design and use, would not result in such a material loss of privacy to warrant a reason for refusal in this instance. 

It is also material that, following the change of use, the land could reasonably be used as domestic garden space, including for informal sitting out and recreation, without requiring planning permission and such use could introduce a degree of activity and presence in close proximity to the boundary. In that context, the addition of a relatively modest, ancillary outbuilding is not considered to materially intensify the impact beyond what could reasonably occur through the lawful use of the land as residential curtilage.

Overall, whilst it is acknowledged that there will be a degree of harm arising from both the siting of the outbuilding and the change of use of the land, this harm is limited in scope and does not reach a level that would warrant a reason for refusal in this instance. 

The application is therefore considered to accord with Core Policy 57 of the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy in that it would not result in unacceptable harm to the amenity of neighbouring occupiers.

Highways Impacts and Parking 
Policy Context
Transport implications are a key factor in assessing planning applications, especially for larger developments. Proposals must demonstrate:
· Safe and suitable access for all users, including pedestrians, cyclists, and those with mobility impairments.
· No severe residual impacts on the surrounding highway network.
· Promotion of sustainable travel, reducing reliance on private vehicles.
· Adequate parking and cycle provision, in line with adopted standards.
· Protection and enhancement of public rights of way and active travel routes.

Relevant policies include Core Policies 60–64 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy, supported by the Wiltshire Local Transport Plan, Car Parking Strategy, and Cycling Strategy. The Local 

Proposals must also ensure safe access for refuse collection vehicles and comply with the Wiltshire Council Waste Storage and Collection SPD (2017).

The application is seeking retrospective planning permission for the change is use of land to residential, the erection of an outbuilding and the use of an existing stable for domestic storage.

There will be no change to the existing access or parking areas as part of this application, and consequently the development does not give rise to any highway safety concerns.

Furthermore, the council’s Highways Officer has raised no objection, commenting “It is considered that the proposal is not detrimental to highway safety and I raise no highway objection.”

The development is therefore considered to accord with Core Policies 61 and 64 of the adopted Wiltshire Core Strategy.

Ecology and Biodiversity
Policy Context
The ecological impact of development is a key planning consideration, especially for larger schemes. Proposals must assess and address potential effects on:

· Protected species
· Priority habitats
· Ecological networks
· Green and blue infrastructure

Core Policy 50 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy requires development to:

· Avoid harm to ecological assets.
· Deliver measurable Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG), in line with the Environment Act 2021.
· Support habitat restoration and connectivity.
· Integrate biodiversity into site design.

The Green & Blue Infrastructure Strategy (2022–2030) promotes nature recovery, ecosystem services, and habitat connectivity through development.

Unless exempt, National policy requires a minimum of 10% Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) for major developments, demonstrated via:

· Biodiversity Metric calculations
· Ecological assessments (e.g. PEAs, Phase 1 surveys, protected species surveys)

A concern has been raised by the occupier of the adjoining property regarding the lack of ecological surveys and involvement from the council’s Ecology team.

Advice was sought from the council’s Ecology Team in this regard, and they advised “The site is not subject to any ecological designations or appear to support any notable ecological receptors. The details of the proposal do not trigger our consultation criteria and no likely impact on ecological receptors will result from the proposal. Further, subject to your judgement as case officer, the requirement for BNG is avoided by being a retrospective application.

Therefore I do not believe that the ecology team require consultation for this application.”

On reviewing the submitted information and having regard to the advice of the Council’s Ecology Team, the proposal is not considered likely to result in any adverse impacts on ecological receptors.

The development is of a limited scale and does not involve the loss of any identified priority habitats or features of ecological value.

The proposal is considered to fall within the scope of de minimis development under Schedule 7A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), and the statutory biodiversity gain condition does not therefore apply in this instance.

In light of the above, no objection is raised in respect of ecology or biodiversity, and the proposal is considered to accord with Core Policy 50 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy.

Landscape and Visual Impact 
Policy Context
Core Policy 51 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy requires development to:
· Protect, conserve, and enhance landscape character and quality.
· Respect local distinctiveness, key views, and visual receptors.
· Give particular weight to impacts on National Landscapes (formerly AONBs) and locally valued landscapes.

The Wiltshire Design Guide SPD (2024) promotes a context-led approach, encouraging integration with natural features and settlement patterns while avoiding visual intrusion.

The Green & Blue Infrastructure Strategy (2022–2030) supports landscape protection through green infrastructure, habitat connectivity, and nature-based solutions.

The NPPF emphasises the need to protect and enhance valued landscapes, particularly those with scenic, historic, or ecological significance. Planning decisions should:

· Recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.
· Safeguard key views, local distinctiveness, and landscape settings.
· Ensure development is well-integrated into its surroundings and avoids visual intrusion, especially in sensitive or designated areas.

Landscape impact must be considered alongside biodiversity, heritage, and green infrastructure objectives, with mitigation measures encouraged where harm cannot be avoided.

The application is seeking retrospective planning permission for the change of use of land to residential, the erection of a garden outbuilding and use of an existing stable for domestic storage purposes. 

In consideration of the impact of the development on the landscape, the council’s Landscape Officer provided the following assessment and conclusion:

“The site is in the setting of the Great Cheverell Conservation area and had been part of a larger parcel of land subject to a similar application for planning permission from an agricultural field to domestic garden in 2003. This application K/043686 was refused and subsequently taken to appeal which was dismissed due to concerns from the planning inspector at the time of potential impacts from domestication of the agricultural area of land and the impact this would have on the rural character of the conservation area setting. I note the conservation officers comments on the current scheme and the concern around the impact on the conservation area and its setting. I note the conservation officer considers there not to have been enough information provided at this stage to determine the full impact on the setting of the conservation area.

I also note the objections from neighbours and whilst there is no 'right to a view' the impact of overlooking on neighbours land can be a consideration to ensure adequate privacy is maintained as well as the impact on the conservation area setting. I would note that the Wiltshire Design Guide states under para 9.2.5:

'Where new development is proposed adjacent to and overlooking an existing private amenity space, the traditional ‘back-to-back’ separation of minimum 20m should be respected.'

I note that a new summerhouse like structure has been created on the land which seems to be less than the distance required as set out in the Wiltshire Design Guide. I note in the neighbours objection response that they estimate the distance between this new structure and their house as 13m or considerably less than required within the WDG although I have not been on site to independently measure that myself.

I cannot find the comments of the original Landscape Officer to the original 2003 application as they do not appear to be on the file, and the officer no longer works for the council. I did however note that the Landscape Officer was present for the appeal as his name appears in the inspectors decision which indicates that the officer originally objected to the 2003 application and had been called to give evidence to support the Council's case for refusal.

It is noted that the current application covers a substantially less area than the previous 2003 application as the original field has since been subdivided and thus the potential impact on the rural setting can be considered substantially reduced from the 2003 dismissed appeal application. The change of use of this smaller plot of land from agricultural to domestic use would not mean a depth of domestic garden that is out of proportion with the rear gardens found on properties to the North of the High street and West of The Green.

Having reviewed the supplementary photographs sent in by the applicants agent it is clear that the site and the new building that forms part of the application is not visible from the surrounding PRoW network. I would highlight that the one place it is visible from (photo 15) is also across from the property that has submitted an objection (No85 High St) and that the 'summerhouse' type building is closest to.

In Conclusion

With regards to the impact on the setting of the conservation area I would defer to the opinion of the conservation officer as to whether the change of use of this block of land along with the construction of the building upon it fails to conserve or degrades the designated heritage asset. With regards to views and privacy whilst I have no inherent objection to the change of use from agricultural to domestic use for this small block of land I am concerned that the location of the 'summerhouse' building included as part of this retrospective planning permission does not align with the Wiltshire Design Guide as highlighted above and therefore cannot support this retrospective application with the building in its current location. Should the applicant decide to withdraw this application and resubmit with the building relocated further away from the neighbours property line then I will be happy to reconsider my advice. I would also suggest that that if the decision is to approve this application then a covenant should be placed on the land to ensure any further structures temporary or permanent are the subject of planning permission in order to protect the conservation area setting and the privacy and tranquillity of surrounding residential properties.”

The concerns raised by the Landscape Officer in respect of the siting of the garden building and its proximity to the neighbouring property, including reference to the separation distances set out within the Wiltshire Design Guide, are noted and have been given careful consideration.

The Wiltshire Design Guide is a material consideration and provides useful guidance on achieving good design outcomes; however, it is not prescriptive policy and must be applied with a degree of flexibility having regard to site-specific circumstances. In this instance, whilst the siting of the structure does not fully align with the indicative separation distances referenced, the building is of a modest scale, does not accommodate habitable uses, and has a limited functional intensity.

Furthermore, the evidence submitted demonstrates that the structure has a restricted visual presence within the wider landscape, with visibility largely confined to the immediate neighbouring property rather than the public realm or the wider Conservation Area setting.

Having regard to these factors, it is considered that the identified conflict with the Wiltshire Design Guide does not, in itself, give rise to a level of landscape or visual harm that would warrant refusal of the application in this instance.

It is acknowledged that the site lies within the setting of the Great Cheverell Conservation Area and has previously formed part of a wider parcel of land subject to a dismissed appeal in 2003 due to concerns regarding domestication and its impact on rural character. However, material differences exist in the current proposal: the application site now comprises a substantially reduced parcel of land, and consequently the extent of domestication is more limited. As identified by the Landscape Officer, this results in a markedly reduced potential for landscape harm compared to the earlier scheme. The detailed relationship with the neighbouring property is addressed separately within the amenity assessment below.

It is also noted that the Conservation Officer has raised no objection in respect of heritage impacts. Furthermore, as the site forms part of the curtilage of a listed building, permitted development rights do not apply. Consequently, any future structures or alterations would require express planning permission, ensuring that the character of the site and its setting remain appropriately controlled.

The submitted information, including supporting photographs, demonstrates that the site and associated structures are not readily visible from the wider public realm, including the surrounding Public Rights of Way network. As such, the proposal has a limited visual presence within the wider landscape and does not give rise to harm to the rural character or the Conservation Area setting.

Whilst the Landscape Officer raises concerns regarding the siting of the garden structure and its alignment with the Wiltshire Design Guide, it is noted that the guidance is not prescriptive policy but a material consideration to be applied flexibly. In this instance, the structure is of a modest scale, is not widely visible within the public realm, and does not materially erode the wider landscape character or the setting of the Conservation Area. On balance, it is considered that the identified conflict with the guidance does not give rise to a level of harm sufficient to justify refusal.

With regard to the concerns raised by the Landscape Officer in respect of the siting of the outbuilding and its relationship to neighbouring amenity, this matter has been fully addressed within the amenity section of the report which concluded that whilst it is not particularly neighbourly it is considered not to result in such a detrimental impact upon residential amenity to warrant a reason for refusal in this instance.  

In light of the above, including the limited scale of the development, the reduced extent of the land compared to the previously refused scheme, its contained relationship to existing residential development, and its limited visibility within the wider landscape, it is considered that the proposal would not result in unacceptable harm to landscape character or the setting of the Great Cheverell Conservation Area.

Whilst some tension with the Wiltshire Design Guide has been identified in respect of the siting of the outbuilding, this is not considered to translate into material landscape or visual harm in this specific context, for the reasons set out above.

The development is therefore considered acceptable in landscape and visual terms and accords with Core Policy 51 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy.

Loss of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land (BMV)
Policy Context
BMV land includes Grades 1, 2, and 3a under the Agricultural Land Classification system. It is considered the most productive and sustainable for food production.

Paragraph 187(b) of the NPPF emphasizes the need to protect BMV land from unnecessary development and recognises the economic and environmental value of BMV land.

The application site is classified as Grade 4 agricultural land. This land falls outside the definition of Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land, which is defined within national planning policy as Grades 1, 2 and 3a. As such, the site is considered to be of poor agricultural quality with significant limitations for agricultural use.

Paragraph 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) seeks to safeguard areas of BMV land where possible; however, this policy protection does not extend to lower quality land (Grades 3b, 4 and 5). Therefore, the loss of Grade 4 agricultural land does not attract the same level of policy restraint, and its development is generally more acceptable in principle, subject to other material considerations.

In this case, the proposal relates to the change of use of a small parcel of land associated with an existing dwelling, rather than the loss of a larger, actively managed agricultural unit. The scale of land affected is limited, and the land is not identified as making a meaningful contribution to agricultural productivity at a wider landscape or holding level. Furthermore, the subdivision of the original field parcel since the previously refused 2003 scheme has reduced the agricultural utility and coherence of the land.

The site does not comprise Best and Most Versatile agricultural land, and therefore the proposal does not conflict with national policy objectives aimed at protecting higher quality agricultural resources. Given the Grade 4 classification, the limited scale of the site, and its reduced agricultural utility, it is considered that the loss of this land to residential use would not result in any significant adverse impact on the agricultural land resource.

Accordingly, the proposal is considered acceptable in respect of agricultural land quality and does not give rise to any policy objection on BMV grounds.

PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION

It is acknowledged that the development results in a degree of domestication of formerly agricultural land and introduces built form in closer proximity to a neighbouring property than would typically be expected. These impacts attract moderate but localised weight.

However, the extent of harm is limited by the small scale of the site, its contained relationship with existing residential development, and the limited visibility of the structures within the wider landscape. No harm has been identified in respect of heritage assets, highway safety, or ecology.

When considered cumulatively, the identified harms do not significantly or demonstrably outweigh the policy support for a proportionate and contained extension of residential curtilage within a small village context..

Accordingly, the proposal is considered acceptable in planning terms and in accordance with the Wiltshire Core Strategy, the National Planning Policy Framework, and all other relevant material considerations.

RECOMMENDATION:
That Planning Permission be GRANTED, subject to conditions.

image1.png




