Application No:	PL/2026/04314
Application Type:	Approval of reserved matters
Proposal:	Reserved Matters application pursuant to condition 2 of outline planning permission PL/2022/00395 (approved at appeal) for the erection of 60 dwellings and associated works, including connections to Pavenhill and Ringsbury Close, the provision of publicly accessible open space, play areas, site layout and appearance, landscaping, and drainage attenuation feature.
Site Address:	Land at South Pavenhill Farm, Pavenhill, Purton, SN5 4DQ
Applicant:	Lovell Homes

AMENDED PLANS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The following amended plans and additional information included:

20 mph Limit Proposal Layout 
Affordable Housing Layout 
Biodiversity Impact Assessment (1of 2 and 2 of 2)
Boundaries Layout 
Car Parking and Charging Layout 
Cycle and Pedestrian Layout 
External Materials Layout 
Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan 
Housing Mix Layout 
Overall Planning Layout 
Planning Layout 
Refuse Layout 
Scale Layout

After a request, an explanation of some of the above was also made available. 

	AMENDED PLANS ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
	COMMENT

	20 mph Limit Proposal Layout 
	Please see extended comments below

	
Affordable Housing Layout 
	There is remaining concern regarding Plot 39 which provides for minimal separation, from the adjacent gardens in Ringsbury Close, in terms of privacy and security. This should be re-considered and follow the general principle established elsewhere on the development of a garden’s worth of separation

	Biodiversity Impact Assessment 
(1of 2 and 2 of 2)
	Please see extended comments below

	Boundaries Layout 
	There is no explanation provided as to why this has been amended, or submitted additionally, making objective comment impossible. An explanation is required for public transparency and fairness

	Car Parking and Charging Layout 
	Noted

	Cycle and Pedestrian Layout 
	Noted

	External Materials Layout 
	Noted

	Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan 
	Please see extended comments below

	Housing Mix Layout 
	There is remaining concern regarding Plots 26, 48 and 49 which provide for minimal separation, from the adjacent gardens in Ringsbury Close, in terms of privacy and security. This should be re-considered and follow the general principle established elsewhere on the development of a garden’s worth of separation

	Overall Planning Layout 
	There is no explanation provided as to why this has been amended, or submitted additionally, making objective comment impossible. An explanation is required for public transparency and fairness

	Planning Layout 
	There is no explanation provided as to why this has been amended, or submitted additionally, making objective comment impossible. An explanation is required for public transparency and fairness

	Refuse Layout 
	There is no explanation provided as to why this has been amended, or submitted additionally, making objective comment impossible. An explanation is required for public transparency and fairness

	Scale Layout
	There is no explanation provided as to why this has been amended, or submitted additionally, making objective comment impossible. An explanation is required for public transparency and fairness



MORE DETAILED COMMENTS:

20 mph Limit Proposal Layout
Whilst there is no UK law that prohibits rumble strips on narrow roads or steep gradients. What matters is whether Wiltshire Council can demonstrate that the installation is safe, compliant, and justified. Even though they are legal, engineers often hesitate to use rumble strips on narrow or steep roads because of:
· Motorcycle stability: strips must not cause wheel slip on inclines;
· Cyclist safety: narrow lanes leave no room to avoid the textured surface;
· Noise complaints: rumble strips generate a lot of noise, especially on hills where vehicles accelerate;
· Drainage issues: water running downhill can erode poorly installed strips; and
· Wear and tear: steep gradients shorten the lifespan of the surfacing.

Wiltshire Council does use rumble strips, but typically on straight sections before junctions and on level ground where noise impact is minimal. They rarely use them on steep hills unless there is a collision history that justifies the measure, which there is not in this case and context.

Two recent planning comments (Hills Development) describe Pavenhill as: “effectively one car wide” on the hill; footway‑free, with pedestrians forced into the carriageway; and narrow, winding, and steep, with poor passing opportunities for modern vehicles. The western approach down Pavenhill toward Lower Pavenhill is a tight, historic lane with no pavement, a steep gradient, constrained width, residential frontage close to the carriageway; high noise sensitivity; and mixed traffic including pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles. These characteristics matter because rumble strips amplify noise, vibration, and surface irregularity, all of which are problematic on a narrow hill.

Please note the regulations require: police consultation; resident consultation; a safety justification and a design that does not create additional hazard.

There are several other issues, both technical and practical. 

Rumble devices may breach current Wiltshire/DFT Guidance
· The drawing specifies: “Height 15mm and no vertical face exceeding 6mm”
Modern guidance (LTN 1/07, CD 143, and Wiltshire’s own 2024 updates discourages vertical elements above 6mm unless part of a formal, raised table. A 15mm rumble strip can create noise complaints (very common in residential estates); cause discomfort for cyclists, motorcyclists and mobility‑impaired users; and risk non‑compliance with inclusive‑design standards; and
· The applicants note says: “planting… must not exceed 600mm when fully mature.”
In practice, developers rarely enforce this, and homeowners often plant hedges that exceed 1.2–1.5m. This could lead to non‑compliant sightlines within a few years.

Excessive reliance on signage instead of physical calming
· The plan includes several “20mph speed limit road sign” “20mph speed limit road marking” yet only two rumble devices and no raised tables, no chicanes, no build‑outs, no narrowed gateways, and no continuous vertical calming; and
· DfT research indicates sign‑only 20mph zones reduce speeds by only 1–2mph. Physical measures are required to achieve average speeds below 20mph.
Tactile paving placement looks inconsistent
The legend shows tactile paving, but on the plan: some crossing points have tactile paving whilst others do not. Some tactile areas appear offset from the desire line arrows. This could fail an Equality Act/inclusive mobility audit.

Footpath/kerb level specification is odd
The note states: “footpath surfacing to be laid 5mm higher than adjacent kerb.” This is unusual. Normally, a footway is flush with kerb at crossings, or lower than kerb elsewhere to shed water. A footway higher than the kerb risks: water running into private drives; ponding at the carriageway edge; and trip hazards at transitions. Wiltshire has historically resisted adopting sett‑based features unless heavily justified.

Taken together, this scheme does achieve the intended speed reduction, which is a core requirement for adoption.




Biodiversity Impact Assessment 
There are three potential weaknesses that need to be addressed.

Firstly, the Report itself admits a hedgerow shortfall: it says area habitats achieve +17.42% but hedgerows end at -5.63%, leaving a deficit of 2.39 hedgerow units. That means the scheme is not fully compliant on the hedgerow metric as presented. Consequently, “additional hedgerow units will therefore be required to address this deficit.” There is no single fixed conversion rate between statutory BNG hedgerow units and actual metres/volume (which the non-technical reader will understand  better).

To clarify, Hedgerow Units = Length (km)× Distinctiveness × Condition × Strategic Significance

Because of these variables, 2.39 hedgerow units could translate to vastly different lengths depending on the quality and designation of the hedge. For instance, to illustrate how the length changes based on the hedge's quality, here are three common baseline examples assuming a standard strategic significance multiplier of 1.0: 

Native Hedgerow  
Low Distinctiveness [2] × Moderate Condition [2] would require a little under 600m of additional hedge

Native Hedgerow 
Low Distinctiveness [2] x Good Condition [3] would require a little under 400m of additional hedge

Native Species-Rich Hedgerow 
Medium Distinctiveness [4] × Good Condition [3] would require a little under 200m of additional hedge

So, without this further information “additional hedgerow units will therefore be required to address this deficit” is remarkably opaque. Consequently, the Report stating “In order to meet the mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain requirements, the remaining hedgerow deficit will need to be addressed through additional appropriate hedgerow provision, which may include off-site biodiversity gain subject to agreement with the Local Planning Authority” is unhelpful. Until one understands what the actual significance of the loss is, makes it impossible to consider whether or not “off-site biodiversity gain” is even viable. Particularly in light of Bradley’s Meadow at Morden (N/11/02763/FUL) and its offsetting record at Bradford -upon Avon.

Secondly, as part of the UK's warmest summer on record, the UK Met Office tracked five widespread heat events across Wiltshire: First: Late May; Second: Late June; Third and Fourth: Two consecutive heatwaves in July; and Fifth: Mid-August. Given the Report is dated September 2026, it is remarkable that these significant events are completely ignored. Especially, since the Report acknowledges that “… some plant species may have been missed and a complete species list for the site may not have been gained”. The ecologists should return and complete their surveys more thoroughly. Simply saying species may have been missed is not acceptable.

Thirdly, there is little or no mention of climate change and how that will affect the biodiversity over the required 30-year period, which it undoubtedly will. Again, a remarkable omission.

Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan
The Plan is silent on the detailed management, monitoring, and adaptive management prescriptions that would normally be expected to prove each habitat can reach and stay in target condition over 30 years. For a compliant BNG package, the Plan needs clear responsibilities, monitoring frequency, reporting triggers, and a mechanism to change management if habitats underperform. 

The summary mentions invasive species control and long-term management, but the Plan does not yet demonstrate whether the measures are specific enough for each habitat type.
2

