Dr. Sawsan Rahimuddin
Comment left on 06/10/2026
Stance Support
                                                                                                                                                                                              Dear Planning Officer,
Re: Application for the Continued Permanent Use of The Coach House, 489A Semington Road, Melksham as an Independent Class C3 Dwelling
I wish to submit the following comments in support of this application.
Having reviewed the publicly available planning documents relating to The Coach House, I consider a significant issue to be the extent to which the current application should be assessed against both the Council's previous findings and the evidence which has subsequently become available through actual occupation.
It is difficult to understand how the Local Planning Authority could reasonably depart from its own previous findings without identifying new evidence of planning harm.
Throughout the planning history of The Coach House, Wiltshire Council has consistently assessed the development and concluded that it would not result in unacceptable impacts upon residential amenity, privacy, overlooking, overshadowing, loss of light, visual appearance or highway safety. The Council also granted temporary planning permission for residential occupation, thereby accepting that the building was capable of functioning as residential accommodation.
Since that permission was granted, the development has not remained a theoretical proposal. It has been occupied and tested in practice. Evidence submitted by tenants, the managing agent and the applicant indicates successful residential occupation without any identified adverse planning consequences. In addition, the professional planning statement prepared by Alvin Howard provides detailed analysis of the relevant planning history, planning principles, case law and appeal decisions which support the importance of considering actual occupation and real-world planning outcomes. 
If the Council is now minded to refuse permanent permission, it is reasonable to ask what has materially changed.
The building is the same building.
The occupation is the same occupation.
The planning impacts assessed by the Council remain the same planning impacts.
Indeed, the Council now has the benefit of practical evidence which was unavailable when the temporary permission was originally granted.
The central question therefore becomes:What actual planning consequence arises
from the alleged overdevelopment, given that the dwelling has operated successfully and no unacceptable impacts on amenity, privacy, overlooking, overshadowing, visual impact, parking provision or highway safety have been identified? 

Put another way, if no identifiable planning harm has arisen, either during the Council's original assessment or throughout the subsequent period of residential occupation, what planning objective is now being protected by refusing permanent permission?
The Council has consistently accepted that the development does not result in the impacts normally associated with overdevelopment. The building already exists. The residential use already exists. The occupation has now been demonstrated to operate successfully in practice. In those circumstances, it becomes increasingly difficult to identify what legitimate planning purpose would be served by withholding permanent consent.
It is also relevant to consider the wider planning context in which this application is being determined. Wiltshire Council currently faces a significant housing land supply shortfall and is unable to demonstrate a five-year housing land supply. As a result,         substantial residential developments continue to be approved and promoted across the Melksham area.
Most notably, planning permission PL/2025/00626 has recently been granted for 58 dwellings on land directly opposite The Coach House, behind The New Inn public house car park. In addition, an outline planning application PL/2026/04916 has been submitted for up to 225 dwellings on land west of Semington Road. These proposals involve significant physical changes to previously undeveloped land and will inevitably alter the character of the surrounding area to a far greater extent than the proposal currently under consideration.
The contrast is noteworthy. The present application does not involve the development of greenfield land, the construction of a new building, the loss of landscape features or ecological habitat, or any further physical expansion of the site. The building already exists, the residential use already exists, and the occupation has already been tested in practice.
Against that background, it is difficult to reconcile continuing concerns regarding a single existing dwelling with the acceptance of substantially larger developments that will bring about obvious and measurable change to the local environment. The comparison serves only to reinforce the central question in this case: what specific and demonstrable planning harm would arise from granting permanent permission for a dwelling that already exists, has already been occupied, and has operated successfully without identified adverse planning consequences?
The evidence presently available suggests that the original concern regarding overdevelopment has not been borne out by actual experience. If there is no identified harm, what exactly is being protected by refusing permission?
Whilst the Council may continue to rely upon Core Policy 57 and concerns regarding overdevelopment, planning decisions should ultimately be based upon demonstrable planning consequences rather than abstract concerns unsupported by evidence. In this case, both the Council's previous assessments and the subsequent period of occupation appear to point in the same direction: the anticipated harm has not materialised. 
The Council is, of course, entitled to reach a different planning judgement. However, if it does so, it should clearly explain why its previous conclusions, the subsequent occupation evidence, the independent supporting statements and the absence of identified planning harm should now be afforded less weight than before. 
The greater the body of evidence demonstrating successful occupation, the greater the justification required to explain why permanent permission should nevertheless be withheld.
In short, the question is no longer whether the dwelling can operate successfully. The evidence demonstrates that it can. The question is what specific planning harm would be prevented by refusing permission.
If no such harm can be identified, it becomes difficult to see what planning interest is actually being protected by maintaining the restriction.
For those reasons, I respectfully support the application and ask the Council to grant permanent planning permission. The evidence now before the Council extends beyond prediction and assumption and is founded upon the actual operation of the dwelling in practice. That evidence demonstrates successful independent occupation without any identified harm to residential amenity, privacy, overlooking, overshadowing, visual appearance, parking provision or highway safety. In those circumstances, and in the absence of any demonstrable planning harm, I respectfully suggest that there is a compelling planning basis for approval.
Yours faithfully,
Dr Sawsan Rahimuddin


