From: 
Sent: 21 July 2026 17:25
To: Developmentmanagement <Developmentmanagement@wiltshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: RE: Subject: Ecological Records and Local Evidence for Land West of Ashton Road, Ashton Keynes (SN6 6QT)

The Anaerobic Digester Plant application was PL/2023/03359. This application was refused last week, however there was some concern from members of the committee that the applicant could successfully appeal. I believe my information could strengthen the committee's stated reasons for rejecting (landscape) and may therefore be of use to the planning officer. I have evidence if it would help him. 

I'm personally more interested in  looking to ensure that your ecology records are accurate and up to date for any future applications. 

Kind regards, 

Chris 


 
From: Chris Sharp 
Sent: 21 July 2026 15:08
To: Developmentmanagement <Developmentmanagement@wiltshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Subject: Ecological Records and Local Evidence for Land West of Ashton Road, Ashton Keynes (SN6 6QT)
 
Dear Sir or Madam,
 
I am writing regarding the recent planning application for an anaerobic digester at Land West of Ashton Road, Ashton Keynes (SN6 6QT), adjacent to the Cotswold Lakes. Following the refusal of the application, I would like to ensure there is a shared and accurate understanding of the site’s ecological context—particularly how protected species and local biodiversity evidence have been considered to date, and how they will be incorporated into any future proposals for development in the immediate area.
 
My concern stems from the applicant’s ecological submission, which was both outdated and incomplete. Notably, it failed to identify a European Protected Species known to be breeding within 500 m of the proposed plant: Great Crested Newt. It also overlooked the ecological importance of hedgerows that support numerous red‑ and amber‑listed bird species. One hedgerow proposed for removal contained active nests of linnet and yellowhammer this year, both red‑listed species. Additional red‑listed species recorded this year on the King’s Water site include Cuckoo, Skylark, House Martin, Greenfinch, Starling and Spotted Flycatcher; amber‑listed species include Tawny Owl, Kestrel, Greylag Goose, Mallard, Reed Bunting, Sedge Warbler, Willow Warbler, Whitethroat, Wren, Song Thrush, Dunnock, Grey Wagtail and Bullfinch. Several of these species also nest in hedgerows that would have been removed and replaced with willow screening.
 
The biodiversity at the adjacent King’s Water development (approx. 500 m away) has significantly increased since the digester planning material was first submitted three years ago. Bewley, in partnership with Oaks and Furrows Wildlife Rescue, has actively enhanced their site through new ditches, trees, lakes and open spaces. Early outcomes include newly established bat roosts (at least two species observed), two breeding pairs of tawny owls, substantial measures for GCN protection, and an actively managed badger sett. Badger runs were visible this spring across the field between King’s Water and the proposed digester site. The use of low‑intensity, wildlife‑sensitive lighting has preserved a dark rural character, supporting bats and owls, and the site is being explored as a potential future release location for Oaks and Furrows.
 
Against this background, it was surprising that the ecological submission made no reference to nearby European Protected Species, despite the proposal introducing continuous industrial activity within approximately 300 m of GCN, whilst removing hedgerows and ditches integral to local wildlife. The plant would also have significantly altered a currently dark rural area where bats from the King’s Water roosts forage in the surrounding fields with light pollution 24/7.
 
I am additionally concerned about the proposal to import chicken waste from the Wye Valley, which may elevate avian influenza risk for the substantial bird populations of the Cotswold Lakes.
 
The mitigation strategy presented focused almost exclusively on skylarks and did not reflect the breadth of biodiversity now established in the area.
 
At the planning meeting, you indicated that Wiltshire and Natural England records would have been checked rather than Wiltshire relying solely on the applicant‑funded, and therefore biased ecological report. I am therefore keen to understand whether your records are complete and up to date, given the substantial new evidence emerging from King’s Water.
 
Bewley’s partnership with Oaks and Furrows has demonstrably strengthened local biodiversity, with thriving bat and reptile populations and aspirations for the site to become a future wildlife release location—an outcome that would likely have been compromised had the digester been approved.
 
In light of the above, I would be grateful for clarification on the following:
 
1. How Wiltshire Council and Natural England maintain and update ecological records for this area, including how new local evidence—such as confirmed bat roosts, breeding tawny owls, and nearby GCN—is incorporated.
 
1. Whether additional surveys or datasets from local stakeholders would assist future assessments, and, if so, recommended survey types, methodologies and optimal seasons.
 
1. The most appropriate channel and format for submitting ongoing monitoring information from the King’s Water partnership with Oaks and Furrows (e.g., geo‑referenced records, survey reports, eDNA results, bat activity data).
 
My aim is to ensure that any future proposals in the immediate vicinity accurately reflect the protected, priority and locally important wildlife now thriving there.
 
An updated ecological evidence base would, I believe, further reinforce the landscape concerns that informed the planning committee’s decision.
 
Kind regards,
 
Christopher Sharp

