


been considered by 
an AIA or can be 
made clearer in 
terms of proximity? 
Highways have also 
mentioned that the 
swale may impact on 
the proposed 
connected to the 
PROW to the east’ 
 
Highways footpath  
Highways have also 
requested that the 
footpath to the front 
of plots 69 and 70 is 
extended to a 
minimum width of 
1.8m 
 

In this location the path only serves plot 
69. In terms of connectivity to the wider 
scheme i.e. anyone using paths from 
plots to the North (plots 74-70) would 
cross in front of plots 69 & 68 negating 
the need for the 1.8m wide path around 
the Turning Head.   
 
It should be noted that this part of the site 
is not a through road and is located at the 
‘cul-de-sac’ location of the site. Any 
persons visiting this part of the site would 
do so purposefully including deliveries or 
to visit residents. Therefore, traffic 
generation is expected to be lower than a 
through road and traffic speeds would be 
expected to be low due to the cul-de-sac 
location of this part of the site; allowing 
pedestrians to move safely.  
 
Having regard for the above the 
amendments to the footpath are not 
required due to wider site connectivity 
and the cul-de-sac location of the 
footpath.  
  

N/A 

Rear Garden 
Gradients  
Most of the rear 
garden plots have a 
gradient of 1:10, 
however plots 27, 29, 
33, 39, 55, 56, 65 
and 66 are labelled 
as 1:13 to 1:27 with 
the gardens of plots 
30 and 31 split in the 
centre with a gradient 
1:10 each part ? This 
raises some 
concerns over the 
usability of the 
spaces and result in 

Revisions have been made to rear 
garden gradients across the Salesbury 
View site and the site is now compliant 
with NHBC standards, with maximum 
gradients no steeper than 1:6.  
 
This includes the addition of retaining 
walls and some minor tweaks to the 
layout to accommodate this such as the 
relocation of bin stores and of Air Source 
Heat Pumps.  
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retaining structures 
within or at the end of 
the plots we are 
particular concerns 
about impacts along 
the southern 
boundary to the 
protected woodland. I 
could not see that the 
previous proposal 
had gradients such 
as these proposed? 
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Visitor parking  
The proposed 11 
visitor parking 
spaces were not 
requested by us or 
highways is this a 
result of third-party 
comments? They do 
seem to be rather 
sporadic around the 
site, and I presume 
these would be 
monitored and 
maintained by a third 
party.  Just 
wondering if these 
are necessary or 
could be better sited 
in clustered closer to 
each group of 
properties to make 
them more useable? 
 

The previous submission included 11 
visitor parking spaces to avoid any 
degradation of the planning application; 
these have been carried over to this 
application. These spaces ensure that 
visitors do not put pressure on the 
existing and proposed highway network 
by having dedicated visitor parking within 
the development. These have been 
spread out across the development 
rather than grouped to encourage their 
use. For example, if the spaces were 
grouped together at the south of the site 
visitors to the north would be unlikely to 
use them and vice versa.  
 
Monitoring would be carried out by the 
resident owned management company.  
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Planning queries 
Housing mix etc.  
  
WSP responded to 
these queries on 
09.03.2026 by email 
but for ease of 
reference your 
queries are in red 
with our response 
below in black.  
 
 

Has a registered provider been secured 
for the site? 
A registered provider had been secured 
for the previous application however, as 
the scheme has been amended we out to 
the market and actively seeking a 
provider. 
 
The 2 bed Wentwood properties do not 
meet the nationally described space 
standards 
The Wentwood is a 3 person 2 bed 
bungalow measuring circa 73m2. The 
NDDS requires 2-bedroom 3- person one 
storey dwellings to be a minimum of 
61m2 and therefore the Wenwtood is 
NDSS compliant.  
 
The over 55’s accommodation are 
proposed to be delivered as a as 
affordable rent 2 storey units , and these 
units appear to be the larger properties. 
This would cause problems as the rental 
units need to be available for families . 
The definition of over 55 accommodation 
would be older person or requires the 
property due to mobility issues. 
The site plan has been updated for clarity 
with green denoting over 55s properties, 
which includes select Wentwood 2-
bedroom bungalow and Wareham 2 
bedroom terrace and Barnwood 3 bed 
detached. All of the over 55s 
accommodation are M4(2) properties 
which can easily be converted for those 
with mobility issues and are therefore 
suitable for over 55s accommodation.   
 
Rental units need to be restricted to LHA 
rate and be allocated in line with RVBC 
allocation policy. 
First homes need to be 30% discount 
with local connection , priority to first time 
buyers. 
Noted this will be captured in s106 
agreement.  
 
The text on page 44 mentions 2-4 bed 
affordable dwellings , however the table 
listing the 24 affordable units does not list 
any 4 bed units. 
The 6 over 55 units labelled ‘home’, I 
presume are shared ownership ? please 
confirm. 
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