
 

 

Minutes of the Chapmanslade Parish Extra Meeting  Held on Thursday 26th August 2021, in the 
Church at 7.30 pm. 
 
Minute 3585 Welcome.  Cllr. John Lewis Chairman opened the meeting. He welcomed all those in 
attendance and confirmed the protocol for the meeting. 
 
Minute 3586 Present  Cllr. John Lewis Chairman, Cllr Adam Oakley, Cllr Phil Holihead and Mrs Minnie 
House, Clerk.  
Minute 3587  Unitary Authority Councillor Bill Parks also attended the meeting. 
 
Minute 3588 Apologies were received by the Clerk, from Cllr. Charles Thackway, Cllr Tim Humphreys and 
Cllr Colin Bell, in advance of the meeting and accepted. 
 
Minute 3589 Public  2 members of the public attended the meeting 
 
Minute 3590  Declarations of Interest.  None were declared from councillors. 
Cllr. Bill Parks declared that he was unable to comment on the application listed on the minutes. 
 
Minute 3591 Opportunity for the public to speak and ask questions on items on the Agenda. No 
questions were raised.  
 
Minute 3592 The Clerk confirmed that the meeting was quorate  
 
Minute 3593 Planning Application PL/2021/06378 Full Planning Permission 
Proposed conversion and extension of agricultural building to create a single residential dwelling. 
Thoulstone Farm, Thoulstone, Chapmanslade, BA13 4AQ 
 
The council considered this application in detail and following lengthy discussion agreed to object for the 
reasons as submitted to the planning officer listed below: 
 

1. There continues to be a great lack of clarity /confusion as to the intention of the 
developers as  this is the same 3 bay garage that falls under the previous application 
PL/2021/06568 and is a substantial reworking/alteration of the same said 3 bay garage 
or now named agricultural building. Without the clarity the council have responded to 
both applications. 

2. The development of these buildings was not part of the original application 19/10721 / 
Full which was for 7 residential dwellings and significantly increases the number of 
proposed dwellings on this site. 

3. The proposal is contrary to Core Policy 48 as follows: 

a. it is not structurally sound 
b. there is insufficient infrastructure to justify these 3 houses 
c. there is very limited access to local services and then only by car 
d. the developer makes a strong argument regarding the heritage nature of the 

building which, if agreed means that the Core Policy 48 clause regarding 
'conversion of a heritage asset leads to its long- term safeguarding' is not fulfilled. 
If it is heritage it needs a Listed Building approval, if it isn't then it doesn't comply 
with Core Policy 48. 

 
4. The council does not agree with the documentation, which argues that the present buildings 

are not considered to require listed building consent. The garage/building is adjacent to a 



 

 

recognised listed building( Granary ) which is also leaning on this building. It is considered to 
be within the curtilage of the Granary and thus requires listed building approval. With regard 
to any doubt being cast on whether this should or should not be considered as requiring 
listed building consent Historic England state that if there is any doubt then listed building 
approval should be re appraised. 

5. There is a lack of clarity concerning the potential impact upon the adjacent grade 2 listed 
stone granary that is structurally weakened and is leaning directly against this garage. There 
is  no construction methodology that identifies how the work is intended to be undertaken to 
ensure preservation of the old granary. 

6. Does the proposed development of one dwelling house therefore require listed building 
consent to ensure the preservation of the existing Granary? 

7. The updated overall plan shows the proposed extension to be into a bank at the back of the 
building however google maps clearly shows that this “bank” is a hedgerow which should be 
preserved in line with the requirement to protect flora and fauna. 

8. The visual aspect of the substantial glassed area is not in keeping with the original agricultural 
purpose of the building and not in line with the developer’s original purpose in upholding the 
distinct heritage of the site. 

9. There will inevitably be a significantly high level of light pollution that will emanate through 
the  glazing, and concerns are raised on the impact of such light pollution being an 
incongruous aspect of the design and little , if any lack of consideration to the 
recommendation for sensitive "light corridors" outside the building to respect the presence of 
wildlife and particularly bats and birds. 

10. The Ecology report dated March 2021 for this building stated that a second survey would be 
required during May to August 2021. As this is not in the documentation then it is assumed 
that this has not been carried out and the impact on bats and birds in the environment has 
not been assessed effectively. 

11. The statement regarding Core Policy 45 relating to housing needs should be dismissed as the 
housing needs of Chapmanslade have been clearly met with the 43 houses on land previously 
known as Barters Nursery. 

12. There is no consideration or sign of a CIL Charging Schedule for these market houses. 
13. The site does not meet the requirements of Core Policy Infrastructure theme 1 in that there 

is no sustainable transport, nearby healthcare, nearby schools other than those requiring the 
use of vehicles. 

Minute 3594 
A lack of consideration regarding the inevitable increase in traffic to and from the site was raised in the 
light of the Wiltshire Climate Emergency Strategy and the lack of reference to this. This concern has been 
added to Appendix 1 further concerns related to the development of the whole site previously submitted 
to the planning officers for applications for the site the as Point 3 and submitted with the response above.  
See Attached 
 
Minute 3595 
The Chair thanked those present for their contribution to the meeting and gave his apologies in advance 
for being unable to attend the next planned meeting.  
 
The meeting closed at 8 p.m. 
 
The next planned meeting will take place on 9th September 2021 at 7.30 p.m. in the Village Hall.  
 
 
 



 

 

Appendix 1 Further concerns. 
Chapmanslade Parish Council wrote to the Planning Officer and Development Planning on 30th July 
2021 (copied to Dr. Andrew Murrison MP and Unitary Councillor Bill Parks) regarding the number of 
applications for this site presently under review. Applications PL19/2021/05743;06380; 06497; 06381; 
06568;06585;06379;06496. 
The Parish Council wishes to also add the additional overall concerns about these associated planning 
applications and is also inclusive of this present application: 

1. The site-wide total estimate of the numbers of "occupants" across the whole of the 
"dwellings" (aka upmarket holiday lets). Taking in the potential number of holiday 
lets, and permanent staff for this complex, this could come to a total number of 
persons on site on any one day of 110. 

2. The level of concerns with these numbers on site relate to: 
a. how is foul waste to be managed - the small Klargester treatment tank will go 

no-where near dealing with this number, 
b. how has the attenuation pond been sized?, 
c. where is the evidence that WC planning department has been consulting 

with key authority and statutory departments including the EA, Wessex 
Water, Highways etc.? 

d. The level of foul waste generated, and extent of traffic movements 
should be key concerns for WC Planning. 

3.  What consideration has been given to the impact of climate change emergency and 
carbon   emissions with the increased need to travel to and from the site for any 
amenities or visiting  local attractions and particularly in reference to the Wiltshire 
drive on this matter. 

4.  The planning statements broadly refer favourably to the meeting in March 2019 
with Jocelyn Sage and Jemma Foster. What was the outcome of this meeting and 
was it minuted, specifically regarding any agreements being reached or implied in 
favour of the development and to which the PC is unsighted? 

5.  From the marketing information provided is there an intention to keep alpacas on 
site? If the intention  is to do so then is this not an agricultural need that makes 
some of the present agricultural and clearly useable buildings essential for 
agriculture rather than putting in more new barns/buildings in the future. 

6. The listed character and integrity of the site is perceived as not being maintained 
7.  Is it time to remind the developers of their original Plan 19/10721/Full Amended 

September 2019 in which their Pegasus statement Para 4 gives an outline of the 
proposed development notably 4.2 ? "The proposal has been developed to preserve 
and re-use the existing buildings at the former farm which are clearly of historic 
interest and provide an important element in the setting of the listed farmhouse.” 

8.  Sustainability of the site is looking increasingly questionable as there is no 
infrastructure in place to support a development that is expanding incrementally and 
risks becoming an ever- increasing hamlet. Without such infrastructure and given the 
site's remoteness from the village there will be an increase in the reliance on cars to 
meet basic needs such as shopping, access to village amenities such as church, public 
house -serving food, recreation ground, local  Garden Nursery etc. with the 
subsequent risks to the environment, and the potential for increased risk of road 
accidents to the adjacent junction on the A36. 

9.  The incremental expansion of this development is a major concern alongside the 
emerging lack of clarity regarding the overall development and it is felt that Wiltshire 
Council needs to call for a cessation of the current spate of drip-fed planning 
applications until and unless the overall plans of the whole site are made clear and 
transparent by the Developer- Blockworks. 


