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Front cover image: View from Bencroft Hill towards the East of Chippenham 

 

‘CAUSE’ is the Campaign Against Urban Sprawl to the East (of Chippenham). 

CAUSE has wide support, including from residents of Chippenham and Bremhill Parish. Our 

online petition has over 5,000 signatures.  

The contact for this paper is info@causewiltshire.com 

 

 

View from Bencroft Hill towards the proposed development (artist’s impression) 
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1. Executive Summary 

This Section to be included in the Further Comments section of the Chippenham Principal 

Settlement consultation response form 

 

1.1 Chippenham Site 1 Should not be a Selected Site for Development 

Why? – Simply there would be huge environmental and Climate Change impacts from Wiltshire 

Council selecting Site 1, including 

destruction of two river valleys, 

hundreds of acres of productive 

farmland and destroying natural 

capital causing an ecological 

catastrophe. The Local Plan is 

written with the stench of 

predetermination of site selection 

to support the Council’s HIF bid for 

a £75m road. In the document 

following we show how Site 

selection, place shaping priorities 

and the Sustainability Appraisal all 

lead to the conclusion that Site 1 is 

not suitable for development. 

1.2 The Consultation is Confusing, Complex and leads to a Huge Democratic Deficit 

There are nearly 100 documents for the public to read, questions are scattered amongst documents 

without any clear guidance to where they are. Response forms in Word are limited by text box sizes. 

Online the inability to save partially completed responses. Documents are misleading and many 

contradict each other. The whole consultation (while understanding the issues caused by Covid) can 

only really be completed by someone with access to internet and good computer skills. Documents 

are not available at Council offices for non-internet users to read. Most seriously, two consultations 

on linked subjects are running at the same time, causing confusion with the public on even which 

consultation they are responding on. There is a demonstrable absence of democracy and inclusivity 

in the consultation process. 

1.3 Housing Targets in Wiltshire are too high 

The housing targets to 2036 for Wiltshire are too high.  They are based on 2014 housing projections, 

when the national population was growing much faster than currently.  In addition, Wiltshire Council 

have, for their own reasons, increased the housing target by nearly 5,000, apparently to promote 

Socially distanced protest at Black Bridge - 200 attendees 
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growth of local jobs. But the reality is that 64% of workers who live in Chippenham don’t work here, 

so the balance should be redressed by recruiting more local residents for the growth in local jobs, 

and not by building ever more houses for out-commuters.  

1.4 Housing Targets in Chippenham are too high 

From the Wiltshire housing target, far too many houses have been allocated to Chippenham. The 

numbers are double previous targets and way above what has been outlined by the Neighbourhood 

Plan.  The previous Chippenham Site Allocations Plan (CSAP) to 2026 identified sites at Rawlings 

Green and to the South West of Chippenham for 2,050 houses.  Building work has not started on any 

of these, so to start allocating more land for development is premature. Growth at Chippenham is 

constrained by the particularly beautiful and biodiverse countryside around the Avon and Marden 

river valleys, which is highly valued by the residents of Chippenham and the surrounding villages. 

The proposal to build a £75m distributor road to the South and East of Chippenham with 7,500 

houses (5,100 by 2036) and associated commercial land is equivalent to adding a town the size of 

Calne. Two new suburbs are proposed which will turn Chippenham into a mini-Swindon. An 

additional 15,000 cars will increase traffic very significantly on Chippenham’s road network.   

1.5 The Plan Takes Little Account of the Climate Emergency in Wiltshire 

Wiltshire Council’s current Local Plan proposals would substantially increase the county’s 

carbon/greenhouse gas emissions and lock in emissions for years to come. 

Wiltshire Council proposes a Place Shaping Priority for Chippenham that assists site selection to be 

ready access to the River Avon. Therefore, sites along the river are favoured even though there are 

huge impacts on climate and the environment. Flood risk is increased on land not suitable for SUDS. 

Wiltshire Council needs to: 

• develop a genuinely sustainable spatial strategy that is not dependent on commuting; 

• reduce housing numbers to allow for more organic growth that will not cause the substantial 

harm associated with the current proposed strategy; 

• take an employment led approach; 

• measure the carbon emissions associated with its spatial strategy options and prioritise 

minimising current and future emissions; 

• develop a framework for aligning the Local Plan with the Government’s and Wiltshire’s 

carbon reduction targets; 

• place proper value on natural capital and account for it in the Plan; 

• develop and implement net zero carbon development policies and low carbon, sustainable 

construction policies; 

• develop and implement supportive renewable energy development policies; 

• develop and implement supportive EV infrastructure policies; 

• develop and implement supportive integrated pubic transport and active/battery assisted 

travel infrastructure development policies. 
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Nearly 1,500 acres of farmland will be destroyed. The carbon footprint of destroying prime 

countryside to create this massive development has not been calculated, but will be huge, and 

completely at odds with the aim of becoming carbon neutral by 2030.    

1.6 The Plan is Premature and Yesterday’s Thinking with the Consequences of a post Covid 

Economy 

As a result of the Covid pandemic, our priorities have changed in ways we could not have imagined a 

year ago.  Population growth has stalled. Road traffic in Chippenham has reduced as we have 

switched to Working from Home.  We have become even more appreciative of our countryside as 

we have exercised locally on foot and bicycle. And as a nation we aim to grow back “greener” by 

reducing our carbon footprint.  Importantly Brexit has led to a greater focus on utilising our 

productive farm land, buying local and reducing food miles. Wiltshire Council must reflect on these 

changes before destroying the countryside for all the future generations who choose to live in and 

around Chippenham.   

1.7 There are Brownfield and Town Centre Opportunities not Evaluated 

Focus should be placed on the regeneration of the Chippenham town centre and location of many 

new homes on brownfield sites. The Town Centre could well provide housing opportunities as 

shopping patterns may irreversibly change to online and cashless shopping. This needs to be 

reviewed and a strategy built before development sites are chosen. 

1.8 The Distributor Road Has Been Rejected by All Local Councils 

Wiltshire Council have used a grant of £75m from Homes England to propose a distributor road to 

enclose huge development areas. The public were not consulted. The general public, from our 

research, is confused. Some think it is a bypass, some think the road can be built with no housing. 

Chippenham Town Council, Calne Town Council and Bremhill Parish Council have all passed 

resolutions opposing any distributor road at all. 

1.9 The Sustainability Appraisal is Fatally Flawed  

It is scandalous that this almost incomprehensible mass/mess of Sustainability Appraisal information 

is thrown at the public in such an indigestible form. Development strategies are postulated with 

small gobbets of text about huge development areas with no back up evidence. Sites are selected 

with no real rationale on how assessment outcomes were reached. And perhaps least surprisingly, 

those areas that support the building of the distributor road under the HIF Bid somehow come out 

“best” on Sustainability, glossing over environmental destruction while trumpeting unproven 

economic benefits. 

1.10 There is a plan to extend building to up to 18,550 homes past the plan period 

The housing capacity in the sites is up to 18,550 homes and the Council state in paragraph 31 of 

Planning for Chippenham document "The size of these areas is likely to see construction continuing 
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beyond the end of the plan period (2036). This scale of proposals allows us to set in place a new 

long-term boundary to the town. It also provides long term certainty to infrastructure providers and 

other service providers." 

1.11 Employment is Hardly mentioned 

The previous mantra of “employment led development” has been brushed aside by Wiltshire Council 

who are now proposing large 

suburbs with no employment 

plan. Employment land is also 

proposed well away from the 

A350 corridor, unattractive for 

employers and adding to the 

carbon footprint. This plan 

reinforces at least 65% of the 

Chippenham workforce out 

commuting, mainly by car, 

adding to local road 

congestion. 

1.12 Existing Residents Are Ignored 

Existing residents are hardly mentioned at all within the plan. All the economic benefits and new 

infrastructure talked about in new housing areas, not existing ones. Local people are stakeholders in 

the Town’s future and this plan ignores that localism. 

These plans destroy the environment for the residents of Pewsham, London Road and Monkton 

Park, becoming inner urban wards within new suburbs. Residents in Stanley move from being a 

hamlet in open countryside to being sliced through with a distributor road. This means no access to 

countryside, loss of natural capital and possible future decline and deprivation of their 

neighbourhoods. There is coalescence with surrounding villages such as Langley Burrell and 

Tytherton Lucas, destroying their place in the environment. 

Chippenham Town Council have rejected the Local Plan. Residents through their councillors in 

neighbouring Bremhill Parish and Calne Town have also opposed this plan in its entirety. No 

residents have been asked what they want their town to look like in the future. CAUSE has organised 

a petition to enable resident’s voices to be heard with nearly 5,500 signatures opposed to this 

building and a distributor road. 

1.13 There is a More Positive Vision for Wiltshire and Chippenham 

We suggest a vision for the County farms engaging with the local community and increasing the 

sustainability of the local environment. We also suggest the Marden Valley is protected and 

enhanced, retaining the existing varied green means of accessing Chippenham and Calne. We 

Marden Vale ridge at New Leaze Farm. River Marden to left, North 
Rivers Cycle Route to right. Derry Hill in background 
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believe that Wiltshire Council can work with rural communities to build better infrastructure and 

services in rural centres alongside small scale development to build a sense of place in villages. We 

also believe an appropriate level of housing can be delivered in Chippenham utilising town centre 

regeneration and brownfield development.  

We must protect and cherish the natural capital of our open countryside in Wiltshire. 

 

 

 

Cycle track near R Avon towards New Leaze farm  
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2. Comments on the Emerging Spatial Strategy 

WITH A PARTICULAR FOCUS ON CHIPPENHAM 

This section to be included as the response to the Emerging Spatial Strategy  

consultation response form 

 

This section provides comments on the following supporting documents: 

 
The Emerging Spatial Strategy report 

Swindon BC and Wiltshire Council Local Housing Needs Assessment 2019 

Formulating Alternative Development Strategies - Chippenham HMA 

 

  

1. The minimum number of homes required for Wiltshire using the Government’s “standard 

method” gives a baseline rate of 1,497 households/year or 29,940 over the period to 2036.  

This approach is flawed because: 

 

a) The “standard method” uses household projections based on 2014 and published by 

ONS in 2016 which is for 210,000 houses/year.  A subsequent projection based on 2016 

and published in 2018 gave a much lower figure and, as a consequence, MHCLG1 stated 

that 2014 projections should continue to be used as the basis for calculating housing 

requirements. However, household projections based on 2018 are now available from 

ONS and are very similar to the 2016 projections, at 160,000 houses/year, thus 

discrediting the use of 2014 as the baseline.  If either the 2016 or 2018 projection were 

used this would result in a 24% lower baseline housing target of 22,750 households to 

2036. WC should push back on the MHCLG requirement to base the “standard method” 

on outdated projections. 

 

b)  Furthermore, the UK population has recently stopped growing – the birth rate has 

declined and the impact of Brexit and Covid has reduced immigration. We have seen 

other countries, such as Japan and Spain, where the population has declined, which has 

led to an increasing amount of empty housing with no one to fill it.  Whilst it is difficult 

to project forward from the current uncertainties for population growth in the UK, we 

should resist committing to the certainty of the destruction caused by concreting over 

swathes of countryside to build housing, which might not be needed in the future.  

Given the current uncertainty, we recommend a more cautious approach to increasing 

 
 

1 MHCLG = Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 
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the housing need figures at this juncture. This would avoid the risk of committing now 

to the irreversible destruction of more of our beautiful Wiltshire countryside than may 

ultimately be necessary. 

 

2. The Government’s “standard method” requires an adjustment to the baseline figure to take 

account of affordability.  The theory is that if an area has insufficient houses then they will 

be priced at a premium relative to average earnings called the “workplace affordability 

factor”. For Wiltshire this has been calculated to be 9.82 and results in a 36% uplift on the 

basic housing needs figure of 29,940, increasing it to 40,840.  But this concept is flawed since 

Wiltshire has a significant population who work for organisations outside of the county, by 

some combination of working from home and/or out-commuting, but they choose to live in 

the rural county of Wiltshire.  Many of these out workers enjoy significantly higher earnings 

than the average for Wiltshire, and it is this group who will continue to put pressure on 

house prices. As the housing supply is increased even more outworkers will be attracted to 

move away from cities to live in Wiltshire.  Chippenham, which is conveniently situated for 

commuting by being near both the railway station and M4, will become a commuter town. 

WC should challenge MHCLG as to whether the affordability uplift in their “standard 

method” is correct, as it will result in building ever more houses for people who do not 

work for Wiltshire businesses. 

 

3. At their sole discretion, WC have increased the housing target of 40,840, derived using the 

Government’s “standard method”, by 4,790, to 45,630. This higher figure is based on using 

economic trends for Wiltshire to 2016, to forecast jobs growth for the 20-year period to 

2036. This was carried out by Hardisty Jones Associates.  For example, after allowing for 

inward commuting, the Chippenham Housing Market Area (HMA)2 is forecast to need an 

extra 6,503 resident workers.  The Local Housing Needs Assessment allocated 17,411 houses 

out of the 40,840 to the Chippenham HMA but estimates a further 2,979 houses are needed 

to align to the forecast growth in jobs.  

 

It seems odd that an additional 20,390 houses are needed in the Chippenham HMA to 

support an additional 6,503 resident workers, although this is partly explained by the 

demographics of out- commuters, an aging population and trend to smaller households. 

Given that a significant part of the population works for non-Chippenham HMA (or more 

widely, non-Wiltshire) based organisations, surely some of the increased economic activity 

and need for more resident workers (local jobs for local people) could be satisfied by 

recruiting from the residents already living but not working in the Chippenham HMA (or 

Wiltshire)?  In which case this adjustment to the housing needs figure, increasing it from 

40,840 to 45,630 across Wiltshire, is not required and should be removed.  Furthermore, 

we have set out in the first points above that the population is not increasing, and 

therefore that the national housing targets are too high. And since this additional figure of 

 
 

2 The Chippenham HMA includes Chippenham, Devizes, Melksham, Corsham, Calne and Malmesbury 
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4,790 homes was only added at the discretion of WC, this is another reason why it should 

be removed from the Wiltshire housing targets.  

 

4. There is a growing awareness of climate change and the need to reach zero carbon 

emissions by 2030.  This is a bold target, which has been endorsed by Wiltshire Council.  It is 

difficult to see how this target can be reconciled with the carbon released by concreting over 

large swathes of countryside and the consequent increased carbon emissions from new 

roads and developments. 

 

It is not just the residents of Wiltshire, who have already been most vocal on the Public 

Consultation Zoom calls, but there is a growing national awareness that we all need to 

think twice, before committing to largescale developments which will impact our ability as 

a nation to reach the net zero carbon emissions target by 2030. 

 

In conclusion, the Wiltshire County housing target should be a maximum of 40,840, and 

WC should push back on MHCLG to get this target further reduced for the reasons set out 

above. 

5. The allocation of housing to Chippenham HMA should be scaled back.  

Even if just the discretionary increase added by WC were removed, this would 

proportionately reduce the housing allocation for the Chippenham HMA from 20,400 to 

17,410.   

 

6. The Emerging Spatial Strategy report considers alternative strategies for allocating housing 

and employment land within the Chippenham HMA. It concludes that Chippenham, as the 

main settlement, should take a higher allocation of growth than in previous Local Plans. This 

alternative development strategy is referred to as the “Chippenham Expanded Community” 

(CH-B).  Some of the rationale is incorrect: 

 

a) Chippenham does not have the capacity to take an increased allocation of housing 

because it does not already have the existing road infrastructure. The £75m HIF grant is 

a red herring as the infrastructure for the road and 2 river bridges still needs to be built 

and the funding needs to be recovered from developers. 

 

b) The argument for focussing housing growth on the main settlements to enable increased 

local employment is simplistic. Chippenham already has a disproportionately high 

percentage of residents, 64%, who live in Chippenham but work elsewhere. And for the 

newer housing estates e.g., Pewsham and Cepen Park, this proportion is even higher.  

What Chippenham needs to boost local employment is not more houses, which will 

simply result in more out-commuters, but a strategy to encourage those who already 

live in Chippenham to take up local jobs. And reducing the current level of out-

commuting will reduce carbon emissions and assist in the Council’s target of reaching 



Chippenham Draft Local Plan: -  
Why proposals for development of the Avon and Marden Vale should be withdrawn 

 

Page 12 
 
 

zero carbon by 2030 

 

c) Delivering affordable housing is supposed to be a key outcome sought by the Local Plan.  

The Council’s housing register suggests a significant need at Devizes and to a lesser 

extent at Calne but no significant need at Chippenham and the other settlements within 

the Chippenham HMA. Sine housing growth is needed to deliver a proportion of 

affordable housing, this analysis indicates that more growth is needed at Devizes and 

less at Chippenham. 

 

d) Expansion at Chippenham is constrained by the River Avon, being surrounded on the 

South and East by beautiful and biodiverse countryside and by the impact on outlying 

rural settlements, many of which are in conservation areas.  

 

The Chippenham share should be no more than the previous Local Plan (This alternative 

development strategy is referred to as “Roll Forward” or CH-A). Even based on the higher 

Chippenham HMA allocation of 20,400 this would result in 6,440 houses for Chippenham 

instead of 9,225. And based on our proposed allocation of 18,741 houses to the 

Chippenham HMA this would result in 5,495 houses which seems a more logical 

progression since the last Chippenham Local Plan figure was 4,510. This would leave a 

residual number of houses to be built of just 1,370 which could more easily be 

accommodated on a combination of Brownfield sites and other smaller sites, without 

needing to build to the South and East of Chippenham. 

No mention is made of the £75m HIF grant to build a distributor road to the South and East 

of Chippenham with a commitment to build not just an additional 5,100 houses by 2036 but 

a total of 7,500 house by 2041.  It appears that this grant has predetermined the 

disproportionately large allocation of the housing target to Chippenham.  It would be 

prudent to wait for the outcome of the Local Plan Review before progressing with the HIF 

project to build a new distributor road at Chippenham. The Emerging Spatial Strategy 

suggests that it is more sustainable to focus growth on the Principal Settlements.  The 

resulting residual housing needs allocated to the Principal Settlements are 940 to Salisbury, 

1,805 to Trowbridge and 5,100 to Chippenham.  The residual housing target allocated to 

Chippenham seems disproportionately high. We have suggested above, that a figure of 

1,370 would be more appropriate. 

 

7. There are still at least 2,050 houses that were approved in the 2016 Chippenham Site 

Allocations Plan to 2026 that have not progressed to full planning application nor been built.  

This indicates that the developers are banking these strategic sites until the market is ready, 

and it is unlikely that they can now all be built within the 2026 plan period.  Since delivery of 

that smaller number of houses approved in 2017 hasn’t progressed, it is unreasonable to 

expect a massive step-change in housing targets could be deliverable in this next plan 

period.  MHC&LG suggest that a cap should be placed on housing numbers, to ensure they 

are deliverable. WC should not be considering allocating more houses to Chippenham until 

the current strategic sites are progressed further.  The only certainty in committing to 
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more houses now is the destruction of the Wiltshire countryside and increasing carbon 

emissions. 

 

8. Currently most people in Wiltshire live in rural settlements or small towns.  This new policy 

of focussing development on large towns seems flawed, particularly in the post-COVID 

world, where around 30% more people are expected to work from home. Rural communities 

would benefit from more affordable housing, primary schools, surgeries, local shops and 

pubs. All of these would reduce private car journeys from rural communities and allow 

people to work and live in their local area.  The Local Plan should consider allocating more 

houses to rural settlements and less to the main settlements and towns. 

 

9. Vastly more effort should be made to make use of Brownfield sites within Chippenham, 

before destroying open countryside on the outskirts of Chippenham. In the 2016 

Chippenham Site Allocations Plan allowance was made for just 240 houses on Brownfield 

sites and yet there have been recent developments at Middlefield, the Causeway garage, the 

former police station and former law courts. It feels as though almost as many houses have 

recently been built on Brownfield sites as on the new edge of town sites.  More housing sites 

will come forward during the plan period including potentially Langley Park, the Bridge 

centre, the former Wiltshire college, the site which had been earmarked for a new Good 

Energy building by the new multistorey car park, the temporary car park on Cocklebury Road 

and St Nicholas school on the Malmesbury Road.  And no doubt further sites can be 

identified during the plan period. Such Brownfield sites meet all the sustainability criteria 

without destroying the countryside and should be the first choice for future development. 

The Council should redirect its resources from the “Future Chippenham” project which will 

destroy our countryside and river valleys and instead come up with a strategy and 

investment to encourage development of Brownfield sites.  With the right kind of 

development, this strategy would also enable the much-needed rejuvenation of the centre 

of Chippenham. The Local Plan should set a target of at least 500 more houses on 

Brownfield sites in Chippenham by 2036.  

 

10. The Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan has already concluded that the level of housing 

needed should be no more than to accommodate 250 to 300 people per annum, based on 

ONS forecasts.  At an average occupation of 2.4 people/house, this would equate to no more 

than 2,000 houses over the remainder of the plan period to 2036. This is fewer than the 

houses already approved and not yet being built including 650 at Rawlings Green and 1,400 

to the South West of Chippenham which were approved in the 2017 Chippenham Site 

Allocations Plan.  The Neighbourhood Plan work on housing needs indicates that no further 

houses need be planned for at Chippenham up to 2036 and that the focus should be on 

developing the sites that have already been approved. 

 

In conclusion, we have demonstrated that the proposed residual housing number allocated to 
Chippenham is far too high. At most the figure should be reduced to 1,370 based using the 
government target and rolling forward the distribution across the Chippenham HMA, as used 
in the last Local Plan. Maximum use should be made of Brownfield sites. 
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3. Comments on Addressing Climate Change and 

Biodiversity Net Gain  
 

The Local Plan documents point out that “in February 2019 Wiltshire Council acknowledged a 

climate emergency and agreed to seek to make the county of Wiltshire carbon neutral by 2030” and 

that “mitigation is related to dramatically reducing the amount of carbon released in Wiltshire,” 

which is “largely related to emissions from cars and the energy used to heat and power homes and 

businesses.” It is also acknowledged that there is a need to “shape places to help secure radical cuts 

in greenhouse gas emissions, for example through efficient building design and changes to the way 

we travel,” and “actively support and help to drive the delivery of renewable and low-carbon energy 

generation and grid infrastructure.”  

There are however two key issues with Wiltshire Council’s approach, namely: 

• It fails to properly consider climate change and biodiversity in relation housing numbers and 

potential locations; and  

• It fails to propose a strategy and policies that would deliver what it acknowledges is needed (as 

cited above). 

Firstly, the numbers of houses and their locations will determine more than anything, whether or 

not the Plan is sustainable and able to deliver the dramatic reductions in carbon emission that are 

needed. Adding 5,000 more houses to an inflated housing target based on an out of date (2014) 

multiplier, acknowledged to be an over-estimate of population growth, is particularly detrimental for 

a rural county like Wiltshire, where employment opportunities are limited and employment growth 

constrained, and the vast proportion of migrants into the county will need to commute long 

distances. The excessive numbers are unnecessary and unsupported by evidence, as well as flying in 

the face of the evidence showing a sharp decline in population growth and the need for prioritising 

climate and biodiversity protection. They put even greater pressure on Wiltshire Council to find yet 

more and larger greenfield sites, removing carbon sinks, requiring additional carbon intensive 

infrastructure and locking in more transport emissions for years to come.  

The inflated housing figures also make it harder for Wiltshire Council to meet its 5-year housing land 

supply (which it is already failing to meet under the current Plan), further undermining 

Neighbourhood Plans and allowing speculative planning applications to be granted permission, 

risking adding further emissions through uncontrolled development. They also undermine existing 

Neighbourhood Plans (e.g., the Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan) and the work local communities have 

done to protect natural capital and allocate housing away from environmentally valuable areas such 

as the Avon and Marden valley. 

Simply cutting back on the excessive and ultimately, undeliverable target would immediately result 

in a reduction in emissions and a greater proportion of development on brownfield sites and those 

close to existing infrastructure, closer to existing centres of population. But a much greater 

reduction in the housing target would be needed to make the Plan sustainable and compliant with 

the stated aim of “dramatically reducing the amount of carbon released in Wiltshire.”  Housing 

numbers need to be reduced to a point that allows many more people to live near their place of 
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employment, make fewer journeys by car and preserves existing natural capital and carbon sinks. 

The net result would be fewer roads, fewer bridges and floodplain fly-overs, fewer drainage schemes 

and flood alleviation measures, shorter grid connections, fewer carbon emissions. More green fields 

would be left intact for carbon capture, food production and biodiversity habitats, and there would 

be substantially less transport emissions, currently the biggest source of greenhouse gas emissions 

in the county.  

After reducing the housing targets and locating development more sustainably so as to reduce the 

need for carbon intensive infrastructure and car dependency, the way to “shape places to help 

secure radical cuts in greenhouse gas emissions” through “efficient building design and changes to 

the way we travel” and “actively support and help to drive the delivery of renewable and low-carbon 

energy generation and grid infrastructure” should be through net zero carbon development policies 

and policies that promote investment in renewable energy generation. Net zero development entails 

high energy efficiency standards, with on-building/on-site renewable energy generation to cover 

operational energy consumption during the lifetime of the development, any remaining carbon 

emissions being offset through a renewable energy generation offset scheme (reference the 

Wiltshire Council Climate Emergency Task Group Report (Part 2) on planning).   

Adopted plans such as the London Plan already have such policies in place and many local planning 

authorities (LPAs) are including them in their emerging Local Plans, in anticipation of the inevitable 

changes to the planning system to bring it in line with the Climate Change Act and national carbon 

reduction targets (net zero by 2050 and a 68% reduction on a 1990 baseline by 2030). Planning 

legislation already allows for such policies and the Government has reiterated that the soon to be 

introduced Future Homes standard on energy efficient buildings will be a floor not a ceiling as far as 

Council’s ambitions to achieve net zero development are concerned. In other words, nothing is 

preventing LPAs from setting net zero development policies. The excuse that viability wouldn’t allow 

this carries little weight, given that viability needs to be assessed at the site allocation stage and 

developers will be clear about the costs of developing particular sites at a sufficiently early stage. 

Given that such policies will eventually be the norm across all LPAs, costs will in any case rapidly 

reduce as carbon neutral development becomes the norm, as it will have to be.  

In order to further reduce emissions and environmental damage, a sustainable construction policy 

should also be introduced to ensure embedded emissions, and those resulting from transport and 

operations during construction are minimised, and high sustainability standards achieved. Both net 

zero development and sustainable construction policies are already being included in some 

emerging Neighbourhood Plans, including Chippenham’s, which seem to be further advanced than 

Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan in this respect.  

The papers also acknowledges that the Local Plan should “actively support and help to drive the 

delivery of renewable and low-carbon energy generation” yet in the Spatial Strategy proposes to lay 

concrete and tarmac over Wiltshire Council’s (i.e., publicly owned) farms and County farms, wasting 

a prime opportunity to contribute towards this stated objective. Not only would renewable energy 

generation actually help the Council and Wiltshire’s residents, cut carbon (as oppose to increasing 

emissions as currently proposed) but, being a temporary land use, it would preserve valuable carbon 

sinks, natural capital and high-quality agricultural land, which this Plan has designated for 

destruction.  For example, studies have already been submitted and presented to the Climate 

Emergency Task Group that demonstrate the viability of ground mounted solar energy generation 
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(solar farms) on the Wiltshire Council farms to the East and South of Chippenham (destined to be 

sold to developers under the current version of the proposed Plan). 

Finally, the approach to biodiversity is based on a fundamental misunderstanding that natural 

habitat destruction can be compensated by marginal improvements to nature elsewhere.  The 

question misses the point completely in that successfully enhancing natural capital requires it isn’t 

destroyed in the first place. Hence the need to avoid building on valuable habitats and carbon sinks, 

such as the land to the East of Chippenham. High quality pasture land and river valleys are finite and 

irreplaceable, and need to be protected and enhanced in their current state.  

In describing biodiversity offsetting and net gain as “licence to trash nature,” environmental charity 

Friends of the Earth point out that nature is declining in the UK, natural ecosystems are under stress 

and many parts of the UK are becoming biodiversity deserts. Their view is that biodiversity net gain 

should be a last resort, used only when every avenue to avoid environmental harm has been 

exhausted. Their view is supported by a 2014 Australian Senate enquiry into offsetting in which it 

was reported that after a decade of offsetting there was no evidence that it has worked in practice 

and there were studies actually showed the opposite. In 2017 a review of 10 years of offsetting in 

New South Wales found that it would take over 140 years for the promised net gain in nature to be 

provided. 

As Friends of the Earth point out, there is no substitute for proper nature conservation, which is 

proven to work and to be good value for money. Scientific evidence demonstrates that it is not 

feasible in most circumstances to destroy biodiversity in one area and reinstate in another.  Whilst 

there is an urgent need is to improve protection of nature and biodiversity in the planning system, 

we cannot expect market-based offsetting and biodiversity net gain to achieve it.  

In terms of habitat destruction and biodiversity loss, no material consideration seems to have been 

given to the natural capital/biodiversity impacts of developing sites 1 and 2, and there is only one 

questions that refers to this in the Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain section. Questions asked 

of Wiltshire Council officers in the 

consultation webinars and at the 

Chippenham Area Board indicate 

that these impacts have not been 

considered in any depth and that this 

would be done at a later stage (by 

which time is will be harder to take 

account of what’s discovered, 

properly consider alternatives and 

progress the kind of radically 

different Plan that is needed).  Given 

the unique nature of the Avon and 

Maren valley and the loss of valuable habitats and biodiversity that would occur if these proposals 

were to go ahead, we have added our comments on habitat destruction and biodiversity loss under 

question B2. 

Woodland east of Chippenham 

https://friendsoftheearth.uk/nature/biodiversity-offsetting-and-net-gain-licence-trash-nature
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A1: Land-use policies need to be evidence based, realistic, viable and achievable. Is it 

reasonable to assume that the Local Plan can deliver outcomes that significantly reverse 

existing carbon emission trends before 2030?  

Yes, it is reasonable to expect the Local Plan to deliver carbon reduction outcomes in line with the 

national net zero target, with sustainable housing numbers in the right locations, backed up by 

polices that require net zero carbon development and sustainable construction and promote 

investment in renewable energy generation. In fact, it is a requirement of planning legislation and 

the NPPF that local plans are aligned with the Climate Change Act and the Government’s net zero 

carbon by 2050, and 68% reduction (on a 1990 emissions baseline) by 2030, national target. This is a 

clear legal duty under Section 19 of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, as amended by 

the 2008 Planning Act, requiring that, taken as whole, Local Plan policy contributes to the mitigation 

of, and adaptation to, climate change. In other words, Wiltshire’s Local Plan not only has to “deliver 

outcomes that significantly reverse existing carbon emission trends before 2030” but needs to (as a 

minimum) align (and demonstrate this alignment) with these national targets.  

In doing so, it will need to plan for genuinely sustainable development that is located so as to 

preserve carbon sinks, avoid climate damaging infrastructure and remove, rather than increase, 

reliance on commuting and private car dependency. It will also need to introduce net zero carbon 

development policies, to ensure there are no emissions and potentially negative emissions, 

associated with all new spatial development, which will have the added benefit of removing the 

need for costly retrofit in years to come. Wiltshire Council would do well to be guided by the letter it 

received from Client Earth in 2019 and the Climate Emergency Task Group’s recommendations 

endorsed by Wiltshire Council’s Environmental Select Committee In January 2021. 

There is plenty of evidence for the viability of Local Plan net zero carbon or ‘carbon neutral’ 

development polices in other Local Authority plans that have adopted or are in the final stages of 

adopting such policies, including in reports such as The Cost of Carbon reduction in New Buildings 

(CSE, 2018). Moreover, determining the viability of Local Plan policies on strategic sites at an early 

stage (as set out in the 2018 revisions to the NPPF) will ensure any cost implications are 

incorporated into early land purchase decisions. Planning Practice Guidance sets out useful sources 

of evidence such as national data on local greenhouse gas emissions and provides sources of 

evidence of how future patterns of spatial development can be designed to maximise carbon 

reduction potential by, for example, reducing the need to travel. 

The requirement to deliver genuinely sustainable development through Local Plans will ramp up 

significantly in coming years and there is already evidence of the need for major infrastructure 

planning decisions to take account of the UK’s legally binding obligations in relation to proposed 

expansion of airports (Heathrow and Bristol) and more recently England’s road network, which has 

been called into question following the revelation of documents showing the transport 

secretary, Grant Shapps, overrode official advice to review Government policy on environmental 

grounds. The signs are that the Government is beginning to prepare to put its policy and public 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-becomes-first-major-economy-to-pass-net-zero-emissions-law
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-becomes-first-major-economy-to-pass-net-zero-emissions-law
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-carbon-budget/
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/29/section/182
https://2912b012-09d1-4857-9589-b6408ce7e8c6.filesusr.com/ugd/7bda60_9d6e814288bb4f1a8b7d671e412b6421.pdf
https://2912b012-09d1-4857-9589-b6408ce7e8c6.filesusr.com/ugd/7bda60_9d6e814288bb4f1a8b7d671e412b6421.pdf
https://facebook.us4.list-manage.com/track/click?u=c8584d0144b13778a4daf8eee&id=495d05d2a2&e=a356786927
https://www.cse.org.uk/downloads/file/cost-of-carbon-reduction-in-new-buildings.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/grant-shapps
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spending proposals through a net zero filter, which is exactly what Wiltshire Council needs to do in 

relation to the Local Plan.  

With regards, urban regeneration and the development of brownfield sites; the NPPF states that 

“planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for 

homes and other uses,” and that “strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for 

accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as possible of 

previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land.” Also that strategic policies should “give substantial 

weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and other 

identified needs, and support appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, 

contaminated or unstable land,” and “promote and support the development of under-utilised land 

and buildings, especially if this would help to meet identified needs for housing where land supply is 

constrained and available sites could be used more effectively (for example converting space above 

shops...)”  

This aspect of the NPPF and the contribution that brownfield land could make to housing numbers 

seems to have been completely overlooked in these proposals, being regarded as low priority and 

“windfall”.  The fact is that significant numbers of dwellings are possible within existing parts of 

Chippenham, which could reduce the need for damaging greenfield development and would deliver 

affordable apartments, without damaging the environment, without the need for cars, and with the 

added bonus of helping keep the town centre alive.   

With regards other aspects of land use; no attempt seems to have been made to assess the value of 

existing farms, their contributions to public benefit or their future potential in the Plan period. This 

serious shortcoming is embedded in the construction and application of the site selection criteria.  

For the ‘preferred sites’ for Chippenham, for example, the Interim Sustainability Appraisal (Section 

5.2.5) simply comments that “given the significant size of this site, there will be a significant loss of 

greenfield, agricultural land of medium quality,” ignoring the fact that there is a significant amount 

of Grade 2 and 3A (the Best and Most Versatile) land. Similarly, there is no consideration of farmland 

(or its use for local food production, tree planting or renewable energy generation) as an alternative 

or any value placed on the loss of such. Neither is its value considered in terms minimising 

vulnerability to surface water flooding or locally valued landscapes, or in relation to the landscape 

aim to “conserve and enhance the character and quality of rural and urban landscapes, maintaining 

and strengthening local distinctiveness and sense of place” and “minimise the impact on locally 

valued landscapes”.  

Well managed farmland with community connections also has the capacity to contribute positively 

to achieving carbon reduction targets as well as “healthy and inclusive communities,” but this seems 

to be neither recognised nor evaluated. The lack of attention to the current and future benefits of 

farming and the costs of its loss is further exemplified in the Empowering Rural Communities 

document, in which the words “farm” and “farming” are completely absent. This lack of attention to 

the value and negative impact of potential farmland loss is a serious weakness in the land use 

policies which underpin the site selection process and conclusions. Moreover, this is contrary to the 
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expectations of para 170 of the NPPF which states that “Planning policies and decisions should 

contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by…(b) recognising the intrinsic 

character and beauty of the countryside and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem 

services including the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land, 

and of trees and woodland.” 

All of the above underlines the unspecified (and hence unaccountable) balance of qualitative 

judgements and evidence contained within the Interim Sustainability Appraisal, which is seriously 

deficient, yet used to as a justification of the site selections put forward in the Spatial Strategy. 

A2: What practical and achievable steps should the Local Plan take to significantly reduce 

carbon emissions by 2030?  

Despite warm words in its climate change paper, and its Climate Emergency declaration in which the 

Council commits to seek to decarbonise the county, Wiltshire Council’s current Local Plan proposals 

would substantially increase the county’s carbon emissions and lock in emissions for years to come 

(i.e. precisely the opposite).  To deliver outcomes that significantly reverse existing carbon emission 

trends, the planners need to radically change their approach to reduce car dependency and ensure 

future development does not increase, and ultimately reduces, carbon emissions (e.g., through 

renewable energy generation and carbon sequestration).  

For Chippenham, this would mean a local employment led plan that radically reduces the need for 

additional commuting. It would mean abandoning a strategy for unsustainable growth that simply 

attracts relocation from along the M4 corridor, with its associated dependency on commuting. It 

would mean housing numbers that genuinely meet local needs, and not exceeding Chippenham’s 

current growth (based on in-migration) of 250-300 people per annum (as measured by the ONS), 

which equates to 2,500 houses (at most) for the Plan period.  And it would mean maximising 

regeneration and brownfield development (and including this in the housing numbers).   

A plan with these lower housing numbers and brownfield development focus, would not require an 

extensive distributer road with extended river crossings (up to 0.5km long each) across a flood plain, 

and bridges over the Wilts-Berks canal, all of which would have a massive associated carbon 

footprint. Neither would there be the need for extensive destruction of land that acts as a carbon 

sink, which would release huge quantities of carbon and remove the potential to capture carbon in 

future. Nor would the Plan embed vast quantities of emissions for years to come as a result of the 

commuting that will inevitably result, as has happened with previous urban expansion of the town, 

causing the current level of congestion and tailpipe emissions.  

Appropriate and sustainable housing numbers supported by investment in attracting suitable 

employers, bringing skilled jobs into the area, would go a long way towards reducing commuting and 

private car dependency. More innovative approaches to public transport, including rail (e.g., new 

stations at Devizes, Corsham and potentially Hullavington) could help reduce the need for remaining 

necessary longer journeys by road. Genuinely sustainable transport policies, promoting investment 

in active travel and electric vehicle charging infrastructure, would help reduce emissions from 

https://cms.wiltshire.gov.uk/documents/g11678/Public%20minutes%20Tuesday%2026-Feb-2019%2010.30%20Council.pdf?T=11
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shorter journeys in and around the local area.  Net zero carbon development policies, and related 

policies to promote local renewable energy generation, of the type being put forward by the 

Chippenham Neighbourhood Pan, would mean no additional emissions for the development itself.  

The Local Plan should also seek to maximise the value of existing farmland in terms of carbon 

capture, particularly its own farms where it has direct influence over the land and the way in which it 

is managed.  It should plan for a future which encourages progressive agroecological and 

regenerative methods that promote carbon sequestration and storage 

https://www.agricology.co.uk/farming-themes/agroecological-approaches/biodynamic-farming and 

learn from the example of leading agro-ecological farms such as the one in nearby Yatesbury, only 

12 miles from Chippenham https://yatesbury.webs.com/ .  

A3: How should these actions be delivered and measured?  

They should be delivered through local employment-led development and net zero carbon 

development/sustainable construction/renewable energy promotion/sustainable transport policies 

such as the ones highlighted above and recommended by the Climate Emergency Task Group. These 

should be measured in terms of their net carbon emissions over time and adjusted accordingly in 

line with Government’s and Wiltshire Council’s carbon reduction targets.  

The Local Plan itself should establish its carbon reduction potential and targets for net zero carbon 

development (as recommended by Client Earth), including preventing emissions being generated as 

a result of: 

• destruction of natural capital and removal of carbon sinks; 

• construction of carbon intensive infrastructure (including embedded emissions in materials 

such as concrete and asphalt); 

• additional transport mileage as a result of car dependency and commuting; 

• operational emissions resulting from new housing and business/industrial premises; 

and avoiding emissions as a result of: 

• local employment led development; 

• highest possible standards of building insulation (for domestic and commercial); 

• integrated and stand-alone renewable energy generation;  

• innovative and progressive farming methods; 

• investment in infrastructure to support active travel (for short journeys) and public 

transport; 

• investment in infrastructure to support the transition to ultra-low emission vehicles.  

The carbon emissions associated with proposed housing numbers in proposed locations should be 

calculated up front so as to properly inform the Plan and allow for the proper comparison of 

potential sites at the outset. No sites should be designated as ‘preferred’ until such time as the 

climate change implications (including estimated net carbon emissions) have been calculated.  

https://www.agricology.co.uk/farming-themes/agroecological-approaches/biodynamic-farming
https://yatesbury.webs.com/
https://facebook.us4.list-manage.com/track/click?u=c8584d0144b13778a4daf8eee&id=495d05d2a2&e=a356786927
https://2912b012-09d1-4857-9589-b6408ce7e8c6.filesusr.com/ugd/7bda60_9d6e814288bb4f1a8b7d671e412b6421.pdf
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The farms in Site 1 (and elsewhere) should be retained and measured in terms of their net carbon 

emissions over time and policies adjusted accordingly in line with national and Wiltshire carbon 

reduction targets.  

A means of monitoring the implementation of the Plan policies that drive the carbon reduction 

should be established alongside the Plan.  

B1: If we are to successfully tackle flood risk and promote sustainable water management, 

would the measures set out above go far enough?  

The measures do not go far enough. As stated in the LPR Interim Sustainability Appraisal report, 

flood risk will be exacerbated by climate change and whilst flood risk may be mitigatable for some 

sites, building on these sites can increase the risk elsewhere. It is therefore better to avoid building 

on low-lying land adjacent to existing flood plains (e.g., to the East of Chippenham) in order to 

reduce the risk of future downstream flooding (e.g., of Chippenham and other communities such as 

Melksham, Bradford-on-Avon and Bath).  

In addition, the UK Climate Impact Projections have revealed that climate change impacts are 

manifesting more rapidly than anticipated, and areas adjacent to current undevelopable flood zones, 

could well become part of those zones in future. It would be unwise to rely on expensive Sustainable 

Urban Drainage scheme (SUDS) solutions to mitigate flood risk that is avoidable in the first place.  In 

addition to the substantial cost and space requirement, claims that all new development would 

include SUDS to achieve a ‘greenfield runoff rate plus 20%’ seem unrealistically optimistic, and lack 

evidence. 20% may also turn out to be an insufficient margin to compensate for future climate 

change scenarios and the likely more intensive rainfall events that are the cause of rapid river level 

rises and associated downstream flooding. 

From a sustainable water management perspective, Site 1 is in a Groundwater Source Protection 

Zone (i.e., a zone in which there is a risk of water source contamination), which brings into question 

the wisdom of have extensive housing development, employment sites and road in terms of 

polluting groundwater used for potable water supply. 

Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 2 criteria 3 
This site is entirely covered by Source Protection Zone 2c, which is an extension to the Outer 

Protection Zone. Therefore, it does not require an assessment as to whether it poses an 

unacceptable risk to the source of supply. Some zones are extended because activities below the 

surface, such as deep drilling, could create pathways for pollutants to enter the groundwater. Zone 2 

is defined by the 400-day travel time from pollutant to source. The 400-day travel time is based 

loosely on consideration of the minimum time required to provide delay, dilution and attenuation of 

slowly degrading pollutants. The site is not covered by Drinking Water Protected Areas or Drinking 

Water Safeguard Zones. In line with the provisions of local planning policy and the Water Framework 

Directive, the development of this site will need to make suitable provision to protect and, where 

appropriate, improve local surface, ground and potable drinking water quality – this includes 
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ensuring that enough buffer zones are located adjacent to watercourses and ensuring that runoff 

does not enter these watercourses. 

Consideration should be given to the inclusion of Sustainable Drainage Systems to control the risk of 

surface water flooding from impermeable surfaces. As this site covers a Source Protection Zone, the 

extent to which Sustainable Drainage systems can be used, may be affected. 

B2: If we are to successfully enhance our natural capital through place shaping and 

nature-based solutions, would the measures set out above go far enough?  

The question is based on a false premise, since natural capital would not be enhanced by any of the 

proposed development, and would be spectacularly damaged by siting development to the East of 

Chippenham in the Avon and Marden valley. Any measures to incorporate ‘nature’ within the 

proposed urban conurbations would be tokenistic relative to the loss of natural capital caused. 

It is also far from clear what Wiltshire Council’s Blue and Green Infrastructure Strategy is, or the 

nature-based solutions mentioned under Policy Theme 2 would actually comprise of, apart from 

statements about benefiting carbon sequestration, air quality improvements, passive cooling, health 

and wellbeing and biodiversity enhancement, which are precisely what the proposed development 

would destroy.  

The question misses the point completely in that successfully enhancing natural capital requires it 

isn’t destroyed in the first place. Hence the need to avoid building on valuable habitats and carbon 

sinks, such as the land to the East of Chippenham. High quality pasture land and river valleys are 

finite and irreplaceable, and need to be protected and enhanced in their current state.  

In terms of how to limit the destruction of natural capital that the spatial strategy would destroy; a 

starting point would be to estimate the value of natural capital that would be lost on the proposed 

sites so as to be transparent about the damage to the climate and environment that would result if 

the current Plan proposals were implemented.  This would support the case for lower numbers of 

houses, less infrastructure intensive development and selection of sites on which the destruction 

can be limited.  

Since there are no questions about biodiversity impacts, comments have been added at the end of 

this section on the impacts on wildlife habitats and protected species that would occur if sites 1 and 

2 were to be developed. 

B3: If we are to successfully plan for a net zero carbon future through sustainable design 

and construction, would the measures set out above go far enough?  

The measures set out do not go far enough. The adoption of policies that require net zero carbon 
development in line with the UKGBC approach, and the promotion of renewable energy generation 

are important and necessary. However, they are necessary but not sufficient and their benefits 

would be wiped out completely by an unsustainable spatial strategy that substantially increased 

emissions by:  
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• release of huge quantities of carbon through the excavation of rich organic soils; 

• removal of existing and future carbon sinks; 

• construction of carbon intensive infrastructure (included embedded emissions in materials 
such as concrete and asphalt); 

• additional transport mileage as a result of new commuter extensions. 

In other words, planning for net zero requires both sustainable housing numbers, a sustainable 
spatial strategy and sustainable (net zero development and renewable energy generation) policies, 
to have any chance of meeting the Government and Wiltshire’s net zero targets. 

B4: Is the move to a position where all new development is rated as zero carbon 

achievable from the date the Local Plan is adopted (i.e., from 2023)? How might this be 

achievable and if not, why not?  

It is possible to have a net zero carbon development policy that would ensure net zero operational 

emissions for all the allocated sites in the Local Plan, as is already the case for some adopted Local 

Plans and other LPAs are doing in their emerging plans. This should be backed up by strong 

sustainable (low carbon) construction and renewable energy generation policies.  These policies will 

not, however, prevent the destruction of carbon sinks or require the lost sequestration is 

compensated. Neither will they prevent the transport emissions that results from poor spatial 

planning and place shaping, the negative effects of which could wipe out the positive effects of such 

policies. 

With regards achieving net zero carbon new development; by undertaking viability assessments on 

strategic sites as part of the revised Plan, as is now required, the viability of proposed development 

will be clear from the outset and developers will price any additional costs into their land purchase. 

Once a clear policy has been set, the additional costs of carbon neutral development will fall rapidly, 

as this becomes the standard method of building and developing sites. Government net zero carbon 

targets require this to happen as soon as possible, given that Core Policy 41 has been abandoned 

and the badly insulted houses being given permission at present will all need to be retrofitted in 

future. 

However, as stated above, a net zero carbon development policy is necessary but not sufficient to 

achieve a carbon neutral or carbon negative Local Plan. Such a Plan also requires that development 

is only allowed in locations that do not significantly undermine the Government’s (and Wiltshire 

Council’s) carbon reduction (net zero) targets. Hence, the spatial strategy itself needs to be net 

carbon neutral, focused on providing housing where there is employment (to be ‘employment led’), 

avoiding the destruction of natural capital and carbon sinks, avoiding climate damaging 

infrastructure (and locations that require this) and removing rather than increasing dependency on 

private cars to get around.   

The current proposals would unnecessarily destroy natural capital/carbon sinks and increase 

transport emissions through commuting, whilst bearing no relation to local employment or local 
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housing need, which would be better achieved through urban regeneration/brownfield sites. The 

latter would provide affordable housing (e.g., apartments), reduce the need for cars and help 

rejuvenate the town centres of principle settlements and large market towns that are in danger of 

being doughnutted (i.e., having suburbs supported by in-migration and out-commuting, that are 

disconnected from town centres, with separate shops and services, leading to further deterioration 

of town centres, vacant shops, and unused town centre facilities).  

B5: Would a move to support the delivery of zero carbon new development materially 

affect scheme viability?  

Determining the viability of Local Plan policies on strategic sites at an early stage (as set out in the 

2018 revisions to the NPPF) will ensure any cost implications are incorporated into early land 

purchase decisions. There is considerable evidence for the viability net zero carbon development 

polices in Local Plans (please refer to the Centre for Sustainable Energy for examples and 

background papers). The need for net zero carbon development is set to increase in future, as the 

Government requires planning decisions to prioritise climate change considerations. Viability will 

become a secondary issue as policy and legislative requirements ramp up. Once net zero carbon 

development policies become more mainstream, additional cost will no longer be material.  

Wiltshire Council needs to worry less about viability, accept the inevitable changes that are coming 

and focus on: 

• developing a carbon neutral spatial strategy; 

• putting a robust net zero carbon development policy in place; 

• actively promoting renewable energy development, including on its own farms (and using 

these for food production/tree planting and renewable energy generation rather than selling 

for short term financial gain); 
• putting policies in place to promote the transition to ultra-low emission vehicles (waking up to 

the fact that electric vehicles as will be the norm by the end of the Plan period).  

B6: In terms of performance standards for new buildings, what method(s) should the 

Council aim to implement?  

The improvement in Part L of the Building Regulations being introduced as part of the Future Homes 

Standard is necessary but not sufficient in achieving net zero carbon development. The Government 

has indicated that it will not restrict local authorities from exceeding this standard, which several 

leading local authorities are already doing through their local plan policies.  

In addition to decarbonising its spatial strategy, the Council needs to put in place a policy that 

requires all development be net zero-carbon, in line with the UK Green Building Council’s Net Zero 

Carbon Buildings Framework Definition. This would require all development to achieve an annual 

operational net zero carbon emissions balance by: 

• prioritising energy efficiency through the building fabric; 

• reducing the remaining energy demand through on-site renewable energy and heat (e.g., 

rooftop solar PV and/or air or ground source heat pumps); and 

https://www.cse.org.uk/
https://www.ukgbc.org/ukgbc-work/net-zero-carbon-buildings-a-framework-definition/
https://www.ukgbc.org/ukgbc-work/net-zero-carbon-buildings-a-framework-definition/
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• compensating for the residual carbon emissions via a carbon offset fund, into which developers 

are required to pay a value agreed at the application stage, to deliver carbon savings which 

would not otherwise have been made (ensuring additionality). 

The Building Research Establishment’s  BREEAM offers a range of sustainability assessment methods 

and standards for master planning projects, infrastructure and buildings from new 

construction to in-use and refurbishment, which can be used in guidance to supplement an 

overarching net zero development policy in relation to individual (particularly commercial) buildings. 

B7: How should the Council support the retrofitting and modernisation of existing 

buildings to achieve higher performance and reduce carbon emissions?  

This could be done via a policy to support the retrofit of insulation (including double glazing) and 

renewable energy generation devices (e.g., solar panels and ground source heat pumps) in 

conservation areas and listed buildings, subject to other relevant local planning requirements, 

although this would make a small difference in terms of overall impact. It is unclear what the Local 

Plan could do, if anything, to promote the retrofit of existing buildings, which needs to be a priority 

for Wiltshire Council to address, and would make a substantial difference in terms of reducing 

carbon emissions. 

 B8: If we are to make headway in terms of decarbonising energy production, consumption 

and emissions, would the measures outlined above go far enough? If not, what are we 

missing and how would additional measures be delivered?  

The key element that is missing (in so far as it isn’t even raised or has any questions on) is the 

overarching proposed housing numbers and spatial strategy. Other Local Plan policies could be 

regarded as sticking plasters for a strategy that imposes an out-dated model of in-migration, car 

dependency and the destruction of natural capital, carbon sinks and productive farm land, all of 

which are critical to reaching net zero and preventing devastating climate change. It has already 

been established that the proposed excessive housing numbers bear no relation to local housing 

need or can be supported by local employment, which would allow people to not to have to 

commute. In other words, the entire Plan is based on an unsustainable approach that sets itself up 

to fail in terms of carbon reduction and the Government’s and Wiltshire’s net zero targets.  

The question that needs to be asked of Wiltshire Council (rather than Wiltshire Council asking of its 

residents) is “How will this proposed Plan cut carbon emissions in line with the national targets, as it 

is required to do under planning legislation that refers to LPAs obligations under the Climate Change 

Act?” (i.e., at least 68% reduction on a 1990 baseline by 2030). This does not seem to even feature in 

the preparation of this Plan yet is the fundamental question it should be addressing. The 

consultation documents have not even produced any estimate of the carbon implications of the 

Plan, let alone calculated how the housing numbers proposed and spatial strategy being promoted 

would contribute to reducing overall emissions.  

https://www.cse.org.uk/downloads/reports-and-publications/policy/planning/west-of-england-carbon-reduction-requirement-study-carbon-offsetting-april-2019.pdf
https://www.breeam.com/
https://breeam.com/discover/technical-standards/communities/
https://breeam.com/discover/technical-standards/infrastructure/
https://www.breeam.com/discover/technical-standards/
https://breeam.com/discover/technical-standards/newconstruction/
https://breeam.com/discover/technical-standards/newconstruction/
https://breeam.com/discover/technical-standards/breeam-in-use/
https://breeam.com/discover/technical-standards/refurbishment-and-fit-out/
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Once the Plan has begun to address the fundamental issues above, it almost goes without saying 

that its Local Plan policies need to ensure emissions from any development that takes place are 

neutral or negative. 

Planning policies should require that: 

• All development (housing and commercial) is obliged to meet net zero carbon standards in 

line with the UKGBC approach (i.e., energy efficiency, on-site renewable energy and heat 

generation and carbon offset through off-site renewable energy generation for any 

remaining operational emissions) as soon as possible;  

• Promote renewable energy generation, such as solar and wind on suitable sites, identifying 

Wiltshire Council land (including sites within farms/County Farms) to contribute (e.g., 

through Local Plan Development Orders) and working closely with Neighbourhood Plans in 

identifying other locally preferred, suitable sites;  

• Sustainable (low carbon) construction, including embedded carbon in materials such as 

concrete, aggregates, plasterboard and tarmac, procurement of products and services 

involved in construction and the transport and on-site activities associated with the 

construction itself; 

• Planning policies should stop any further installation of natural gas for heating and cooking 

ahead of it being completely phased out in new homes from 2025 and support the transition 

to renewable heat such as air and ground source heat pumps; 

• require the installation of EV charging infrastructure in anticipation of the cessation of petrol 

and diesel vehicle sales from 2032 and the transition to EVs over the course of the Plan 

period; 

• set water efficiency standards to help reduce emissions from energy used in pumping. 

The carbon emissions associated with the emerging Spatial Strategy should be calculated in advance, 

including the emissions associated with different site options, to enable a transparent planning 

process and informed decisions to be made about housing numbers and potential development site 

locations.  

B9: Should the Council set out policies that favour particular technologies, or should it 

encourage all technologies to provide green energy in Wiltshire?  

It should allow for all technologies but take account of their effectiveness, efficiency and any 

potential environmental and social impacts. This would allow for future innovation and adaptable 

approaches, which could help a faster transition to net zero. Working with communities, including 

for example community energy organisations, will be an important aspect, helping to ensure 

renewable energy generation is suitably located and recycling benefits directly back into the local 

economy/community. 

B10: Should the Local Plan set targets for the production and use of renewable energy? If 

so, what might they be and how would they be measured?  

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/jul/22/ban-new-gas-boilers-uk-net-zero-target-cbi-climate-goals-heating
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/feb/12/uk-ban-sale-petrol-diesel-cars-shapps-transport
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/feb/12/uk-ban-sale-petrol-diesel-cars-shapps-transport
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Yes. Local Authorities have a key role in ensuring the UK meets its climate change targets.  Section 

18(1A) of the updated NPPF requires the planning system supports the transition to a low carbon 

economy and in particular “should help shape places that contribute to radical reductions in 

greenhouse gas emissions” and that “Plans should take a proactive approach to mitigating and 

adapting to Climate Change… in line with the objectives of the Climate Change Act.”   

The Local Plan should therefore set a net zero target based on an assessment of its carbon reduction 

potential and develop policies consistent with this target. The generation of renewable energy will 

be critical in achieving this target, alongside a genuinely sustainable Spatial Strategy and carbon 

neutral development policies. Separate interim targets could be set for the generation of renewable 

energy during the Plan period, consistent with the overall net zero target.  

These would need to be ambitious and regularly reviewed, since early investment/front end loading 

will be critical given the amount of time it takes to develop proposals and the planning application 

process. In other words, the net zero target will be much more achievable if emissions reductions 

begin early and the large-scale investments needed are delivered in the early part of the Plan period. 

Measuring progress will also be important and will require a baseline and means of updating. This 

should be relatively easy in relation to any significant ‘ground mounted’ renewable energy 

generation sites. Whilst more challenging to keep track of domestic and commercial renewable 

energy and heat generation, there are an increasing number of more sophisticated tools that can be 

used, such as the community-scale carbon footprint tool developed by the Centre for Sustainable 

Energy and Exeter University. 

B11: What steps should be taken to retrofit existing buildings with ultralow or zero carbon 

forms of energy production? In particular, how could such technology be incorporated into 

buildings within sensitive locations such as Conservation Areas and/or Listed Buildings?  

Existing policy already allows for retrofitting and adapting existing buildings to accommodate ultra-

low carbon or zero carbon forms of energy generation. This includes in conservation areas and listed 

buildings, providing they are sympathetic to their setting and significance but enhancements could 

be made to the latter. The main imperative for Wiltshire Council is to promote retrofit of existing 

buildings throughout the county, which is beyond the scope of the Local Plan to influence as far as 

we are aware. The Local Plan priority should be on sustainable housing numbers in sustainable 

locations that don’t destroy carbon sinks and promote commuting, backed up with net zero carbon 

development, sustainable construction and renewable energy policies, including LDOs for suitable 

Wiltshire Council farms, such as the ones in Chippenham. 

B12: If we are to tackle issues associated with air quality would the measures set out 

above go far enough and be effective in improving air quality in Wiltshire? If not, what 

measures are we missing and how should they be framed in land-use planning policy?  

https://www.cse.org.uk/news/view/2583
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The paper states that “the Council considers that increasing the level of self-containment within 

Wiltshire’s settlements offers the best solution for tackling unsustainable, carbon-based travel 

patterns.” It further states that “to achieve this goal, the Local Plan will likely need to set out policies 

for reducing travel and the use of private carbon fuelled vehicles.”  Despite this, its spatial strategy 

promotes large urban commuter extensions, requiring climate damaging infrastructure and locking 

in tailpipe emissions and pollution, as a result of increased commuting and localised travel for many 

years to come.  

A more organic growth/local employment-led development approach, with supporting policies, 

would prevent large scale commuting and associated air pollution. Sustainable (active and battery 

enhanced) travel options within sites would reduce the need to use cars for local journeys. 

Employment development should promote high skilled jobs in order to minimise out-commuting and 

allow people to live near their place of work, thus reducing air pollution associated with a daily 

commute. This is particularly acute in towns like Chippenham and Melksham where thousands if 

vehicles drive through all parts of the town to the A350 and up to the M4 and onwards to their 

places of employment, contributing substantially to air pollution at peak periods, which also coincide 

with children walking to school and breathing in the NOx gases and particulates.  

The currently proposed excessive housing numbers and spatial strategy would simply add to this air 

pollution and damage to young people’s health, as well as creating even more air pollution in town 

centres, as a result of all the additional vehicles associated with the urban extensions. Taking 

Chippenham as an example, the 7,500+ houses and associated suburbs to be built in open 

countryside, resulting from the HIF funded road bid dictating the spatial strategy, would generate 

potentially 15,000 more cars and vans, the vast majority of which would drive into Chippenham or 

Calne to access shops and services, creating even more air pollution and the need for Air Quality 

Management Areas (AQMAs) in both settlements. We already see this pattern in the most recently 

built estates at Cepen Park North and Cepen Park South, with no reliable regular bus services to offer 

any alternative, and few people cycling into town. The air pollution caused would run counter to 

Wiltshire Council’s own Air Quality Strategy and hugely undermine all the efforts taken to improve 

air quality thus far.    

Policies to control the use of wood burning stoves/heating in densely built-up areas are needed 

reduce non-vehicular air pollution, which seems to be a growing problem in residential areas in 

Wiltshire, affecting young people’s heath and future disease (asthma, lung and heart related) 

exacerbation in particular. This sort of air pollution would be made worse by the proposed 

development on sites 1 and 2. 

If Wiltshire Council is serious about addressing air quality, it needs to completely reassess its 

approach to housing expansion and come up with a Plan that reduces tailpipe emissions (and tyre 

and brake pad pollution) not increases them. The Council also needs to include a comprehensive 

strategy for cycling, walking and public transport to mitigate existing air quality issues and mitigate 

remaining additional air pollution that would result. 
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B13: What practical policy steps should the Local Plan take to significantly increase modal 

shift to public and active transport, and speed up the transition to greener fuelled 

vehicles?  

An employment led spatial strategy would significantly reduce the amount of commuting and 

dependency on private cars. Policies that promote (preferably ultra-low carbon) public transport and 

active/battery enhanced active travel will then reduce the need for local car travel/dependency. This 

will require policies that create dedicated, fast and safe cycle routes of the type common in other 

European counties, and a few parts of the UK. Policies should also promote integrated public 

transport that improves reliability and increases usage, and further reduces car dependency.  

Policies also need to promote the installation of on-street EV charging infrastructure to enable 

people who don’t have off street parking to charge their EVs.  

B14: The electricity grid system may not be able to cope with a rapid take-up of electric 

vehicles and the charging infrastructure needed to power them? What measures should 

the Council explore with Distribution Network Operators/Distribution Service Operators to 

resolve this?  

More local renewable energy generation and policies which support this will help overcome this 

challenge. Wiltshire should be more proactive in terms of working out how the distributor grid 

should work effectively. Distribution Network Operators (currently transitioning to being Distribution 

System Operators, with wider responsibilities for the distributed grid) are keen to work with Local 

Authorities in developing their local networks to meet a net zero carbon future. Government money 

is available for investing in this grid infrastructure and Wiltshire Council needs to work with the 

DNOs/DSOs to ensure Wiltshire gets the grid investment needed to achieve net zero for our county. 

The main focus should be on upgrading grid capacity and infrastructure in the right places to enable 

renewable energy generation, EV charging and any other investments needed to help deliver net 

zero via the electricity distribution network.   

B15: If all new development is to be future proof and promote zero carbon living in energy 

production and consumption terms, what impact would this have on the design and 

viability of schemes?  

Much of this has already been covered (e.g., see comments on viability above). Wiltshire Council 

needs to a develop a Plan for the 21st Century and stop resisting taking the necessary measures. The 

way forward is to: 

At a strategic spatial planning level: 

• Reduce housing numbers to a sustainable level that will allow net zero emissions to be 

achieved; 

• Develop a genuinely sustainable spatial strategy that does not promote and is not 

dependent on commuting; 
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• Reduce housing numbers to allow for more organic growth that will not cause the 

substantial harm associated with the current proposed strategy; 

• Take an employment led approach (not a housing led one that works against achieving net 

zero targets); 

• Measure the carbon emissions associated with the proposed spatial strategy options and 

prioritise minimising current and future emissions; 

• Develop a framework for aligning the Local Plan with the Government’s and Wiltshire’s 

carbon reduction targets; 

• Place proper value on natural capital and account for it in the Plan; and  

At a policy development level: 

• Develop and implement net zero carbon development policies and low carbon, sustainable 

construction policies; 

• Develop and implement supportive renewable energy development policies, including 

policies that identify and enable renewable energy generation within council farms; 

• Develop and implement supportive EV infrastructure policies; 

• Work closely with the DNO/DSO in developing the necessary distributed grid to enable net 

zero to be reached as quickly as possible; 

• Develop and implement supportive integrated pubic transport and active/battery assisted 

travel infrastructure development policies to discourage car use for short journeys.  

The current proposals work in the opposite direction, particularly in terms the higher-level strategy, 

which seem to be driven by road building and a focus on commuter housing. With forward thinking 

policies of the type described above, design will take care of itself (the skills, knowledge and 

technology are already out there) and viability 

will quickly catch up. The key message is to be 

clear about the overarching objectives (net 

zero) and get the fundamentals right (i.e., do 

not plan for unnecessary, unsustainable and 

potentially undeliverable numbers of houses 

in order to create large commuter extensions 

that lock in transport emissions, destroy 

valuable farmland/wildlife habitats/carbon 

sinks, and take a lead from other LPAs on 

introducing net zero carbon development and 

effective renewable energy policies). The rest will follow. 

Ecological and biodiversity impacts 

i. Great Crested Newts 

Development of sites 1 and 2 would impact a population of great crested newts, the main areas of 

concern being: 

Bees are critical for pollination of food crops 
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Habitat Availability - a search of ordinance survey maps encompassing the widest proposed route 

through to the built environment of Chippenham was undertaken to take account of each of the 

proposed route and surrounding development. In this search area there are a total of 24 recorded 

ponds each of which have the potential to provide opportunities for breeding great crested newts. 

These ponds are largely clustered at the east of the search area where there are three confirmed 

records of great crested newts. The distribution of these ponds in addition to the confirmed 

populations in the immediate vicinity gives rise to the serious risk of directly harming newts and/or 

degrading their habitat quality in contravention of The Conservation of Habitats and Species 

(amended) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019. All three of the proposed routes are close enough to the 

identified ponds to have potential impacts on newts should they be present. Insufficient data exists 

to conclude no impacts in this respect. To the west of this search area, an EPS Licence for great 

crested newts has been granted, indicating that a further or continued extant metapopulation is 

present at the western extent of the proposed road, further highlighting the risk to this species. 

On top of the main search area an additional 2km in all directions was searched. This returned a 

further 76 ponds. The presence of these ponds and abundance of surrounding greenspace indicates 

wider suitability for this protected species in and around Chippenham. Confirmed records of great 

crested newts additionally exist to the south, south west and south east outside of the search area. 

In short, the proposed development and associated roads would cause direct habitat loss and 

habitat degradation for this species in the long term, with short term impacts including disturbance, 

injury and death during works in the construction phase. 

Habitat Connectivity and Quality - Great crested newts disperse over land to travel between 

breeding ponds of the wider metapopulation. This requires connected habitats to allow safe and 

successful dispersal. In its current state the search area and surrounding habitats are well connected 

via grasslands, hedgerows, and woodlands. This allows free movement of individuals between ponds 

in existing populations. 

By developing a significant road and housing development where newts are present, a new and 

potentially harmful barrier to dispersal is introduced into the environment. Mortality of amphibians 

associated with large infrastructure is widely documented, including fast- and slow-moving roads 

alike, such as those proposed around Chippenham. Records of great crested newts are present to 

both the north and south of each of the proposed road routes, therefore each route presents a 

significant barrier to dispersal between northern and southern sub-populations, essentially isolating 

the northern subpopulation of great crested newts by encircling them in a limited expanse of 

greenspace. This, in combination with the proposed increase in residential developments (direct 

habitat loss and short-term harm) will put substantial and significant strain on a protected species by 

limiting gene flow through the population, reducing breeding success and reducing quality of and 

availability of foraging and breeding habitats. 

In addition to the above the remaining ponds to the north of the road will likely be subjected to 

degradation in quality through polluted road and surface water run-off. An increase in nitrogen 

content would also be anticipated (i.e., reduction in water quality) due to increased human activity 
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in the area due to the increase in residential developments, and reduced availability of permeable 

ground. These factors combined have significant potential to alter the character of the ponds, 

including flora and fauna associated with them. This will reduce the potential value of the ponds by 

influencing the existing faunal and floral communities and subsequently reduces the breeding 

success of newts. This could ultimately result in the local extinction of great crested newts to the 

north of the proposed roads. 

Translocation – whilst a translocation of great crested newts is offered as an option to mitigate for 

the harm expected from one of the road routes (though in reality would be required regardless 

which route was adopted), it should be stressed that a translocation has the potential to spread 

diseases and pervasive plants associated with pond life e.g., chytridiomycosis, duck weed, Elodia sp. 

Etc. and should only be used as a last resort, even if practically possible in these circumstances. 

Significantly more information is required to assess the actual impact the development proposals 

would have on great crested newts. A population assessment should be undertaken to determine 

the anticipated impacts associated with all three routes. It is naïve and negligent to assume absence 

of newts in either case when there is significant potential for harm associated with these proposals. 

ii. Bats 

Of particular concern regarding these proposals is the potential they have to impact common and 

rare bat species, to which no consideration has been given. All species of bat are protected under 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species (amendment) (EU exit) Regulations 2019, which provides 

protected status to the bats themselves, their roosting sites and their foraging and commuting 

habitats.  

Foraging Habitat - the western extent of the proposed road sits between 4-5km to the east of Bath 

and Bradford upon Avon Special Area of Conservation (SAC) which has direct habitat connectivity to 

Chippenham via a network of hedgerows, woodlands and a vegetated railway line. This SAC is a 

statutory designated site identified as being of international importance for bats. It is known to 

support up to 15% of the UK population of greater horseshoe bats during the swarming and 

hibernation seasons, with other rare species recorded including Bechstein’s bats, lesser horseshoe 

bats and barbastelle. At least one maternity roost of greater horseshoe bat is known to be present 

withing the SAC with more likely to be present indicating of year-round use of the site. These roosts 

are of high conservation significance and are frequently recorded within the SAC and its surrounding 

environment. The NPPF indicates that applications should be refused where impacts are anticipated 

on SAC’s and their ecological receptors, which these proposals will likely do (Section 15 paragraphs 

175 and 176). 

Conservation of greater horseshoe bats is of particular concern with these proposals given their 90% 

decline in their native UK range over 100 years. Distance travelled from the roost is key in this case, 

with greater horseshoe bats known to travel 4-5km for foraging purposes.  Given this, and the 

proximity of Chippenham to this SAC, there is a very high chance that farmland around Chippenham 

will be of value to foraging greater horseshoe bats. Ideal foraging habitat is cited as being a mosaic 
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habitat of cattle grazed fields with pockets of woodland, which is typical of the wider Chippenham 

area and will be directly lost to the proposed roads and associated residential development. When 

considering the additional pressure of increasing volume of residential development in addition to 

the road itself and associated traffic on what is currently highly suitable foraging habitats there is 

likely to be a significant adverse impact on this species. Proposals for the various schemes indicate 

that up to 800 hectares of quality foraging habitat will be put at risk as a result, for which no 

mitigation has been proposed. This is in contravention of The Conservation of Habitats and Species 

(amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019, which affords protected status to the bats themselves as 

well as their roosts and foraging and commuting habitats. 

It should also be noted that bats will be using the search area for foraging purposes from much 

nearer roosting sites. For example, immediately north of the search area at the southern extent of 

Chippenham a granted EPS licence for a works around a lesser horseshoe roost is known. Individuals 

and colonies of bats in these areas will rely heavily on the immediate surrounding countryside for 

sustenance and greater consideration must be given to this. 

Habitat Connectivity - the majority of summer roosts of greater horseshoe bats are located within 

20km of the winter hibernaculum therefore it is a fair assumption that commuting bats will be using 

the railway corridors, river and brook corridors, cycle path corridor, hedgerows, woodlands and tree 

lines to commute between the winter hibernacula and the summer roosts. Similarly, Bechstein’s 

bats have a catchment area of approximately 20-30km for their swarming sites indicating the 

potential importance of the commuting corridors on their breeding success. Disrupting these flight 

paths will be highly detrimental to the widespread success of these species over a far wider area 

than just Chippenham, with consequences likely to be felt over a much wider zone of influence. Such 

disruption comprises the direct impact of habitat removal and/or degradation due to pollution etc., 

but also the major potential impact of artificial lighting due to encroachment of development and 

roads further and further into the countryside (over habitats noted as particularly important for the 

conservation of greater horseshoe bats.  

All species of bat are nocturnal however greater and lesser horseshoe bats are noted as being 

particularly light averse, therefore increased artificial lighting anticipated as a consequence of the 

development proposals will reduce the value of their existing commuting corridors and foraging 

territories. Even low levels of lighting will deter these species, and strategic lighting strategies are 

not capable of fully mitigating for the increased lighting associated with the new residential areas 

and street lighting on the expected scale of these proposals (e.g., increasing sky-glow and 

conspicuous points of origin). This puts these light-averse species at a competitive disadvantage to 

more light-tolerant species in a region of the UK considered to be the stronghold for the remaining 

population of greater and lesser horseshoe bats.  

It should be stressed that the commuting and foraging habitats of these species are protected under 

the same legislation as the roosting sites and cannot be dismissed given the highly damaging 

consequences on rare species. The NPPF (Section 15 paragraph 180) indicates that developments 

should be suitable for their locations, specifying that light pollution for nature conservation must be 
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considered. In this case this policy is of particular importance given well documented detrimental 

impact of artificial lighting on these highly rare species near an SAC designated for these same 

species. 

The potential impacts outlined here detail the concerns relating specifically to greater horseshoe 

bats and Bechstein’s bats, however the same issues will be experienced by all species of bat known 

in the locality of which there are many – a data search with Swindon and Wiltshire Biological Record 

Centre will show more detailed information, including many uncommon and extremely rare species, 

which are known to be present in roosts of high conservation status. 

iii. Birds 

The impact of the proposed roads and associated development on birds must also be considered, 

with the loss of habitats expected to be detrimental to populations of resident and migratory species 

alike including IUCN red and amber listed species.  Agricultural land such as that anticipated to be 

cleared provides essential resources for winter visitors such as fieldfare and redwing, and summer 

migrants such as lapwing, which are all known to be present in the area. It can also form a foraging 

resource for raptors including barn owl, little owl, kestrel and buzzard as some examples. Riverine 

species will likewise be impacted, with little egret, kingfisher and grey herons known in the area. 

The detrimental impact of roads and traffic on birds is well documented, with many species sensitive 

to the disturbance associated with them often as a result of increased noise and vibrations. In many 

species this results in reduced foraging success, reduced nest success and reduced population 

density, with the impact felt more heavily by shy and less common species. Similarly, the installation 

of the aqueducts will require a significant quantity of work over a prolonged period at the bank of 

the river. Various water fowl will likely be affected by such works by deterring breeding attempts in 

the area and destruction of suitable foraging and nesting habitats.  

Mortality of birds on the road upon completion will also be expected. Young barn owls in particular 

are vulnerable to traffic as they migrate away from their nests, though all local species will be at 

increased risk. Protected species will be put under pressure as a consequence. 

Further information needs to be provided to determine the extent to which avian communities can 

be expected to be impacted by the road proposals given the diverse use of habitats employed by 

each species. Moreover, the cumulative impacts of the road and residential schemes that are 

proposed must be considered in tandem to fully account for the overall impacts that will be felt. 

Breeding bird surveys and winter bird surveys should be carried out, however to date no information 

has been provided. This should be carried out in sufficient time to inform site selection. 

iv. Hazel Dormice 

Hazel dormouse has potential to be disproportionately affected by these proposals. Records of hazel 

dormice in the area are slim, however a granted EPS licence from 2014 for hazel dormouse located 

to the south west of Chippenham demonstrates that they are in the area, therefore must be fully 

accounted for in any development proposals. Dormice are primarily an arboreal species which rely 
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heavily on having a continuous network of interconnected branches to survive and as such are 

typically found in hedgerows and well-connected mature woodlands with a diverse species 

composition to provide year-round opportunities and a well-structured understorey. Due to their 

arboreal nature their dispersal capability is heavily reliant upon the connectivity in their 

environment, particularly in large infrastructure projects where a large number of hedgerows and 

tree lines can be expected to be perforated.  

Much in the same way that great crested newts will be impacted, any hazel dormice on the 

Chippenham side of the proposed road will be isolated from the wider environment. This will limit 

gene flow through the population, reduce opportunities within the wider landscape and fragment 

habitats which are currently well interconnected.  Mitigation for this species is not straightforward 

and can be very costly due to the highly specific habitat requirements for supporting a population as 

outlined briefly above. Hazel dormice are protected under The Conservation of Habitats and Species 

(Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019, providing protected status to the dormice and their 

habitat, which must be protected in line with this legislation. 

The status of hazel dormouse should be properly established to accurately determine the impact this 

road could have on any local populations, particularly given their reliance on unbroken networks of 

woodland and hedgerows. 

Terrestrial Habitats - the implementation of a new road will invariably contribute to both air 

pollution and nitrogen deposition into the soil in areas currently free from such pressures, including 

Bencroft Hill Meadows SSSI, which is an unimproved neutral lowland meadow which supports highly 

sensitive botanical communities which are vulnerable to nitrogen deposition. Increased soil nitrogen 

puts these rare communities of plant at a competitive disadvantage compared with common ruderal 

species known to outcompete rarer plants under nitrogen rich conditions such as common nettle. 

Unimproved lowland meadows are a particularly rare habitat type in the UK given the extensive 

agricultural history of the country and are included as a Priority Habitat under the Natural 

Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006). Measures must be taken to ensure that valuable 

habitats such as this SSSI, but also vulnerable woodlands and watercourses are fully accounted for in 

this scheme. 

It should also be noted that sites like Bencroft Hill Meadows SSSI and other such local wildlife sites 

will be subject to a much greater visitor pressure as a result of a net gain in households in areas 

currently comprising greenfield land which could easily result in soil compaction and trampling, 

which many of the rarer species recorded in the area are unable to recover from. 

Losses in biodiversity will be incurred through direct habitat loss to facilitate any roads including 

significant grassland cover and hedgerow losses. Given the wide-reaching impact this will have, this 

scheme will not be capable of delivering no net losses in biodiversity without significant investment 

into improving surrounding habitats, which would be difficult to achieve with the added 

complication of residential suburbs being included.  Biodiversity net gain would be significantly more 

difficult to achieve as a result. The DEFRA Metric 2.0 should be used to measurably demonstrate the 

impact these proposals would have, and where net losses are predicted consent should not be given. 
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The fragmentation and loss of the habitats which will be anticipated to be cleared if the proposed 

schemes go ahead has the potential to be directly detrimental to numerous species and contravenes 

guidance set out in NPPF Section 15 Paragraphs 170, 171 and 175. 

v. Rivers and watercourses 

There is the potential that development proposals will impact upon the River Avon and smaller 

waterbodies in the area. Polluted runoff from the proposed road will be unavoidable, with fuel, oil 

and particulates at some stage making their way through to the watercourses through entering 

groundwater or via surface water runoff. This type of pollution is widely documented to have a 

damaging effect on water quality and subsequently the flora and fauna associated with the rivers.  

There will be an inevitable increase in total surface run off as a consequence of increased sealed 

surfaces associated with the road and residential developments. Whilst the road proposals indicate 

that clear span-type aqueducts will be used to avoid impacting the flood plain, no mention is made 

of how the increased runoff would affect the river character (i.e., increased water speed and/or 

levels, water acidity etc.), and how this might subsequently impact resident wildlife. For example, 

otters are known to use the Chippenham stretch of the River Avon and are protected under The 

Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019. Further records exist 

in nearby areas including Corsham, and an otter roadkill was identified in Chippenham Town Centre, 

therefore their presence is widely documented in the area. The potential change of river character, 

disturbance from extensive and prolonged works and residents, in addition to an increased potential 

for fatalities on the roads over the long term will increase pressure on another protected species 

which has again been left unmentioned in the proposals. 

There have been several sittings of otters on 

the River Marden, e.g., the River Marden 

Ecological Appraisal commissioned by Bremhill 

parish council in Sept 2020 has in paragraph 

3.2.6 - Otter, water vole and widespread 

species of mammal Signs of otters were 

recorded in one location (see Target note 9. 

above), though it is considered likely that there 

is otter activity in other sections of the river due 

to the presence of large areas of suitable 

habitat. In particular, otters are highly likely to 

be present in the area near the confluence with the River Avon as the habitat is ideal for otters here.  

The river Marden is also likely to be impacted by the work proposals. Significant work has been put 

into restoring the river Marden for the benefit of biodiversity, including targeted methods for 

improving habitats for brown trout which are known to be threatened. A publicly available survey 

report from 2015 indicated that’s the river Marden was failing with respect to its target condition by 

having exceeded its target level of pollutants. Remedial works may since have been undertaken, 

however by increasing human activity in the region between Chippenham and Calne existing 

River Marden 1 
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measures are likely to become insufficient, and would serve only to increase the pollution levels 

(including phosphates) in the river. This threatens all users of the rivers and reduces its suitability for 

brown trout and other such fauna. No monitoring or mitigation has been proposed for this, nor any 

commitment to its prevention been indicated. 

More consideration must also be given to wider aquatic fauna including other species of fish, white 

clawed crayfish (if present) and the many aquatic invertebrates which support the river system and 

the wider riverine food web. 

Further comments  

In December 2020, the UK committed to a nationally declared contribution of a 68% reduction in 

greenhouse gas emissions by 2030 for the latest iteration of the Paris Accord, with a reference year 

of 1990.  Wiltshire Council has made no attempt to calculate its own contribution to that target. It 

has no idea what its levels of GHGs were between 1990 and 2019, or even between 2019 and 2021. 

It has not even confirmed that its target date for net zero would be in line with the IPCC’s special 

report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5 °C https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/ or the UK Committee 

on Climate Change definition of net zero. 

It has no base line against which future emissions can be measured and therefor no way of 

determining the contribution the Local Plan can potentially make or the relative impact of the 

current Local Plan proposals on the county’s overall emissions reduction (or in the case of the 

version before us, the substantial increase in emissions that will take us in the opposite direction). 

Wiltshire Council has admitted that use of “the government backed SCATTER [Setting City Area 

Targets and Trajectories for Emissions Reduction] tool does not produce a reliable estimate of 

greenhouse gas emissions for rural counties like Wiltshire but, unlike other rural local authorities like 

Cornwall, has not developed or implemented another method. 

Wiltshire Council’s Global Warming and Climate Emergency Task Group has - published two reports 

(the first in September and the second in December 2020), the second of which includes robust, 

evidence-based recommendations on planning, which Wiltshire Council’s Cabinet has pushed back 

against, rather than embracing. 

The document entitled Wiltshire Council Looking to the Future: Addressing climate change and 

biodiversity net gain through the Local Plan—raising the ambition (January 2021) includes many of 

the key themes that the Task group has made recommendations on yet fails to propose how these 

themes will being addressed by the Local Plan. 

Not only does this call into question the premise on which the Local Plan Review is predicated but, 

Looking to the Future (January 2021) highlights that:  

• “Although there are some policies relating directly to climate change (Core Policies 41 and 

42), mitigation and adaption practices really need to be embedded throughout other 

policies,”  

https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/
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• “Without a carbon baseline and time-series data on sector emissions, there is a lack of 

precise understanding about the challenge Wiltshire faces in terms of tackling climate 

change;” and  

• “To measure the effectiveness of the policies there needs to be a new monitoring 

programme in place.” 

Two years before this damaging observation was made, the Council declared a Climate Emergency 

and committed the county to net zero carbon by 2030.  In common with its entire approach to this 

Local Plan Review, it has failed since 2019 to set annual measurable targets for carbon reduction—

targets compatible with achieving net zero by 2030. 

Nowhere has the Council detailed how it will 

increase clean energy generation, or achieve 

reduced greenhouse gas emissions in the county 

as a whole. Nor has it attempted to identify 

stringent near-term targets for emitted and 

embedded carbon in its development plans, least 

of all in this draft review of the Local Plan for 

Chippenham. 

The Council does not seem to care about this 

failure to transition to the future green and ultra-

low carbon economy. Its failure to identify 

baseline measures of the county’s greenhouse gas emissions seems to be symptomatic of this. 

Wiltshire Council seems to be planning to grow Chippenham through a housing led strategy with no 

regard for the consequences (intended and unintended) of failing to ensure that the growth of the 

town will not compromise the climate, environment and overall health, wellbeing and security of its 

citizens in the near and medium-term future.  

  

Climate change demonstration outside Bristol City Council offices 

in 2020 
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4. Comments on the Wiltshire Local Plan Transport Review 

with particular focus on Chippenham 

This section to be included as a single response to the Supporting Evidence consultation response 

form in respect of the document Local Transport Review 

 

1) The requirement for an Eastern Link has not previously been established: 

Paragraph 2.3.1states “Previous work has shown that any meaningful growth would require a new 

Eastern Distributor Road (EDR) connecting the east of the town to the A350 to the north.”  And at 

para 4.2.3 “The previous Chippenham Site Allocations Plan (CSAP) established the requirement for a 

new Eastern Distributor Road, connecting around the north of the town from the A4 east of Pewsham 

to the A350 at Malmesbury Road.”   

Both these statements are incorrect.  The CSAP Examination in Public on 28th September 2016 

examined under Matter 5 – General: Has the selection process taken full account of the potential 

performance of a southern link road?  

After listening to the evidence, the Inspector and WC agreed to Main Modification 5:  

4.21a Both proposals (South West Chippenham and Rawlings Green) safeguard the potential for 

future road alignments to the east and south of the town and require that their design and layout 

must not prohibit road connections in the future. This is based on evidence prepared for the Plan 

that indicates an Eastern Link Road and/or a Southern Link Road may be longer term solutions to 

improving the town’s network resilience. The policies ensure that development during the Plan 

period does not undermine the future development of the town and will enable further investment 

in roads to support the growth of the town if required in future plan periods. 

2) You have not provided evidence that an Eastern Link Road is needed 

The pre-Covid traffic congestion in Chippenham reflected the volume of East/West traffic which 

builds up at the Bridge centre, and at Rowden Hill on the A4 West Bath Road, being particular issues 

experienced on the ground and showing up on Google Maps and Sat Navs.  This will be made worse 

as the 1,500 homes approved in the last Chippenham Local Plan are built to the Southwest of 

Chippenham. 

The Local Plan workshop with Chippenham representatives on 25th Oct 2018 concluded that there 

was “more support for a southern link road …to relieve current congestion.”  One Wiltshire councillor 

spoke out at the Chippenham Town Council meeting on Future Chippenham and stated that an SLR 

would take cross town traffic from Devizes and Calne.  
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The traffic modelling for the CSAP Transport and Accessibility Evidence Paper Part 2a: Assessing 

Alternative Development Strategies at Figure 3.8 showed that, even with an Eastern Link Road (ELR), 

there was still an increase in traffic on Rowden Hill and the A4 Bath Road, but this was relieved with 

a Southern Link Road (SLR).  

This Wiltshire Local Plan Transport Review traffic modelling does not contain a scenario with just a 

SLR, and yet at Figure 2-2 there is a scenario with just an ELR which shows traffic congestion on both 

the A4 East to Calne and on the A4 West on the Bath Road at Rowden Hill.  Indeed, your 

commentary at 2.3.1 confirms this: “There would still be several challenges: significant congestion 

problems on the A4 to the east (due to traffic routing via the A4, A342 and A3102 towards 

Melksham), residual issues in the central area and constraints on the A350 and A4 west. This is 

shown visually in Figure 2-2. The Do-minimum scenario therefore introduces a more comprehensive 

solution. This would require an EDR (a northern link from the A4 at Pewsham to the A350 

Malmesbury Road roundabout) and a new Southern Distributor Road (to connect from the A4 at 

Pewsham to the A350 at Lackham Roundabout). A Southern Distributor Road (SDR) provides a route 

between the A4 and A350 corridors which avoids the town centre”. 

There needs to be a traffic model with just the SLR for comparison.  This is likely to show that it 

functions better at relieving the East/West traffic congestion. 

3) The assumptions on distribution of the Local Plan housing growth are incorrect and strongly 

bias the traffic modelling to favour an ELR. 

Table B1, for Chippenham, up to 2036 show that most traffic models are based on an additional 

3,300 houses at Site 1 East of Chippenham and only 1,300 houses at Site 2 South of Chippenham.  In 

fact, the draft for the Local Plan is for 2,975 dwellings to the East, and 2,415 to the South.   

Your incorrect housing allocations bias the need for an Eastern Link Road 

4) There is strong opposition to the proposed additional 5,100 houses allocated to Chippenham.  

Alternative scenarios have not been modelled. 

Reasonable alternative traffic models might evaluate the impact of placing - 

a) 500 houses on brownfield sites in the centre of Chippenham which should have less car 

trips; and 

b) 900 houses on Site 7, Barrow Farm to the North of Chippenham which will provide 

sustainable access to schools and the railway station and enable out-commuting to the A350 

and A4 without adding to congestion in the centre of Chippenham 

With additional variations to add a further say 1,500 houses  

c) to either the South of Chippenham with an SLR, or  

d) to the East of Chippenham with an ELR for traffic relief. 
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Such alternative scenarios would enable a better assessment of both the total housing capacity for 

Chippenham and where it is best located from a traffic perspective. 

5) Further road traffic mitigation measures should be considered as an alternative to a new link 

road between the A4 and A350 

These should include a link road from Avenue La Fleche to St Luke’s Drive (between the Rowden 

Surgery and the Chippenham hospital) leading onto Rowden Hill.  This would relieve East/West 

traffic congestion at the Bridge Centre. 

The traffic lights on the one-way system at the Little George have been an unmitigated disaster. The 

traffic lanes need to be reconsidered and the timings re-evaluated to ease the congestion on the 

one-way system at the top of New Road.  

6) The traffic models need to be updated for changed travel patterns emerging from Covid and 

Climate Emergency awareness 

Your report correctly points out at para 1.2 that “The long-term impacts of the pandemic are likely to 

cause potentially significant changes in travel demand and behaviour”.   Whilst this is difficult to 

predict, we already know that at least some Working from Home will continue, which will 

significantly reduce the number of car trips, and consequent impact on journey times and 

congestion. Your traffic models based on 2018 data are already outdated. 

Your report allows for an increase in cycle trips from 2.3% to 5.5%.  But to reach zero carbon by 2030 

there needs to be a step change from travelling by car to alternative modes of transport. 

These behavioural changes will reduce road traffic and should be factored in to your model 

scenarios so that we can understand their potential impact on the need for the proposed 

additional road infrastructure, in particular the ELR and SLR. 

7) The impact of traffic on Calne has not been evaluated 

The A4 through the centre of Calne is already exceeds safe N02 emission levels.  Figure 2-3 shows an 

additional 200-250 car trips per hour in each direction on the A4 East of Chippenham.  This is a very 

significant increase in traffic to Calne and its impact needs to be modelled and considered in detail.  

We suggest modelling the impact of the ELR separately to the SLR, as this is likely to show that the 

greatest increase in traffic through Calne is caused by opening up a shorter route to the M4 at 

junction 17, via an ELR. 
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River Marden towards New Leaze Farm 

8) The impact of traffic rat running on country lanes has not been evaluated 

The ELR crosses Stanley Lane, and the Local Plan map shows another development access further 

East on Stanley Lane.  Traffic will take the shorter routes via either Studley or Bremhill to/from Calne 

adding to the traffic on unsuitable narrow country lanes.  Before Site 1, East of Chippenham is 

progressed, the effect of traffic on the country lanes must be properly evaluated. Such modelling is 

likely to show that the further any distributer or access roads onto Stanley Lane are from the A4, 

then the greater propensity for traffic taking short cuts via the country lanes. 

9) Figure 2-3 doesn’t make sense! 

With Local Plan growth and an ELR and SLR, this figure shows no change in traffic over the 

prospective river Avon bridges on both the ELR and SLR!  It is as if the river bridges have not been 

built and the proposed sites 1 and 2 to the East and South are only provided with access roads from 

the A4 East.  We have raised a query on this and Tim McCombe has responded that this is a mistake 

and will be corrected. Please provide a copy of the revised figure. 

10) The report is extremely difficult for a typical resident to follow! 

Apart from the mistakes – example above, the misleading scenario titles where “do nothing” 

includes both the ELR and SLR, the abbreviations and assumptions are difficult to follow. For 

example, how is your 2018 baseline reconciled to the 2016 to 2036 housing projections? 

In conclusion, there is nothing in this Transport Review to contradict the proposal we put to the 

2016 Examination in Public that a Southern Link Road, from the Lackham roundabout to Pewsham 

way, would be the preferred option for relieving traffic congestion in Chippenham. 
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5. Comments on the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment  

This section to be included as a single response to the Supporting Evidence consultation response 

form in respect of the document Level 1 Strategic flood Assessment 

 

The world is facing a major crisis of Climate Change, the planet is heating up and there appears to be 

little willingness to stop, or even reverse this trend. 

The consequences for the continued asset stripping of the environment will be increased 

temperatures, rising to over 40 degrees in summer months by 2040, and increased storm damage 

through severe weather systems bringing intense rain and wind. 

Lord Krebs, Chair of the Adaptation sub-committee of the Climate Change Committee3 stated: “the 

six immediate priority areas are related to the risks of flooding and coastal change, the impact of 

high temperatures on health and wellbeing, risks of future water shortages, impacts on the global 

food system, and risks arising from new and emerging pests and diseases (COVID)” 

 

Flooding in Monkton Park – building on Site 1 will make this worse 

 
 

3 UK Climate Change risk assessment 2017. Synthesis report: priorities for the next 5 years. 

https://www.theccc.org.uk/uk-climate-change-risk-assessment-2017/synthesis-report/
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The Scott Wilson report 2011 on the Bristol River Avon states: 

“Within the county of Wiltshire, the river is predominately underlain by the Kellaways formation and 

in the west Great Oolite Group. The low permeability of this area results in rapid response to 

rainfall.” 

“Communities that have experienced flooding from this river system include Malmsbury, 

Chippenham, Melksham and Bradford Upon Avon.” 

At Para 3.3 “The areas that are identified as being the most susceptible to ground water flooding are 

located close to the Upper Bristol Avon and the River Marden.” (All land to the East of Chippenham) 

This is not the first-time developers and Wiltshire Council have proposed development to the East of 

Chippenham. In 2012 Owen Inskip formed a company Chippenham 2020, which put in a planning 

application for New Leaze farm to the East of Chippenham, and in 2015 an Examination in Public was 

held to consider the building of 1600 homes: 

On 14th September 2015 the Planning Inspector leading the EIP in his initial appraisal stated: 

“The plan acknowledges the landscape impact for this area is a significant concern as is the need for 

considerable work to avoid the flood risks to the town and elsewhere” 

The former point is recognized in the Landscape setting report (docceps06) Para 6.25. 

“The open character and strong association with the rivers and floodplain are important 

characteristics to safe guard. The generally remote character to the north of the North Wilts River 

Route and the eastern end of Stanley Lane is important to conserve.” 

The matter of concern here is that the plan is over-allocating in both housing and employment land 

requirements specifically in the area, which the evidence base suggests is environmentally sensitive 

and least attractive in terms of flood risk. 

Soundness Issues: 

Mr Patrick Whitehead, the EiP’s Planning Inspector, went on to state at Paragraph 19 of his report: 

“Over-allocation of both housing and employment land is driven primarily by the need to support 

and justify the eastern part of the ELR4. 

This appears to ignore significant and legitimate environmental, landscape and flood risk concerns 

which would suggest that inclusion of housing allocation to the north of the North Wilts Rivers Route 

 
 

4 ELR = Eastern Link Road 
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and the larger of the two employment sites intended for development beyond the plan period are 

unsound.” 

Wiltshire Council is again putting forward an over-allocation of housing in order to benefit from the 

£75m being offered by the Government.  The over-allocation this time is far greater than that 

proposed in 2015. 

From the notes of the progress meeting following the suspension of the EIP on 18th January 2016, Mr 

Patrick Whitehead stated “The Flood risk report (CEPS10-EP6) on balance Area C (Land to the East of 

Chippenham) appears least attractive for development in the terms of flood risk, surface water 

management compared to others because of the degree to which flooding is an issue to tackle and 

the extent of flood risk land” 

The notes recorded that it was noted that the consequences of management measures being 

miscalculated or failing would be potentially far more serious than other areas, and that the links 

across the river could disrupt the natural flows. For these and a number of other questions including 

changes in perception nationally resulting in recent flood events- it was necessary to re-visit the 

issue of flood risk associated with strategic Area C (Land to the East of Chippenham). 

Steve Scothern Senior Drainage Engineer for Wiltshire Council stated in the planning application 

for the Riverside Development to the East of Chippenham on 15th January 2016. 

“It is clear from casual observations in the area of the Radial Gate weir and the river Avon 

immediately upstream of the Chippenham Town Bridge that the running tolerances in terms of 

“freeboard” already leave little room to manoeuvre since the purpose of the radial gate is to 

maintain an elevated flow level in the river. Following severe storm events, this “freeboard” almost 

disappears and the radial gate has been overtopped. The amount of rainfall falling on large 

developments on each bank of the River Avon will influence the expected peak flows.” 

As Climate Change takes hold and more severe rainfall is expected over the lifetime of this proposed 

development of 9,000 plus houses the flood risk to Chippenham Town and its residents will increase. 

Comments on the JBA Consulting Level 1 Flood Risk Assessment report (May 2019): 

This Flood assessment for the Chippenham Site Allocation process for land to the East of 

Chippenham is not appropriate for a level 1 assessment as the area has been subject to numerous 

flooding incidents, which are increasing year on year. 

At 2.3.1 Bristol Avon- The data was collected in 2011 and is out of date. It is no longer relevant today 

due to Climate Change - the numbers of homes at risk from flooding is out of date, and should be 

significantly increased, as will the risk. 

Table 2-2 
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Just how is Wiltshire Council managing the flood risk for Chippenham? Building 10,000 houses 

upstream from the town will bring an increased risk of flooding the town. How does the Council 

propose to mitigate this risk – build fewer houses? 

2.7 Wiltshire LFRMS is out of date and due for renewal. Will Wiltshire Council proceed to the EIP 

with this out of date and with the concerns of flooding land to the East of Chippenham which were 

raised by the last Planning Inspector Mr. Whitehead in 2016. 

2.8.1 NPPF 

Sequential testing must be undertaken for the planning, as this area is high risk to flooding. (See 

above) 

2.8.2 Wiltshire Council must take into account the cumulative impact on flood risk including:  

• Developing Rawlings Green 

• Proposed development to the east of 10,000 houses 

• Proposed river crossing at Rawlings Green 

• Impact of Climate Change - increase in river levels, and flow of the river Avon. 
 

Impacts of Climate Change: 

Climate Change is expected to increase flood risk and lead to development to be become 

unsustainable, opportunities should be taken to relocate developments away from downstream 

flood risk areas. 

2.10 Surface water management plan (SWMPs) 

Chippenham is ranked 2nd in the Wiltshire properties at risk from flooding at 1,192 properties. 

However, this report was published in 2011 and is now over 10 years old and out of date. It should 

not be used in this report. Please let’s have an up-to-date report. 

2.15 Sewers for adaption 

The risk to the river Marden and river Avon of foul water escaping into the rivers cannot be 

overemphasized. The waters of the river Marden are pristine, and there is an abundance of fish, 

otters, kingfishers and other threatened species. Protection of this watercourse is imperative. 

3.2 South West River Flows: 

It is noted at the river Avon flow will increase by 20% between 2020 -2039 

Geology, the Kellaways formation and Oxford Clay make up the soil to the East of Chippenham. The 

soil construction is impermeable, and leads to flooding. 
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Surface water flooding for Salisbury, Trowbridge and Chippenham will increase between 20% and 

40% in the period 2020-2039 

These are massive increases when the Chippenham radial gate is already at risk of overtopping. 

Wiltshire Council should not be considering building 10,000 houses adjacent to the river Avon, to the 

south and east of Chippenham? 

9.3 Multiple developments: Building 10,000 in multiple developments in Chippenham area will 

increase the flood risk. 

Other questions and observations: 

Various appendixes were NOT provided. 

Appendix J Recorded Flood History is missing? 

Appendix O Action 993 What are the options for renewing the radial gate at Chippenham? 

Q Record of flood history.   

Why are there no records after 2014? The last 7 years are very relevant to this report. 

Conclusion: 

The Flood assessment submitted for the 2021 Chippenham local Plan Review completed by JBA 

Consultants did not address the serious threats to the River Avon & Marden Vale from fluvial 

flooding.   

The last five years has seen ever increasing incidents of flooding in the Chippenham Avon Vale. 

However, this flooding has been a threat to the river Avon and the lands in the vale for many years if 

not centuries. 

In the 15th century Maud Heath made a bequest to the people of Bremhill, and that money was 

used to create Maud Heath Causeway the oldest private footpath in the world. It is still in 

community ownership, and the fund maintains the Causeway which connects the parish of Bremhill 

to Langley Burrell and eventually Chippenham. The Causeway allowed farmers from Bremhill to take 

their goods to market when the river Avon Flooded. Today the causeway floods several times a year 

and cars are frequently abandoned after ingesting water into the engine. 

The intensity of the rainfall is increasing and it is raining for longer, allowing surface water to run 

quickly into the watercourses and creating flooding. 

The JBA report fails to address the specific history of this location. it fails to acknowledge the soil 

make-up of the area, being Kellaways and Oxford Clay. 

Wiltshire Council has always stated that drainage of the land in Site 1 could be managed by Urban 

Surface Drainage Units (SUDS), this engineering solution is not suitable for this land as it is 
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impermeable, and the SUDS will over spill and create a considerable flooding risk to properties. With 

large quantities of surface water much of it will enter the sewer systems contaminating properties 

and the valued river tributaries threatening fish, and wildlife. 

Attenuation ponds could be considered, but with 5,000 homes, roads, parking spaces, employment 

areas all concreted over the run off of many million tons of water into attenuation ponds, there is a 

likelihood that they will be overtopped. This water will again drain towards the valued watercourses.  

Nobody is prepared to calculate the size and depth of ponds required to manage the run off from 

5,000 houses, driveways, and roads. 

The risk to Chippenham from flooding from an estate of 5,000 houses on one side of the River Avon, 

and a further 700 houses on the other side at Rawlings Green must be substantial as Mr. Steve 

Scothern Wiltshire Council Drainage Engineer stated in his response to the planning application in 

2015 to build 1600 houses on this very site this flood risk assessment is considering. Where is Mr 

Scothern’s statement and photographs he sent to the planning department in 2013 showing the 

radial gate being topped and flood waters in Chippenham Town. Just where is this evidence? 

On a final note, there should be no house building north of the Chippenham to Calne cycle track as 

recommended by the Planning Inspector Ann Skippers in 2018 when the Bremhill Neighbourhood 

Plan was made. Any house building at this location would mean that any runoff from construction 

would run downhill to the river Marden, and any development this side of the cycle track would 

threaten the river Marden Vale with flooding. 

 

SUDS - Surface Urban Drainage Systems 

The SUDS system is not appropriate drainage system for Site 1 for the following reasons: 

The land is Kellaways Oxford Clay and therefore impermeable, and will not act as a soak away. 

In recent months during 2021 SUDS have over topped in Gloucestershire and closer to home a new 

site in Calne 

As the soil is impermeable the run off into SUDS will increase the risk of over topping. 

In conclusion SUDS is not the right drainage engineering solution for Site 1. 

It has to be added that Site 1 borders a large area of flood plain of zone 2 & 3, this flood plain will 

grow larger with climate change, any drainage system must not filter into this flood plain 

contaminating the pristine waters of the river Marden.  

It is all the more important that there is no development north of the North Rivers Cycle Track not 

only to preserve the ecology and bio diversity of the river Marden valley but also the landscape 

setting. 
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Summary 

The Flood risk to site 1 will continue to increase as Climate Change increases the intensity of 

rainfall over a shorter period of time. River levels, especially the River Avon, will continue to rise, 

and the flows increase. Building 9,500 houses within a few hundred metres of two rivers, on 

ground that is Kellaways Oxford Clay, will mean that the run off from the roads, driveways, and 

houses may over-top any surface urban drainage system, and create incidents of flooding which 

may threaten life and damage to property. The proximity of zones 2 & 3 so close to such a large 

development to the East of Chippenham will create a major flood risk.  

 

 

Avenue La Fleche from the old playing fields in Chippenham 
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6. Comments on the Interim Sustainability Appraisals  

This section to be included as a single response to the Supporting Evidence consultation response 

form in respect of the documents Interim Sustainability Appraisal, Interim Sustainability Appraisal 

Annex I and Interim Sustainability Appraisal Annex II 

 

The Interim Sustainability Appraisal (SA) should be demonstrably shown to be fair, proportioned and 

adequate. We believe that if the SA is subject to any detailed examination it would become readily 

apparent that it is not adequate. This Interim Sustainability Appraisal has many of the fatal flaws that 

were in the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan in 2015 that made that SA inadequate, in fact many of 

these flaws are even more visible in 2021. 

Choosing a Preferred Strategy for the Chippenham Housing Market Area (HMA)  

The first comment is on the first activity in assessing sites with the methodology; Stage B - 

Developing and refining alternatives and assessing likely effects. 

The crucial paragraph on the SA methodology is 2.3.5, which makes it clear how subjective and 
unaccountable it is: "Evaluation involves forming a judgement on whether the predicted effects are 
likely to be significant. The principal technique used to assess the significance of effects is a 
qualitative assessment based on expert judgement and supported by specific evidence." As far as we 
can see, no information is given about who’s 'expert judgement' or which 'specific evidence' is being 
used. This is an inadequate methodology, resulting in invalid conclusions. Consequently, the whole 
set of Local Plan preferences and proposals are fatally flawed.   

Beyond that there are many other weaknesses in the SA process, as set out below.  

Three Chippenham HMA strategies are set out in paras 4.24 to 4.27. No mention is made of the fact 
that preference for CH-B (the maximum numbers for Chippenham) was approved for further work in 
a political Cabinet meeting in 2019 and cannot therefore be presented as an evidence-based 
conclusion.  

It is a complex argument but it can be seen that any SA for a HMA will always be biased towards huge 
development in a single settlement if the process adopted by Wiltshire Council is followed. Why? 
 

• There are more “negative” environmental SA objectives evaluated than “positive” economic 
ones for each individual settlement in a housing market area. 

• Therefore, less development in a settlement within the HMA, although being less positive for 
economic opportunities is outweighed by lower negative environmental impacts to provide 
an overall more positive (or less negative) score for the SA. i.e., the settlement looks more 
sustainable. 

• The bias towards a single settlement being chosen then comes about by the SA for the 
Chippenham HMA strategy being totalled up using the total score for ALL settlements in the 
HMA (Chippenham, Devizes, Melksham, Malmesbury, Corsham, Calne and Rural) and then 



Chippenham Draft Local Plan: -  
Why proposals for development of the Avon and Marden Vale should be withdrawn 

 

Page 51 
 
 

divided by the number of these settlements (7). This is hidden away only in footnote 31 on 
page 20 of the report “Calculated by adding the scores for each settlement (including ‘Rest of 
HMA’) and dividing by the number of settlements”. 

• It is obvious that less damaging environmental impacts on all the other six settlements in the 
Chippenham HMA will always outweigh the large environmental impact on a single settlement 
(Chippenham itself), making a single large development area likely to be promoted by 
Wiltshire Council.  

 
In addition, there are serious shortcomings in the detailed evaluation of the Chippenham HMA in 
Annexe 1 of the SA report. There are three main categories of problems: 
 

1) There is not enough granularity in the impact assessments, for example minor adverse and 
moderate adverse. As an example, for SA Objective 1 “Protect and enhance all biodiversity 
and geological features and avoid irreversible losses.” the reduction in numbers of 800 houses 
in Devizes between CH-A and CH-B takes the assessment from “moderate adverse” to “minor 
adverse”. However, adding 3,300 houses to the Chippenham settlement does not impact the 
assessment for Chippenham from “moderate adverse”. There are many, many examples of 
this throughout Annexe 1, for each of the SA objectives. 
 

2) The evaluation is based on selecting a strategy based on the housing number in Chippenham 
for CH-B for 9,225 homes. However, the areas eventually selected have a housing capacity of 
18,500 homes. This would have a massive impact on the SA evaluation of each objective, 
particularly the environmental objectives, even at the HMA Assessment decision making 
stage. 

 
3) Single statements are made for a whole settlement against a SA Objective, huge areas being 

evaluated in a few short sentences. For example, against SA1 Biodiversity for CH-B in 
Chippenham the analysis is “Additional to housing development, it is likely that significant 
additional infrastructure will be needed. As a result, moderate adverse impacts are considered 
likely against this objective. Adverse effects are likely to be more significant than CH-A and CH-
C but mitigation measures are possible.” 
 

4) Amazingly, then results seem to be further refined with the footnote on page 4 of Annexe 1 
which states “Average scores in this annexe are rounded up or down to nearest significance 
category e.g., -1.4 is rounded down to -1, -1.6 is rounded up to -2, -1.5 is rounded up to -2.” 

 
It can be seen that the whole process of evaluation is shooting in the dark, with no proper analysis of 
these huge areas for sustainability. Instead, we have subjective judgements, biased evaluation, 
rounding of numbers and insignificant differences between strategies.  
 
In 4.2.4 in preferring the focus on Chippenham CH-B development the report states “Under CH-B 
where growth levels are significantly higher, there are also likely significant adverse effects on climate 
change adaptation, heritage assets and landscapes. However, at this stage, the assessment of likely 
significant effects is based on the level of growth proposed and a high-level assessment of constraints 
around the town, not on actual development locations, which are not known.”  
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Based on this flawed strategy, the key assessments for the Chippenham HMA eventually appear in 
Table 5.2 on page 45, and in the subsequent paras. 5.2.4 and 5.2.5 of the main report.  

A preferred strategy is somehow chosen out of this exercise, where the evidence is ludicrously 
unhelpfully thin or entirely missing. Amazingly (or not), this strategy just happens to match the 
requirement to support the Housing Infrastructure Fund agreement made between Wiltshire Council 
and Homes England to increase housing numbers in Chippenham settlement to above 7,500.  The 
weasel words on pp 21-22 provide no support, thrashing around with a belief that the huge 
environmental negatives might be mitigated “with infrastructure”. 

2) Site Selection and the Sustainability Appraisal 

This SA has major similarities with the failed SA in 2015 for the CSAP. Two areas that the Planning 
Inspector commented on are still concerns here: 

a) Huge sites have a single evaluation and scoring, where there may be issues impossible to 
mitigate in parts of the site, whereas other parts of the site could well have potential for 
development. This was highlighted in the Barrow Farm site (Site 7) in the 2105 evaluation. 
This flawed evaluation applies again here, even more so as there is a road infrastructure 
already built next to the site, so environmental damage has already taken place to impact its 
SA score.  Here in 2021 the sites are even larger than those in 2015 and the process is even 
more flawed. 

b) In the Table, tiny changes in what are subjective judgements that lead to scoring taken as 
gospel would completely change the futures proposed for Chippenham. 

For Site 1, massive Biodiversity (SA1), Land & Soil (SA2), Water (SA3), Air Quality (SA4), Climate 
(SA5), Heritage (SA7) and Landscape (SA8) issues are glossed over, summarised as a minor or 
moderate adverse effect. For example, the text includes just one sentence on the loss of productive 
farmland: "Land/soil: given the significant size of this site, there will be a significant loss of 
greenfield, agricultural land of medium quality". No indication is given of the weight given to this 
loss, and it is not mentioned again, but clearly it is not high, given the conclusions that follow in the 
Site Selection process. Unsurprisingly there are lots of proposed Mitigation Measures for 
Chippenham, but none of them refer to the loss of productive farm land. 

Our comments on Site 1 are as follows:  

In the WC document ‘Interim Sustainability Appraisal Annexe I – Assessment of Alternative 

Development Strategies for the four Housing Market Areas (HMAs)’ –  

Sustainability Appraisal Objective 1: Protect and enhance all biodiversity and geological 

features and avoid irreversible losses 

The assessment for Chippenham in all three strategies is the same – Likely effects: Moderate.   

Wiltshire Council have not yet carried out a proper biodiversity assessment for Site 1, relying it 

appears on a scant PEOAR report in the Future Chippenham consultation (not even included as part 
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of this consultation). Somehow Wiltshire Council can still assess the impact "Moderate Adverse” 

without any of the baseline evidence. 

Yet we know from the recent assessments commissioned by Bremhill Parish Council, and available 

on their website (River_Marden_Draft_v2.pdf and Wildlife Update on the River Marden.pdf) that the 

Marden Valley has a particularly rich biodiversity and should be protected rather than destroyed. 

Yet, even though their own decision-aiding question (DAQ) 1 asks “Avoid potential negative impacts 

of development on designated wildlife sites, protected species and priority species and habitats 

(international, national, local) and enhance these where possible?”, WC still prefers the 

overdevelopment of Chippenham in Strategy CH-B (Chippenham Expanded Community), without 

recognising that, where the effects are always going to be ‘moderate adverse’, those adverse effects 

will be cumulative in direct proportion to any increase in the housing numbers required. There is no 

recognition of the fact that at some point, the effect will swing into major adverse – there is only so 

much ‘mitigation’ which can be planned in, and that is usually very ineffective anyway, except in the 

view of developers and WC. 

There are no measures described to evidence that the significant adverse effects can possibly be 

mitigated!  The huge area of land being proposed for inclusion cannot possible be replaced or 

mitigated elsewhere, and the potential damage to the town of Chippenham not least due to 

excessive rainwater run-off from any new developments has not been taken into account. The town 

centre is already prone to flooding, as is the Avenue LA fleche by-pass, mainly due to excessive 

expansion of the urban areas with no thought of what might happen due to future climate change – 

the more grassland and woodland that is built on the worse the adverse effect will be. 

Option 2 is the preferred option for WC, even though the effect on Chippenham will be much more 

than moderate adverse! The WC comment in the average score section is that overall, it is likely to 

lead to MINOR ADVERSE EFFECTS overall, ignoring the threat to Chippenham itself. Chippenham is 

glibly thrown to one side as everywhere else will be OK, Jack! 

In DAQ 3: Aid in the delivery of a network of multifunctional Green Infrastructure? is stated “the 

design of developments may incorporate measures to enhance biodiversity and contribute to 

networks of multifunctional green space known as green infrastructure. The preparation of a Green 

Infrastructure (GI) Strategy will help to provide a long-term vision and strategic framework to aid the 

delivery of GI. However, at this stage of the process, it is not possible to comment on the likelihood of 

GI being adopted as part of development.”   

Why is it not possible to comment? Surely this is precisely when such comment requiring a Green 

Infrastructure to be adopted should be made! 

Various recent wildlife surveys have shown that in the Avon and Marden river vale, there are many 

protected species such as otters, bats, newts and more, yet no account has been taken of those, 

even though the WC is aware of them. 
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What better green 

infrastructure could you 

have than the one 

already in place – 

multiple farms 

contributing to the food 

economy of the area, 

whilst assisting with 

water retention, CO2 

retention, wildlife, etc.? 

The conclusion reached 

that “The SA findings 

suggest that the levels of 

growth proposed would 

not lead to any ‘major’ 

adverse effects at any of 

the settlements which would mean that mitigation measures are not achievable” is staggering, and 

completely without merit, specifically in relation to Chippenham! 

Sustainability Appraisal Objective 2: Ensure efficient and effective use of land and the use 

of suitably located previously developed land and buildings 

The first requirement in DAQ 1 is to ensure efficient use of land. Nowhere, in the documents 

provided, is there any recognition of either climate change requirements or changing patterns of use 

of dwellings due to post-Covid working arrangements, such as more and more people who can, not 

commuting but choosing to largely work from home. This entails having the space to do so, which 

most national-developer built boxes do not take into account. 

The second requirement is the reuse of Previously Developed Land where possible, and the 

statement that “There is a lack of previously developed land (PDL) across the whole of the HMA. 

Therefore, all strategies are likely to result in significant loss of greenfield land”! Certainly, in relation 

to Chippenham this is not true! At ground floor level, and certainly on upper floors, in the High 

Street area there are many opportunities for change of use to dwellings. Bumpers Farm Industrial 

Estate has empty units, and the new development at Chippenham Gateway next to J17 on the M4 

has yet to find a tenant, even though work is about to begin on a second large-scale unit there. 

Perhaps an option would be to increase development at Chippenham Gateway to provide business 

premises to replace Bumpers Farm, then use the site to provide dwellings?  The land at Chippenham 

Gateway is already scheduled for development anyway. 

In DAQ 4: Result in the permanent loss of the Best and Most Versatile Agricultural land (Grades 1, 

2, 3a)? WC states “The majority of the agricultural land surrounding Chippenham is Grade 3 (good to 

moderate) with areas of Grade 2 (very good) land in the north east and south, where there are also 

Stanley bridge towards New Leaze Farm with runner on the cycle track 
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smaller areas of Grade 1 (excellent).” Most of the areas that WC wish to build 2 new suburbs of 

Chippenham in, are Grade 2, and again there appears to be no thought applied to the need to 

reduce food-miles - or indeed any joined-up long-term thinking at all. 

Again, the conclusions for Chippenham are all moderate adverse. “Further assessment is needed on 

the proportion of Grade 3a land within Grade 3 at Chippenham to understand the potential loss of 

the best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land as well as any potential impacts associated with 

the MSA. As this strategy proposes a high level of growth proportional to the settlement combined 

with the relatively low amount of previously developed land (PDL) available for development, a 

moderate adverse effect is considered likely. Furthermore, this strategy proposes the highest level of 

comparative housing and employment growth in Chippenham…” This statement ignores the fact 

there are available brown-field sites in Chippenham, many of which are already, or being, developed 

for housing (numbers in the hundreds) which WC considers as ‘windfalls’ and steadfastly refuses to 

include in the housing numbers. Nor is any effort made either by WC or developers to ensure that 

existing permissions are built!  

The fact that unbuilt permissions are not included towards the 5-year land supply is staggering 

beyond belief. The developers can use that exclusion to ‘prove’ that WC doesn’t have the required 

land supply, even though it possibly does – and just as incomprehensible is the fact that a unitary 

authority doesn’t even know whether or not it can meet its obligations, and relies on land-

speculating developers to provide that evidence! It also fails to provide any evidence that building 

more houses in Chippenham produces jobs – in fact the contrary is true.  Prior to the Covid 

emergency, some 64% of Chippenham residents commuted out of Chippenham, either by road or 

rail, to work. The increase in dwellings over the last 30 years has produced no discernible benefits to 

the town at all, and there is no reason to expect that future increases will do so either. 

The conclusion in DAQ 4 still recommends Strategy CH-B whilst it gives the nod to moderate adverse 

effects on Chippenham but still claims to be more sustainable. 

Sustainability Appraisal Objective 3: Use and manage water resources in a sustainable 

manner.  

At Chippenham, Wessex Water have identified a need to invest in water network assets to improve 

capacity between 2025 and 2036. There is a moderate probability that the roll forward would require 

construction works to accommodate development.  

The underlying geology of the area consists of Kellaways or Oxford Clay. Increased run off from 

urbanized sprawl will not be absorbed by the surrounding land, and can only increase the pressure 

on an already stretched flood management regimen along the Tetbury and Chippenham Avon. 

In view of the current pressures on Wessex Water in Chippenham because of climate change, 

increased rainfall and less absorption of rainfall into land (due to all the building that has taken place 

over the last 30 years with no increase in water run-off provisioning), the risk level should be HIGH, 

not moderate! 
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Site 1 is rated the equivalent of Site 2 "Minor Adverse", which is just not believable. Site 1 is in a 
Source Protection Zone; Site 2 is not. Site 2 includes a STW within its boundaries, Site 1 is remote 
from the STW and "it is very probable that this site (Site 1) will require a significant investment in 
water, sewerage and drainage infrastructure". 

Site 1 is the only site upstream of Chippenham with the potential consequent impact on flooding. 
Added to this the SA states that "Consideration should be given to the inclusion of SUDS to control 
the risk of surface water flooding from impermeable surfaces. As this site covers a Source Protection 
Zone, the extent to which SUDS can be used may be affected." 

For all these reasons it is amazing that Site 1 is rated as Site 2 as "minor adverse", there are issues 

that may prove difficult to mitigate or even insurmountable and questions the viability of Site 1. 

Sustainability Appraisal Objective 4: Improve air quality and minimise all sources of 

environmental pollution 

There are no baseline measures whatsoever of PM10, PM2.5 or PM or suspended particulate matter 
(all Group One carcinogens) in Chippenham. This objective is completely meaningless in the absence 
of time series data collection or comparison of before/after quantification of the relevant measures, 
whether of air quality, noise pollution (undoubtedly influenced by Chippenham’s low-lying location), 
or light pollution. 

Minimise and, where possible, improve on unacceptable levels of noise, light pollution, odour, and 

vibration? 

Chippenham has been highlighted as a settlement at risk of an AQMA declaration, due to rising 

levels of Nitrogen Dioxide. Chippenham continues to be monitored for exceedance of Nitrogen 

Dioxide and commitments to improving air quality form part of the Air Quality Strategy. 

Sustainability Appraisal Objective 8 Conserve and enhance the character and quality of 

rural and urban landscapes, maintaining and strengthening local distinctiveness and sense 

of place. 

There are comments in this document for Site 1 that are not reflected in the Wiltshire Council Core 

Strategy Landscape Assessment, and for which no evidence at all is provided. The claims are value 

judgements, apparently based on no systematic assessment, quantification, or context, so we 

wonder who made them and what evidence there is to back them up: 

“…in combination with some absent and weak field boundary hedgerows with few hedgerow trees 

suggest that this is a landscape in decline.” (repeated twice in the assessment) 

“The landscape is considered to be in generally moderate condition.” 

“It is a relatively ordinary, rural landscape with some distinctive characteristics such as the tree-lined 

rivers.” 
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The site has strong landscape characteristics that should be recognized in DAQ1 and DAQ2. The 

appalling conclusion reached by Wiltshire Council of this only being a Minor Adverse Impact on 

Landscape in the SA should be reviewed and better reflect the assessments from ourselves, 

independent consultants and Wiltshire Council’s own consultant. 

WILTSHIRE COUNCIL ASSESSMENT OF SITE 1 LANDSCAPE 

The Chippenham Landscape Setting Assessment undertaken by TEP for Wiltshire Council in 

December 2014 has drawn together the existing character assessments and visual qualities and 

summarized: 

• Strong visual connection between River Avon and limestone ridge to the south east; 

• Enclosed character to slopes of floodplain created through mature hedgerows and linear woodland 

contrasting with open character to the floodplain; 

• Wooded and rural character to the North Wiltshire Rivers Route a long-distance footpath and 

cycleway; 

• Long distance views across the River Avon flood plain towards Bencroft Hill (limestone ridge); 

•Long distance views towards Chippenham characterized by a wooded edge, most of the settlement 

screened except pockets of housing nestled in trees and occasional industrial building. The spire of 

St Paul’s Church is a feature of the skyline; 

• Wide open views across flat arable farmland with low hedgerows and infrequent hedgerow trees 

(present close to the River Avon); 

• Limestone ridge forming a prominent backdrop to views throughout the landscape; 

• Countryside has a strong sense of separation from Chippenham through strong wooded edge to 

the settlement; 

• Separation between Chippenham and conservation village of Tytherton Lucas. 

The Landscape quality assessment categorizes the area as: ‘Attractive and Peaceful and consistent 

with the wider judgements on landscape character. In summary the landscape is predominantly rural 

in character and either side of Stanley Lane and to the north of the North Wiltshire Rivers Route 

Cycleway. South of the Cycleway there are views across less intact boundaries to the urban edge of 

Chippenham, which considerably dilutes the remote, rural character and creates more of an urban 

fringe landscape.’ 
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CAUSE’S ASSESSMENT OF THE LANDSCAPE 

1) The Wider Landscape: As does Chippenham itself, the site sits in a bowl of surrounding hills 

over the Rivers Avon and Marden Vale, rarely rising above 60m AOD, creating ideal 

conditions for air pollution, temperature inversions (exacerbated by urban sprawl), and for 

flooding. The view from higher ground of the limestone ridge would be impacted at 

Lyneham Banks, Charlcutt Ridge and Bencroft Hill, Studley and Bowood, and Spye Park. From 

the North Rivers Cycle Route even Cherhill and the White Horse can be seen, so the visual 

impact would affect views from a great distance, both during day and night time. 

 

2) Locally valued landscape: From the south the site is the landscape view for Chippenham 

residents along London Road from Abbeyfield to Chippenham Town Centre, sloping down to 

the river vale. From the west the landscape is the context of the view for the residents of 

Monkton Park. From the north the rising ground provides the landscape view of the Marden 

Vale from the conservation village of Tytherton Lucas. From the east the landscape provides 

the rural character of Stanley. 

 

The site also provides “the countryside” for residents of Chippenham using the North Rivers 

Cycle track for walking and cycling, usage of which has increased exponentially during the 

Covid crisis.  It is possible to cycle or walk from Chippenham to Calne from the Bridge in 

Chippenham to Castlefields in Calne along this route without once passing between two 

buildings, a wonderful green landscape corridor between two towns in Wiltshire.  

 

Through Site 1 the cycle track is on a ridge, and therefore provides landscape views to both 

the south and north of low-lying river landscape with rich riparian vegetation, meadowland 

and a sense of place. 

 

INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF THE LANDSCAPE 

Tytherton Lucas Residents Association had an independent assessment of the landscape performed 

by WH Landscape Consultancy in 2015. The report included: 

Although not covered by any statutory landscape designations the river corridors and the 

surrounding countryside, particularly to the north of the cycle route, are of considerable landscape 

value, being located in a tranquil and complete rural landscape and providing the landscape setting 

for the Tytherton Lucas Conservation Area.  

This is highlighted by the proposed designation of the River Marden and its environs, within the 

Bremhill Parish boundaries, as area not for development in the Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan. This 

area has a low capacity and is susceptible to development. It is considered to have a High/Medium 

sensitivity and the magnitude of change will be Substantial, which will result in a Major to 

Major/Moderate adverse impact on the landscape resource, which cannot readily be mitigated.  
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The absence of any statutory designation (presumably not thought necessary for Wiltshire County 

farms, whose landscapes were managed for productivity rather than for “beauty”) is, of course a 

major attraction for a land banker/developer. 

The current proposals by Wiltshire Council indicate at least some development and a river crossing 

north of the cycle route, which is considered unacceptable in both cases in landscape terms.  

To the south of the cycle route the landscape value is marginally lower and the susceptibility to 

change, although remaining in the Moderate adverse category, is also lower. Development would 

therefore have a lower adverse significance, than the area north of the Cycleway, due to a higher 

level of containment, a closer relationship with the urban edge of Chippenham, and a less intact 

receiving landscape with a diluted rural and remote character. However, despite this the landscape 

impacts of development in this area will remain significant and adverse. 

Visually, the highest sensitivity receptors are users of the North Wiltshire Rivers Route, which follows 

the route of the former Chippenham to Calne railway and is an extremely popular tranquil and rural 

cycle path. It cuts through the northern part of site. At present users of the cycle route pass through 

a rural back-water until they reach the bridge over the River Avon. Over the years the embankments 

and track sides have become dominated by native shrub growth and mature native trees, which 

form a semi-natural landscape boundary.  

Development will result in the visual character of the cycle route changing from rural tranquil to 

urban. Visually this will result in a Substantial adverse change to the view in which the nature of the 

existing view would change entirely. The North Wiltshire Rivers Route has a High receptor sensitivity, 

which indicates that the proposals will have a Major adverse impact on users of the cycle route. 

Users of other Public Rights of Way and residential properties in the vicinity will experience impacts 

in the range of Moderate/Major to Moderate/Minor adverse. Although development to the south of 

the North Wiltshire Rivers Route will have a slightly lower visual significance than the area to the 

north, there will remain a significant change to views from the cycle route and from the limestone 

ridge to the south and other local public rights of way, as well as residential views out over the 

countryside from Monkton Park. 

 

WILTSHIRE COUNCIL'S APPALLING ASSESSMENT FOR SA8 IN THE SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 

The Landscape Assessment after taking into account the assessments above and covering this 

landscape with 3,000 houses and employment land is an Assessment Outcome of a Minor Adverse 

effect.  

This is an affront to the residents of Chippenham and the surrounding villages and a total 

embarrassment for Wiltshire Council.  

It is a complex landscape site, as noted by the Planning Inspector in 2017 who stated that it would 

be virtually impossible to mitigate the landscape impact to the north of the cycle track and difficult 
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to do so to the south. The rolling countryside rising to the low ridge of the North Rivers cycle track 

from both the south and north means that the land is visible for most views from east Chippenham 

and also highly visible from the surrounding higher ground of the limestone ridge. The route 

alignment description is exactly as set out in Atkins (19 February 2015) and remains impossible to 

mitigate. 

Sustainability Appraisal Objective 10 Reduce poverty and deprivation and promote more 

inclusive communities with better services and facilities  

Site 1 (together with Site 7) rank positively most high as “Major Positive” in the SA assessment 

document (page 11 of Annexe II). There are some serious questions about this assessment. 

The assessment states: “This site falls within an area where there are concerns relating to 
deprivation, as indicated by the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) 2019. Development at this site 
would create opportunities for better social cohesion.” 
 
No evidence whatsoever is given for this assertion. It is a meaningless claim. 

Leaving aside that this is a green field site that itself would have no deprivation, even looking at the 
IMD 2019 map for Chippenham, it is difficult to see where these concerns are – the areas of high 
deprivation are orange to red, and are mainly in the centre of town and to the west. 

 
 
The assessment also states: The site could 
deliver a significant level of affordable housing 
alongside employment land. This is at odds with 
the quotes from the lead developer in the past 
who has wanted to build executive style homes 
modelled on Poundbury. 
 
In terms of DAQ2, Be accessible to educational, 
health, amenity greenspace, community and 
town 

centre facilities which are able to cope with the additional demand? The site is the worst for distance 
to the town centre, as the assessment itself says “The western edge of this site is within cycling 
distance of the town centre, but walking would be more difficult”. Unfortunately, all the land 
proposed is to the east. In addition, the only secondary school near is full, there are no doctors’ 
surgeries within walking distance. This will lead to increased travel by car, or the creation of a 
Swindon style mini suburb with its own facilities disconnected from the rest of the town. 
 
The site is said to have potential to “capable of delivering a sizeable amount of public open space 
and additional community facilities.” However, this sustainability appraisal is entirely silent on the 
existing residents of Chippenham. For the residents of large areas of London Road, Hardens Mead, 
Monkton Park, they have had their access to public open space destroyed and they find themselves 
up to 2km away from the countryside that was on their doorstep previously. If a sustainability 
appraisal of these communities who now become an inner urban ward was carried out, there would 
be more chance of social deprivation and lack of inclusivity and a major adverse rating for this 
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objective. The wanton destruction of the natural capital such as river vales accessible to the people 
of Chippenham is a huge price to pay for the provision of a bit of “public open space” and a 
“community centre”. 
 
  

 

New Leaze Farm from Anscombe Bridge 1 
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7. Comments on the Chippenham Site Selection and Draft 

Plans  

CP1 What do you think of the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target?  

The housing need figures for Wiltshire are too high  

According to the Emerging Spatial Strategy document, the Government target for Wiltshire, 

calculated using the national “Standard Method”, is for 40,835 additional dwellings between 2016 

and 2036. Wiltshire Council have decided to increase this target to 45,630. In other words, almost 

5,000 additional dwellings.    
  

• Wiltshire Council should challenge the Government on why so many additional houses are 

needed when: 

o there is already a huge bank of sites with planning permission (around 1 million houses) 

which developers are not progressing;  

o our population has stopped growing, and  

o concreting over additional swathes of countryside will accelerate climate change and worsen 

the climate emergency;   

This is a national issue but Wiltshire Council should also be standing up for our county and 

pushing back. 

o The “Standard Method” for allocating housing targets to councils is yet another spurious 

Government formula that should be challenged. For example, does it level up housing 

expansion between the North and South of England?    

o Wiltshire Council has voluntarily increased its own baseline target by almost 5,000 additional 

houses without sound justification. This needs to be challenged. The Government target set 

for Wiltshire is already too high and Wiltshire Council should not be increasing this at a time 

of such uncertainty for population growth and the need to reverse climate change.   We all 

need to challenge these numbers to avoid irreversible loss to our precious Wiltshire 

countryside. 

 

The housing target allocated to Chippenham is far too high  

Housing development is now being focussed on the 3 larger settlements in Wiltshire on the basis 

they already have the infrastructure to support growth and can better incorporate carbon reduction 

measures, including alternatives to private car usage. Chippenham has been allocated a target of 

9,225 dwellings, which is over 20% of the total target for Wiltshire.  

• The South and East of Chippenham surrounded by particularly beautiful countryside and river 

vales, rich in biodiversity and used for exercise and wellbeing - substantial natural assets - which 

would be irreversibly destroyed by such enormous housing targets.   

• Chippenham has already seen substantial growth with over 4,000 dwellings that have either 

been built (including Birds Marsh) or approved since 2016.   



Chippenham Draft Local Plan: -  
Why proposals for development of the Avon and Marden Vale should be withdrawn 

 

Page 63 
 
 

• Over 2,000 dwellings that were approved in the previous Chippenham Local Plan to 2026 

(adopted in May 2017) have neither been built or even received planning permission, indicating 

that there may not be the need for further large-scale developments.  Wiltshire Council should 

focus on getting the existing approved sites built before allocating further sites for development.  

• The allocated target for Chippenham has doubled since the last Local Plan from 4,510 to 9,225 

homes. This is massive! Equivalent to adding another town the size of Calne.  All town 

councillors at Chippenham and Calne as well as Bremhill parish council have voted unanimously 

against this scale of development for Chippenham. 

• Prior to the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid for road funding, the number being put 

forward for this Plan period was 3,000, which equates to predicted growth in the Chippenham 

Neighbourhood Plan Housing Needs Assessment report.  In the Emerging Spatial Strategy 

commentary, we have suggested a residual housing figure of circa 1,370 dwellings to 2036, 

would be a more appropriate allocation for Chippenham.  

• Chippenham was chosen as a focus for development based on having existing infrastructure, but 

this is not the case as the proposed sites to the South and East require a massive investment in 

building a distributor road with 2 river bridges.  The carbon footprint of creating such a road is 

huge.   Wiltshire Council have obtained a £75m grant from central government to build the road 

and river bridges.  But the public were never consulted on this grant.  Indeed, the only evidence 

of local support was from Chippenham Town Council and the Chippenham MP, who are now 

withdrawing their original support as details of the scheme have become known and they reflect 

on the tsunami of public opposition – voiced at council meetings, in the press and through an 

online petition which has been signed by over 5,000 people. This grant seems to have 

predetermined the disproportionate housing allocation to Chippenham.  Neither the houses, nor 

the road, are wanted. 

• The Sustainability Appraisal and its supporting appendices attempt to justify the selection of 

strategy CH-B which focuses most of the Chippenham Housing Market Area (HMA) housing at 

Chippenham rather than rolling forward the current strategy spreading development more fairly 

across all the towns within the Chippenham HMA. The Sustainability Appraisal is extremely 

difficult to follow and the evaluation is fatally flawed by its inherent subjectivity, which is made 

clear in para. 2.3.5 of the ISA.   

 
‘Evaluation involves forming a judgement on whether the predicted effects are likely to 
be significant. The principal technique used to assess the significance of effects is a 
qualitative assessment based on expert judgement and supported by specific evidence’ 
 

• The draft Local Plan talks of promoting cycling over private cars to minimise the carbon 

footprint.  Based on evidence to date this is not realistic (e.g., every new house at Birds Marsh 

seems to have at least 2 cars parked outside and the general trend is upwards).    

• The draft Local Plan aspires to reduce out-commuting, and the associated carbon footprint, by 

matching increased housing with increased local employment.  Currently 64% of workers who 

live in Chippenham commute to work outside Chippenham.  Improvements to the A350 (dual 

carriageway), the mainline railway (enabling London to be reached in under 1 hour since 

electrification) and access to J17 on the M4 encourage out-commuting.  The reality is that any 
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new housing development at Chippenham will attract people who work in Bath, Bristol, 

Swindon, Reading and London, generating huge carbon emissions as a result. Wiltshire Council’s 

arguments about reducing carbon emissions simply don’t stand up.  

In summary the residual housing target for Chippenham should be reduced to circa 1,370 

additional dwellings to 2036. 

 

Brownfield Sites 

There are a number of brownfield sites in Chippenham that have already been built or are in the 

process of being built – The Police Station site, the Causeway Vauxhall site, the magistrates court site 

are examples. Brownfield housing sites are described by Wiltshire Council as ‘windfall’ sites, and the 

dwellings are not included against the stated requirements for housing supply, but they should be.  

The high street is full of vacant brownfield sites, particularly since the demise of the High street for 

shopping.  It needs to be redesigned to create a smaller and more vibrant town centre with other 

redundant commercial buildings being imaginatively repurposed to provide accommodation. Such 

town centre housing would be particularly suitable with residents having no need of cars, instead 

walking cycling and using public transport.  

It seems that some of the commercial sites e.g., Bumper’s farm Industrial Estate are not fully utilised 

at present.  Rather than setting aside even more land for commercial sites around Chippenham, 

efforts should be made to accommodate more businesses on the existing commercial sites. Also, the 

first large distribution warehouse at Chippenham Gateway still remains empty after being built over 

one year ago. It would make sense to maximise use of this new site before expanding commercial 

land at Chippenham.   

In summary Wiltshire Council and the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan team should come up 

with a strategy for redeveloping Chippenham town centre including brownfield sites, focussing 

new employment on to the existing commercial sites and minimising the destruction of our 

cherished countryside and river vales. 

 

CP2 Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place 

shaping priorities be achieved?  

There are many issues with these place shaping priorities. Who developed them? Who reviewed 

them in Chippenham? These Place Shaping Priorities surely needed to be reviewed before the whole 

sustainability appraisal and site selection process proceeded and massive documents 

predetermining the outcome were developed. If the fundamentals of the process are incorrect 

everything that follows is wrong. 

For example, for the most part these concern the town centre. However insufficient attention is 

given to the relationship of the town to the open spaces of its hinterland, much of which is peri-

urban farmland.  Previous surveys have reported how much local people value that relationship, and 
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future priorities for place shaping must include those aspirations and the benefits that can be 

achieved.   

Urban communities such as Chippenham can and should be shaped positively by the relationships 

with their peri-urban green hinterlands, including farms with strong connections to local 

communities. This point is developed further in the answers to CP 12 and CP 13. So that weight 

should be given in place shaping to the social and health benefits of peri-urban spaces. This 

particularly the case when neighbouring farmland is in public ownership and its relationship to the 

local community is open to shaping by positive policies. The current PSP2, PSP3 and PSP6 should be 

amended and a new priority added to reflect the important contribution that good connections to 

progressively managed farmland can make.  This is further elaborated in CP 12 and 13. 

 

PSP1 – Development to provide new employment opportunities.  

This is pre Covid thinking in a post Covid world. Simple providing sites for employment does not 

bring employment and leads to a massive amount of out-commuting, solidifying Chippenham as a 

dormitory town. The last Core Strategy was supposedly built upon “employment led development”, 

this Place Shaping Priority seems to be “development led employment (we hope)”. In the last review 

CAUSE argued for all employment opportunities to be put around the A350/J17 infrastructure, our 

argument for J17 as a superb employment site was rejected. However, that site is now available for 

warehousing and potential office and manufacturing sites. With a good sustainable transport link to 

the town this, and other sites close to the A350, should be preferred employment land. Existing 

employment land could well become available as working from home dominates going forward.  

PSP2 – Improving the Resilience of the Town Centre.  

This is aspirational and has much to agree with BUT it is not based on a post Covid strategy of what 

Town Centres will look like. How many retail units will be permanently vacant, what will the state be 

of hospitality venues? This whole process needs to be put on hold until a complete post Covid Town 

Centre strategy is developed and we understand what major brownfield and town centre 

regeneration opportunities could exist to build affordable homes near to central facilities.  

PSP3 - Improved access to the River Avon Vale through Chippenham as an important green 

infrastructure corridor for the town.  

This is a total environmental and ecological disaster of a Place Shaping Priority. It is a priority to 

concrete over the natural environment of river vales versus building next to existing transport 

infrastructure? It is the complete opposite of what a place shaping priority should be. Besides 

destroying natural capital, it blights the lives of existing residents (for example London Road, 

Pewsham and Monkton Park) who move from being next to unspoilt countryside available with a 

short walk or cycle on existing routes, to becoming inner urban estates with a car journey needed to 

access open countryside, adding to traffic and causing additional environmental damage. This PSP 

should be removed.  
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PSP4 - Ensuring a network of well-connected footpaths and cycleways and connectivity for public 

transport across the town, to/from the town centre, and through into the surrounding countryside, 

so that more people can choose active travel and public transport as a means of getting around.  

This again appears at first glance to be a noble objective to have, but “from the town centre into the 

surrounding countryside” instead of being a few hundred yards as it is now, will become for most of 

the current residents inside these massive new development areas, a major walk or cycle just to 

reach a green field. As we stated in the previous consultation, a more than adequate set of existing 

footpaths and cycle tracks exist, quickly taking residents from town into country.  

 

This River Avon landscape from Black Bridge will be blighted by a Distributor Road bridge 

PSP5 - Linking the A4 to the A350 which will provide for a more resilient local network addressing 

traffic congestion within the town centre.  

This is a strange “place shaping priority”. It is obviously added purely to predetermine in favour of 

sites that would have the HIF Bid road going through them. 

In that context priority PSP5 should be omitted, as badly planned roads could put the currently 

productive farmland at risk. If there had to be a transport related PSP it could (and should be) 

instead “Ensure development fully exploits existing road infrastructure to minimize climate impacts 

and increase sustainable transport use".  

PSP6 - Respect the individual identities of villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham and 

their relationship to the town.  

We agree with this Place Shaping Priority. The only problem is, it is not fairly and equitable applied 

to villages such as Tytherton Lucas and Stanley in Site 1, compared to Langley Burrell in Site 7, for 

example. It also seems to be a priority considered low, and easily offset with those PSPs that build 

roads and concrete over countryside. 



Chippenham Draft Local Plan: -  
Why proposals for development of the Avon and Marden Vale should be withdrawn 

 

Page 67 
 
 

CP3 Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? If not, why 

not? 

This question is premature, and based on a predetermined outcome.  

The whole requirement for housing numbers and sites across Wiltshire needs to be reviewed in the 

light of a post-Covid world and the need to be serious rather than pay lip service to a Climate 

Emergency. 

Three elements of a post-Covid world need to be urgently looked at: 

1. Review the Building of sustainable rural communities in a post Covid world. 

Can small towns and villages be given an appropriate small level of development that 

supports many more people working from home and builds a critical mass for essential 

services; to regenerate rural communities with provision of Post Offices, surgeries, 

recreational facilities and primary schools. A plan that does not compromise the rural nature 

of communities but builds resilience in local communities could absorb a far higher 

proportion of the required housing numbers. 

 

2. Re-evaluate the needs of Town Centres in a post-Covid world 

Town Centres could be regenerated, as offices and retail outlets surplus to requirements 

become brownfield development opportunities. This would allow for people living close to 

central facilities and revitalizing boarded up premises. This brownfield development could 

provide affordable homes near to services and transport hubs with minimal environmental 

damage. 

 

3. Employment Land Evaluation in a post-Covid world 

An urgent survey should take place of existing businesses of their office, factory and 

warehousing requirements in a post-Covid world. It could be that vast swathes of existing 

employment land could become unused in the next 12-24 months. It could allow a 

consolidation of industrial/office capacity into specific employment sites close to existing 

road infrastructure would free up space for brownfield development. For example, Bumpers 

Farm inside the A350 in Chippenham. 

The detailed review of the case for selecting Site 1 (along with 2 and 3) is mainly set out in the 

Chippenham Site Selection Report (CSSR), the main Interim Sustainability document and its Annexe 

II. It is seriously flawed. Once again, the inherently subjective methodology is a serious weakness.  

The subjective nature of the Interim Sustainability Appraisal has already been shown above in 

respect of the choice of the Chippenham CH-B maximum development option. The same 

methodological shortcoming applies to the ISA site selection analysis and conclusions.   

 

The Chippenham Site Selection is discussed in the main ISA in 5.2 on page 32. The starting point is a 

grouping of Chippenham sites into seven areas, which is very briefly proposed and explained, but not 
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justified, on page 6 (para.16) in the Site Selection Report.  On page 27 of the report four groups are 

briefly explained but no mention is made of the other three areas.  

 

The use of this grouping deserves some attention, and comment. It is taken for granted in both the 

ISA and in the Principal Settlement analysis in the ISA Annexe II. In neither case it is discussed, let 

alone justified. The possible effect on the subsequent analysis is nowhere considered, as it should 

have been.  

 

These three reports lead to the proposal to select Site 1 for development.  The connections between 

them is unusual and needs first to be examined. The first part of the CCSR carries out a site-by-site 

analysis, with criteria different from those used in the ISA, which is then only used to exclude some 

sites. It presumably (but not explicitly) feeds into the grouping of Chippenham sites into seven areas, 

though this is nowhere justified – a regrettable omission. Though it too is not explained, the seven-

area so-called Sustainability Analysis is carried out in Annexe II and a tabulated version is then 

pasted into the ISA and then the CSSR. The ISA then produces a selective summary of the analysis in 

Annexe II, as is briefly admitted at the beginning of section 5.2.5 on p. 46 and the summary Table 5.2 

on p. 45. The CSSR then resumes and carries out a SWOT analysis on the seven areas and emerges 

with slight adjustment to the Annexe II table, still with Site 1 at the top.  

 

If correct this actual process does not map onto the diagram of the Site Selection process on page 4 

of the CSSR.  All this process confusion raises questions about the presentation, organisation and 

validity of the Chippenham Site Selection process.  

 

The validity of the analyses in each of the steps in this tortuous process is weakened by the absence 

in all of them of appropriate consideration of the value and potential of the farmland in Site 1. In the 

initial analysis of the individual sites in the CCSR, the criteria used are different from those in the ISA 

and Annexes, for reasons which are again not explained. Two of those criteria are Landscape and 

Flood Risk. Landscape is explicated as follows: “A site that creates a harmful landscape or visual 

impact that is unlikely to be successfully mitigated may be rejected”.  When it comes to the site-by-

site commentary, no reference is made to the existence of productive farms and farmland, and the 

harm which would be done to the landscape by their destruction and replacement by road and 

houses. One of several examples of this the commentary on Site 506b, which is labelled Hardens and 

New Leaze farms but then only comments on the Grade II listed Hardens farm buildings and not on 

the farm landscape which constitutes the area. If that is taken into account, it would not be possible 

to so quickly conclude that there are ‘no overriding significant impacts.’ Similarly, no attention is 

paid to the contributions that well managed farmland makes to managing water levels and flood 

reduction. These points are expanded in the sections CP 12 and 13 below. The wider concern – and 

Local Plan weakness – is that nowhere is the existence of farmland taken into account where it 

should be, in this case when reviewing landscape change.  
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The next contribution to site selection is the ISA Annexe II. There are similar presentational 

shortcomings to those in Annexe 1, which were criticised in CP1 above. If anything, Annexe II is even 

more dense and inaccessible. There are 231 pages in all, with no index or easily visible distinction 

between the sections dealing with different towns, or the sites within the towns. The opaque 

presentation is frankly an affront to democracy and ought in a sane world to be reason enough to 

abort this as a public consultation.  

 

As things stand this Annexe is crucial to the decisions that follow. The issues and questions which 

frame this Annexe appear to push the responses in a direction favourable to predetermined 

outcomes. Throughout they restrict the opportunity to take account of the positive farming futures 

set out in CP 12 and 13 responses below. Even so, proper attention should, and can, be given the 

farmland and its benefits in the Site 1 text, for example:    

 

• The Objective 1 text is one of the very few to even recognise the farmland nature of the 

area, but still attached no value to that in respect of biodiversity, habitats and protected species, and 

green infrastructure, which no doubt contributes to the subjective judgement that the adverse 

effect of building on this land is only minor.  

• In Objective 2 there is a straightforwardly false statement that 3A and 3b land ‘cannot be 

separated out’. The MAGIC map referred to in the first footnote gives the lie to that.  This is also one 

case where the lumping together of several sites gives a false impression. There are substantial areas 

of 3A land in site 506b, Hardens and New Leaze farms. Consequently, the statement in DAQ 4 that 

there would be a ‘significant loss of medium quality land’ is not correct. The question asked - will 

development here ‘result in the permanent loss of the Best and Most Versatile Agricultural land 

(Grades 1, 2, 3a)?’  The answer should simply be Yes. The conclusion of this section is the fence-

sitting ‘Moderate (significant) adverse effect. When the error on 3a land is corrected, the conclusion 

must be Significant Adverse Effect, which must in turn have an effect of the overall judgement of Site 

1.  

• Objective 3 is about using and managing water resources effectively.  Farming has a mixed 

record on this to date but publicly owned farms have the means to prioritise positive contributions 

on this, which is again missing from the text. If that farmland potential was included the effect 

should be increased from Minor Adverse to Moderate or arguably Significant.  

• Objective 4 – an objective analysis of these air quality and pollution questions would admit 

that the adverse effect of massive development of Site 1 was Significant, not another fence-sitting 

Moderate (Significant), which appears to invent a new category to allow for reduced impact.  

• Objective 5 is to minimise the impacts on climate change now and in the future. To some 

extent this replicates Objective 3. Given what is already written here about flooding risks, and the 

neighbouring Avon and Marden rivers, it is remarkable, and wrong, that the conclusion is only a 

Minor Adverse effect. If the loss of farmland that can help with soil quality and drainage is included, 

then the case for at least Moderate Effect is clear.  

• Objective 6 is about renewable sources of energy. Once again, the analysis ignores the effect 

of the loss of 700 acres of farmland with significant capacity to include sustainable energy 
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generation alongside productive progressive farming. No calculation is offered of the 

benefits/disbenefits of replacing that farmland capacity with solar panels on houses, while at the 

same time increasing carbon emissions. This is also one example of where the DAQs themselves bias 

the answers in favour of development. In these circumstances the safest conclusion would be 

neutral.  

• It is worth rehearsing the text of Objective 8 in full:  Conserve and enhance the character 

and quality of rural and urban landscapes, maintaining and strengthening local distinctiveness and 

sense of place. Here the first two DAQs reveal the bias in the process, as they obscure the Objective 

by referring only to nationally designated landscapes and then to minimising impact by building 

nicely designed houses. In addition to bias, this is arguably the most obvious example of avoiding any 

consideration of the loss of farmland and its actual and future potential. It is precisely the retention 

of the farmland in Site 1, including its two County Farms, that would make the best and most 

significant contributions to achieving this objective - not least by maintaining and strengthening local 

distinctiveness and sense of place. So, the loss of that farmland must have a Significant Adverse 

Effect.  The Minor Adverse Effect conclusion is simply not sustainable.  

• Objective 10 is about reducing poverty and deprivation. It is hard to understand how the 

building of expensive housing in the proposed ‘Chippenham suburbs’ can be talked up to be a Major 

Significant Positive Effect to this objective, as Annexe II proposes. Conversely what would be lost is 

the ability of community-oriented farms to provide ongoing job opportunities, opportunities for 

volunteering and in general to provide the ‘accessible educational, health and amenity greenspace’ 

defined in the second DAQ. Community farms can also provide the ‘public spaces and community 

facilities that support public health, civic cultural, recreational and community functions.’ That would 

in fact be a good definition of one of their key contributions, as set out in the CP12 response below.  

So that the loss of those opportunities must be weighed in the balance against the overstated claims 

of the current text. This must lead to at best a Moderate Adverse Effect, in contrast to the current 

hyper positive conclusion.  

• Objective 12 is about a vibrant and diverse local economy. Once again, the loss of productive 

peri-urban farmland on Chippenham’s doorstep is not taken into account. This Plan is looking many 

years ahead, so it is bound to consider both the actual and potential losses against claimed for gains. 

Local small-scale farms are unquestionably a contribution to a diverse local economy.  They provide 

a variety of employment and employment land in response to one of the DAQs. Development of this 

site will remove that, which must reduce its overall benefit to at best Moderate.  

 

The changed positive/negative effects resulting from a proper recognition of contributions of the 

Site 1 farmland and its future potential, would significantly alter the balance of judgement on the 

development of the area, currently set out in table 5.2 on p. 45 of the ISA. Some but not all of these 

changes would also apply to other areas, but Site 1 has the specific characteristics of its river 

boundaries, its County Farms and the large proportion of publicly owned farmland.    

 

The Site Selection process is then capped off by the SWOT exercise described on pages 32-38 of the 

CSSP. SWOT is by definition a subjective exercise, described on Wikipedia as “designed for use in the 
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preliminary stages of decision-making processes” and also “SWOT is intended as a starting point… 

Menon et al. (1999) and Hill and Westbrook (1997) suggested "no-one subsequently used the 

outputs within the later stages of the strategy". There are many other critiques of SWOT, and 

anyway a visible consensus that it should only be used at an early stage of a decision process.  So it is 

unusual, to say the least, to see Planning Officers using it in final decision making. Moreover, no 

information is provided on how many and which people participated in the SWOT process and how 

any differences of view were resolved. This is then compounded by the results of the SWOT being 

presented in an odd way – for example the first result for Site 1, is simply recorded as ‘Strength’, and 

a later one as ‘Neutral’. There is no indication of how these singular conclusions emerged from the 

SWOT review.  Last but not least, the SWOT used the Place Shaping Priorities still being consulted on 

in pages 5-6 and CP2 of the overarching Planning for Chippenham document – to which 

amendments have been suggested in CP2 above and no doubt by others. So that a provisional set of 

criteria were used to provide a conclusive recommendation in a process which is widely regarded as 

an early-stage tool, with variations which are not explained, and with no information about who 

made the SWOT judgements. The results of this are set out on p. 45 of the CSSR as the basis for the 

Preferred Options for Development of Chippenham. They are simply not credible, and should be 

withdrawn as soon as possible.  

 

As a footnote, the chart on p 42 shows conclusively that the place shaping priorities are designed to 

support development in all circumstances, as there is no room for other priorities that might 

question development as the one answer for the town’s future. As such they are exclusive of 

alternatives.  

 

Recent Flooding from north of Site 1 at Tytherton Lucas - imagine what happens next 
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Summary of Site 1 Being Inappropriate for Development 

Site 1 should not be selected as a site to build on. 

The key reasons why the selection of Site 1 is not justified include: 

a. Remote from the Main Areas of Employment. "Employment should improve the self-containment 

of the town by providing more jobs for local people”. Site 1 is less attractive to businesses looking for 

employment land as it is the most remote from the A350 which Wiltshire Council promotes as key to 

growth prospects. Instead, people with jobs outside Chippenham will be attracted to riverside 

housing and promulgate out-commuting.  

b. Avoiding the risk of flooding. Site 1 is upstream of Chippenham and will create the greatest risk of 

flooding of all sites. This would be exacerbated by a river bridge across the floodplain. The flood 

plain is regularly flooded, the closure of Maud Heath’s Causeway has greatly increased. Wiltshire has 

a declared Climate Emergency. Developers will rely on SUDS but even the use of SUDS is questioned 

in Annex II “Consideration should be given to the inclusion of Sustainable Drainage Systems to 

control the risk of surface water flooding from impermeable surfaces. As this site covers a Source 

Protection Zone, the extent to which Sustainable Drainage systems can be used may be affected.”  

c. Landscape and biodiversity. The Landscape evidence report from 2015 concludes that, for Site 1, it 

is an “area where development would be more difficult to accommodate”. Site 1 is the most visually 

prominent from Chippenham and the surrounding rural and conservation villages, still completely 

unspoilt and therefore very rich in natural riparian vegetation and wildlife, with good access via 

footpaths and the North Rivers cycle track to enjoy the countryside. Bremhill Parish have 

commission two wildlife reports on Site 1 which show the rich and diverse nature of the ecology of 

the area. Upstream of Chippenham the Avon and Marden valleys should be left undeveloped to 

allow the wildlife to flourish, undisturbed by riverside paths, domestic animals and development. 

 

d. Huge Dependence on Infrastructure. As with this site in 2015, there is a major dependence on 

infrastructure being delivered prior to this site being viable. There needs to be a main line railway 

crossing in addition to a river and floodplain crossing (on concrete piles) before the site can be 

accessed. In 2015 the Planning Inspector likened this to a string of pearls that with a link missing 

causes collapse of the whole necklace. Wiltshire Council still depends on developers providing some 

of this infrastructure. 

 

e. A premature decision with the impact of a Covid pandemic. There is a need for an urgent review 

of planning in the post Covid world. Rural areas such as ours should be evaluated for the ability for 

local provision of services, as more people work from home and need local access to shops, post 
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offices, surgeries, schools. Perhaps limited development in rural areas around clusters of villages to 

reach crucial mass of people to have these services could provide this. At the same time town 

centres and the opportunity from unfortunate failed retail and leisure businesses can provide town 

centre residential development. The time for huge green field development such as Site 1, based on 

out-commuting and on a premise of town centre services may well have passed. Indeed, the North 

Rivers Cycle Route provides solace during the pandemic to the residents of Chippenham, Calne and 

the surrounding villages, 5000 people signing a petition recently to keep the cycleway open. 

 

CP5. How can these concept plans be improved?  

General comments on the so-called sustainability appraisal: 

The sustainability appraisal objectives are incoherent, poorly laid out and, in fact, bear no relation to 

a properly conducted appraisal according to any acceptable matrix. 

The “discussions” of sustainability issues consist of descriptions of the farmland on which Wiltshire 

Council proposes to build, with little attempt to evaluate current environmental, economic, or social 

characteristics of the sites. Without these baseline evaluations it will be impossible to measure 

changes, irrespective of the directions they take. It is unacceptable to expect the public to take on 

trust any assurance about future assessments in these topics. They should have been set out in this 

Review in order for consultees to make informed appraisals of the information given. 

Wiltshire Council provides no overarching theme for its discussion of sustainability. There are merely 

disjointed statements designed to justify its selection of these farmland sites for development, and 

the imposition on Chippenham of housing targets that are based on deeply unreliable data, as 

detailed elsewhere in this response. 

Apart from the absence of baseline data, there are no quantifiable targets against which to measure 

the sustainability performance of these sites once developed. Nor does the council provide a 

detailed timeline with milestones and review dates. 

As noted above, the council provides no baseline environmental data about habitats, biodiversity, 

flora, or fauna, despite claiming at the beginning of 2021 in an absurdly sketchy infographic that 

environmental investigations and surveys had begun in January 2020. 

Greenhouse gas emissions 

In December 2020, the UK committed to a nationally declared contribution of a 68% reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions by 2030 for the latest iteration of the Paris Accord, with a reference year 
of 1990. 
 
Wiltshire Council has made no attempt to calculate its own contribution to that target. It has no idea 
what its levels of GHGs were between 1990 and 2021. 
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The Council seems to think that it can estimate its carbon budget as a percentage of the UK’s total 
embedded and emitted carbon. Similarly, it thinks it can continue to estimate its carbon budget 
spend simply by guessing its contribution to the UK’s budget as a whole. 
 
Wiltshire Council aims for economic transformation of the market town of Chippenham with no 
regard for the consequences (intended and unintended) of failing to ensure that the growth of the 
town will not compromise the overall health, wellbeing, and security of its citizens in the near and 
medium-term future.  
 
But in 2019, the council declared a climate emergency and committed the county to net zero carbon 
by 2030. In common with its practice in this plan, it has failed since 2019 to set annual measurable 
targets for carbon reduction—targets compatible with achieving net zero by 2030. 
 
Nowhere has the council detailed how it will increase clean energy generation, or achieve reduced 
greenhouse gas emissions in the county as a whole. Nor has it attempted to identify stringent near-
term targets for emitted and embedded carbon in its development plans, least of all in this draft 
review of the Local Plan for Chippenham. 
 
The council does not seem to care that its reputation might be damaged by a failure to transition to 
green and low-carbon growth. It is most culpable for its failure to identify baseline measures of the 
county’s greenhouse gas emissions, starting in 2019 when it declared a climate emergency. It simply 
has no idea whether total embedded and emitted carbon in the county is rising (and if so, when it 
will peak) or falling (and if so, whether the decline is in line with a target of net zero by 2030). 
 
As discussed in detail below, Wiltshire Council utterly fails to assess the sustainability of 

Chippenham’s social structures by failing to disaggregate past undersupply, market signals, 

projected employment growth, demographics such as age, household types, health and social needs 

The council ignores its own data, for example, on relative deprivation in the town, simply claiming 

that this plan will benefit deprived areas that are both contiguous and non-contiguous with the 

development boundaries.  

Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity (p 8)  

“There needs to be greater engagement at a local level to raise the game in terms of tackling climate 
change.”  

Wiltshire Council seems to expect the public who respond to this consultation to provide evidence 

that it has been for years remiss in not gathering and evaluating to justify its plans for Chippenham. 

The objective described in Sustainability Appraisal Objective 2 is mutually incompatible with the 

stated purpose of the plan as a whole - to build thousands of houses on farmland around 

Chippenham. It appears to have been included for the purposes of distracting from, and cosmetically 

enhancing, a destructive plan for greenfield sites. 
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Farming and Agricultural Needs 

Wiltshire Council fails to account for the changed circumstances for British farmers following the 

UK’s exit from the European Union, nor for the documented problems for importers of food from 

Europe and wider global markets. 

 

CP11 Should there be any development north of the North Rivers Cycle Path: 

 

 
View from the North Rivers Cycle Route between New Leaze Farm and Hardens Farm 

 
The River Marden Vale is a valued unspoilt resource for the people of Chippenham, Bremhill Parish 

and beyond. Development should not be permitted in the open countryside north of the North 

Rivers Cycle Route, between the cycle route and the Tytherton Lucas Conservation Area. This will 

allow users of the cycle route to enjoy a clear uninterrupted view to the north and east, maintain the 

unspoilt nature of the River Marden Vale for amenity and leisure and visually separate Tytherton 

Lucas from coalescence with Chippenham (Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan Policy NP.3). 

Proposals for development north of the Cycle Route is against both national and local plans and 

policies. The area is something like 2-3% of the total area proposed for development, yet a hugely 

disproportionate amount of landscape and biodiversity damage would be caused by this action.  

Plans and policies that are severely compromised by development north of the cycle track include:  
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• National Planning Policy Framework  

• Wiltshire Core Strategy   

• Wiltshire Council Assessment of the area in the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan  

• Report from the Inspector of the Examination in Public of the Chippenham Site Allocations 

Plan  

• Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan  

• Tytherton Lucas Residents Association Landscape Assessment  

The evidence base against this development is given for each area in turn: 

 

1. National Policy Planning Framework  

NPPF paragraph 170 (b) – Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the 

natural and local environment by:  

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and 
soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the development 

plan);  

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the wider benefits 

from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits of the best 

and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland;  

NPPF paragraph 180 – Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is 

appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of 
pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as the potential sensitivity 

of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the development. In doing so they 

should:  

a) mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impact resulting from noise from new 
development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and the quality of 

life;  

b) identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise and 

are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason; and  

c) limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark 
landscapes and nature conservation.  

 

2. Wiltshire Core Strategy   

Wiltshire Council Core Policy 8 Spatial Strategy for Calne Community Area   

In CP8, there is an objective of “protecting and enhancing the important ecological value and 

landscape character of the River Marden corridor” as stipulated in bullet 3 of paragraph 5.41 of the 

Issues and Considerations of CP8.  

In paragraph 5.42 of Core Policy 8 there is the objective of using the River Marden to provide a 

“wider green infrastructure network linking Calne with Chippenham and the wider countryside”.  
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Wiltshire Council Core Policy 50 Biodiversity and Geodiversity – Sustainable development will 

avoid direct and indirect impacts upon local sites through sensitive site location and layout, and by 

maintaining sufficient buffers and ecological connectivity with the wider environment. Damage or 

disturbance to local sites will generally be unacceptable, other than in exceptional circumstances. 

  

The River Marden is identified as a Priority Habitat (Running Water) in the Wiltshire and Swindon 
Biodiversity Action Plan.  

  

 
Wild life abounds on the River Marden at Tytherton Lucas 

 

Wiltshire Council Core Policy 51 Landscape - Development should protect, conserve and where 

possible enhance landscape character and must not have an unacceptable impact upon landscape 

character, while any negative impacts must be mitigated as far as possible through sensitive design 

and landscape measures. Proposals should be informed by and sympathetic to the distinctive 

character areas identified in the relevant Landscape Character Assessment(s) and any other relevant 

assessments and studies. In particular, proposals will need to demonstrate that the following aspects 

of landscape character have been considered:  

i. the locally distinctive pattern and species composition of natural features such as trees, 

hedgerows, woodland, field boundaries, watercourses and waterbodies  

ii. the locally distinctive character of settlements and their landscape settings iii. the 

separate identity of settlements and the transition between man-made and natural landscapes 

at the urban fringe  

iv. visually sensitive skylines, soils, geological and topographical features 

v. landscape features of cultural, historic and heritage value vi. 

important views and visual amenity  

vii. tranquillity and the need to protect against intrusion from light pollution, noise, and motion and 

viii. landscape functions including places to live, work, relax and recreate.  

  

This applies to the River Marden Vale. 

  

Wiltshire Council Core Policy 58 Ensuring the conservation of the historic environment 

- Development should protect, conserve and where possible enhance the historic 

environment. 

Designated heritage assets and their settings will be conserved, and where appropriate enhanced in a 

manner appropriate to their significance, including:   
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iii. Buildings and structures of special architectural or historic interest    

iv. The special character or appearance of conservation areas   

Distinctive elements of Wiltshire’s historic environment, including non-designated heritage 

assets, which contribute to a sense of local character and identity will be conserved, and where 

possible enhanced.  

This refers to the Conservation area of Tytherton Lucas, and the listed and historical buildings of St 

Nicholas Church (Grade II*) and Scotts Mill (Grade II) within the area outlined in the Policy.   
 

3. Wiltshire Council Assessment of the area in the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan  

 

 

Bencroft Hill from the North Rivers cycle route 

The area has an attractive landscape character. The open character and strong association with the 

rivers and floodplain are important characteristics to safeguard. Development in this Strategic Area 

has the potential to reduce separation between Tytherton Lucas and Chippenham, which would 

reduce its remote and tranquil character. In addition, development would be visually prominent from 

surrounding high ground and could make this edge of Chippenham considerably more notable in the 

surrounding countryside. The options which broach the North Wiltshire Rivers Route have a higher 

potential to reduce separation between Chippenham and Tytherton Lucas. It follows that the 

strategic site options which present the greatest scale of development and therefore encroach 

further into the landscape setting of Chippenham perform the worst in terms of potential landscape 

impact, with option that broaches the North Wiltshire Rivers Route performing worst.  

The Wiltshire Council Chippenham Landscape Setting Assessment December 2014 stated: Landscape 

Quality “The landscape has a predominantly rural character particularly…to the north of the North 

Wiltshire Rivers Route cycleway”. Qualities to be safeguarded within this strategic area include: 

“Remote rural character of the land to the north of the North Wiltshire Rivers Route characterised 
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by large arable fields bound by tree lined watercourses and onward views over the expansive river 

floodplain flanked by the wooded limestone ridge to the east”.  

In addition, it states the context of the “Remote character of Tytherton Lucas with the edge of 

Chippenham appearing generally distant and wooded”.  

Development within this area “has the potential to reduce separation between Tytherton Lucas and 

Chippenham which would reduce its remote and tranquil character. In addition, development would 

be visually prominent from surrounding high ground and could make the edge of Chippenham 
considerably more noticeable”.   

  

The recommendation was to “Ensure development does not extend north of the North Wiltshire 
Rivers Route as it would substantially reduce separation between Tytherton Lucas and Chippenham 

and would increase visibility of the town from beyond Tytherton Lucas towards East Tytherton.  

  

4. Report from the Inspector at the Examination in Public of the Chippenham Site  

Allocations Plan  

Amongst the concerns identified (para 8.61) with the Submitted Plan Strategy were that the site is 

recognised as having particular adverse environmental effects that are also problematic to mitigate. 

In particular, impact on the attractiveness of the Marden Vale north of the North Wiltshire Rivers 

Route (NWRR) and possibly on the character of the Tytherton Lucas Conservation Area (CA) were 

matters of concern. Additionally, the assessment indicates that even if the housing and employment 

elements were removed from the more sensitive areas the strategy would still involve the intrusion 

into those areas of the new road and the traffic it would bring.  

 

5. Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan  

 See policy NP.3 at top of this section  

  

1. This policy supports the following Vision Statements in Bremhill Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

(b) “Appreciate our Green Environment  

(d) “An Attractive Parish”   

  

2. This policy supports the following Objectives in our Neighbourhood Plan. 

(c) “Green and Open Spaces” and “The local landscape and wildlife”   

(e) “Management of water courses and flood mitigation”   

  

The Bremhill Parish questionnaire responses showed 86% of respondents agreed it was highly 

important that the rural areas of the Parish remain unspoilt. 88% of people were highly concerned 
about maintaining separation from surrounding towns.    

  

6. Tytherton Lucas Residents Association Landscape Assessment  

A Landscape Report by independent consultants WH Landscape Consultancy, provided by Tytherton  

Lucas Residents Association for the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan  
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“Although not covered by any statutory landscape designations the river corridors and the 

surrounding countryside, particularly to the north of the cycle route, are of considerable landscape 
value, being located in a tranquil and complete rural landscape and providing the landscape setting 

for the Tytherton Lucas Conservation Area... This area has a low capacity and is susceptible to 
development. It is considered to have a High/Medium sensitivity and the magnitude of change will 

be Substantial, which will result in a Major to Major/Moderate adverse impact on the landscape 
resource, which cannot readily be mitigated. “  

  

Summary  

The Avon and Marden river Vale may not be designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

but it is “our” AONB as far as the residents of Chippenham and surrounding villages are concerned. 

Already there are attractive river walks and Route 403 - a national cycle route - takes advantage of 

the disused Chippenham to Calne railway bed. It is possible to walk and cycle from the Town 

Bridge in Chippenham to Castlefields in Calne without ever passing between two buildings and at 

the same time enjoy the landscape and natural environment of the river vales and the views to 

Lyneham Banks, Cherhill and Derry Hill.  

 

 
Centre right the tree lined River Marden, New Leaze Farm centre left 
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CP12 Proposed uses for Hardens Farm and New Leaze Farm: 

It is argued here, and by very many others elsewhere, that the housing numbers for Chippenham 
need to adjusted and much reduced.  Alongside that the case for prioritising development in Site 
1has been shown to be fatally flawed. At the same time, there is a credible and realistic future for 
the farmland in Chippenham Site 1 which includes the two Hardens Farms and New Leaze farm. This 
should be taken fully into account going forward. This response to CP12 outlines that positive case, 
and offers a ‘Greenprint’ for its further development.   
 

 
The absence of attention to that positive alternative is an unfortunate omission from the discussion 
of Chippenham’s future. So that this section is also a contribution to answering question CP13.  
 
The farmland in Site 1 is just over 700 acres. In all just under 500 acres of this is believed to be in 
public (Wiltshire Council) ownership. The Hardens Farms are 200 acres, and these are also County 
Farms, held in stewardship by Wiltshire Council for the public benefit. County farms originate as a 
land use reform response to the late-Victorian agricultural depression, and were then embedded in 
legislation in 1892, 1908 and 1926.  
 
“Today, they remain one of the most powerful levers that a local authority has for directly helping 
new people into farming. They are a national public asset and in England alone cover a huge 200,000 
acres. As such they have real potential to support the economic viability of local farming, to promote 
innovative farming methods, and to deliver environmentally sustainable farming.” 5 
 
A sizable area of this land is Grade 3A, Best and Most Valuable, as shown on the MAGIC map of local 
farmland quality.6 It is worth noting that some part of Site 1 has not yet been graded and it is remiss 
of the Council to propose it for development in the absence of that knowledge. As has already been 
pointed out the analysis in Annexe II of the ISA has mistakenly claimed that 3A and 3B land cannot 
be differentiated, and therefore failed to identify the two areas of 3A land in Site 1– one of which 
surrounds the Hardens Farm buildings.   

 
 

5 Graham, K et al, (2019), Reviving County Farms, CPRE   
6 https://magic.defra.gov.uk/ 

Tranquil countryside at Hardens Farm towards Bencroft Hill 
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Site 1 is bordered and defined by two rivers, the Avon and Marden, which contributes to its varied 
character and farming opportunities. Accordingly, it can be thought of as the Avon and Marden Vale 
(AMV).  It contains the two previously named working farms. Its character was briefly touched on in 
the Preliminary Environmental Assessment of Options Report (PEAOR) 7. Its rather general account 
reported that ‘the broad, flat, low-lying clay vale, is strongly characterised by the presence of the 
River Avon, River Marden and other tributaries’ (3.6.2) and that  
 
‘the lowland valley landscape comprises medium scale, mixed arable farmland with some grazed 
meadow that is strongly defined by a framework of woodland blocks and intact and predominantly 
well-managed hedgerows frequently with hedgerow trees, although in places hedgerows have been 
removed creating a more open and fragmented landscape character’. (3.6.3)  
 
Views across the generally semi-open landscape within the study area mean that the extent of views 
are contained by subtle changes in landform, localised hillocks or ridges to the east and north-east of 
Chippenham. (3.6.6) 
 
The report also acknowledges that ‘Sensitive features identified in the Wiltshire Landscape Character 
Assessment, 2005 include: 'rural tranquillity; hedgerow pattern; water bodies and water ways of 
varied character and ecological value; streamside willows and other riparian vegetation; remnant 
hay meadows; wide open views; and settlement pattern of nucleated villages with variety of 
vernacular building materials'. (3.6.5)  
 
This is peri-urban farmland. In the words of this Report ‘The quality of the landscape is influenced by 
the proximity to Chippenham settlement edge’.  It is also defined by its proximity to the Conservation 
village of Tytherton Lucas, the hamlet of Stanley, both within the larger parish of Bremhill. In other 
words, it is the neighbourhood farmland of urban Chippenham and rural Bremhill. Its destruction 
would have a significant adverse negative effect on both communities. Conversely both communities 
will benefit from its continuation and from the many opportunities there are for its improvement in 
the Plan period. Increasing attention is being given to the contribution of peri-urban farmland, for 
example the August 2020 Sustain Alliance8 report on Fringe Farming9 in and around London, which 
highlighted the benefits of peri-urban farming for increased food production and resilience, skills 
and training and new routes to local markets. It also makes the case that ‘notably this should include 
protection of the County Farms estate so it can provide land for new entrants, varied land holding 
sizes allowing farmers to progress in farming, and testing and demonstration sites of agroecological, 
nature- and climate-friendly farming systems’ (pp. 13-14) 
 
The report included specific recommendations for Local Authorities:  
 
• Those with land holdings in the urban fringe to take more responsibility for how their land is 
managed to achieve wider public benefits. 

 
 

7 part of the widely criticised Future Chippenham plans for a distributor road round Chippenham which would 

cross Area 1.   
8 https://www.sustainweb.org/ 
9 https://www.sustainweb.org/publications/Fringe-Farming-Breifing-Aug2020/ 
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• Build relationships with landowners and any tenant farmers to identify opportunities and 
barriers to growing more agroecological food and getting it into local market outlets. 
• Innovate and encourage different models of food production that include community 
engagement. 
• Adopt new models of land management such as those presented by the Ecological Land 
Cooperative, the Soil Association and the Land Trust, to allow more flexibility and progression 
for farming careers. 
• Integrate opportunities into Climate Change Action Plans and food procurement contracts. 
 
These have immediate relevance for a positive future for the Avon and Marden Vale, and will be 
returned to later in this response.   
 
Food production in peri-urban areas is often on a small scale, in smallholdings or modestly sized 

farms. One of the urban myths in some policy discussions is that small farms have no future and the 

only future is large scale agglomeration. This is not the case. The 2019 Defra Evidence Compendium 

(p. 70) shows that size of farm is not necessarily the issue but how well the farm is managed ; it 

shows that on a scale of farm profitability (defined by £ profit for every £100 of inputs) very small 

economic size farms make up 40% of the top 10% of such farms. Other evidence and argument in 

favour of small scale food production can be found in the 2017 ‘A Matter of Scale’ study  10, which 

examined productivity data, local marketing, employment, reductions in waste and motivation for 

environmental improvement – all supporting the contribution that small farms make. Further 

support for the contribution of small farms comes in the 2017 CPRE Uncertain Harvest report11 and a 

2016 Prince’s Countryside Fund Report 12 recommends actions to improve small farm futures. The 

case for small farms is increasingly being made:   

https://landworkersalliance.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/matterofscale.pdf  

None of which is to deny that small farms have been and are under pressure and that many have 

been unable to survive. So that a ‘business as usual’ approach to farming in the Avon and Marden 

Vale is not recommended.  There is a bright farmland future for the Vale but it requires innovation 

(of which diversification is one example), funding and policy support, local connection and public 

engagement.  

British farming, large and small is already moving down the diversification path.  Defra has reported 

that “uptake of diversified activities has increased from 51% of farm businesses in 2009/10 to 66% in 

2017/18. For those farms with a diversified activity, their income from that activity accounted for 

 
 

10Laughton, R. (2017) A Matter of Scale: A study of the productivity, financial viability and multifunctional 

benefits of small farms (20 ha and less). Landworkers’ Alliance and Centre for Agroecology, Coventry 
University.  
11 Willis, G. (2017) ‘Uncertain Harvest: Does the loss of farms matter?, CPRE   
12 Winter, M. and Lobley, M. (2016) Is there a future for the small family farm in the UK? Report to The Prince’s 
Countryside Fund, London: Prince’s Countryside Fund. ISBN 978-902746-36-7 

https://landworkersalliance.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/matterofscale.pdf
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28% of their profit in 2017/18.”13 An excellent example of successful diversification can be found 

locally at Hartley Farm at Bradford on Avon  https://www.hartley-farm.co.uk/about/our-story/.  

Local connectivity is crucial for success of this kind of diversification, which is returned to below.  

 

Emerging environmental approaches to farming are another promising form of diversification 

open to the AMV farms. Perhaps the most promising for the future of the Avon and Marden 

Vale is agroecology, simply put the application of ecological principles to farming.  Agroecology 

promotes farming practices that; 

• Mitigate climate change - reducing emissions, recycling resources and prioritising local supply chains. 

• Work with wildlife - managing the impact of farming on wildlife and harnessing nature to do the hard 

work for us, such as pollinating crops and controlling pests. 

• Put farmers and communities in the driving seat - they give power to approaches led by local people 

and adapt agricultural techniques to suit the local area - and its specific social, environmental and 

economic conditions.14 

One option for the future of the AMV can be seen in this extended discussion of agroecology:   

“So instead of the conventional, monoculture-based industrial approach which relies on external inputs, we 

need to develop sustainable, regenerative farming systems that improve the well-being of small-scale farmers, 

create diversity to make food production resilient to a changing and unpredictable climate, and produce 

sufficient food whilst enhancing biodiversity. Instead of marginalising sustainable local food producers, we need 

to put sustainable local food at the centre of our food supply, with small-scale producers feeding local 

communities, rather than being squeezed by industrial-scale global supply chains. 

Agroecological farming is needed to preserve natural resources. This includes recycling nutrients and energy on 

the farm, rather than using external inputs; integrating crop and livestock farming; diversifying species (and 

therefore genetic resources); and focusing on the ways in which crops and livestock can mutually benefit each 

other, rather than on individual species. By using organic matter and improving the soil, farmers can promote 

better plant growth. This is an agro-ecology knowledge-intensive system, but the knowledge is developed by 

the farmer through understanding local conditions and experimenting. 

Re-connecting farmers and consumers is important to help building vibrant local food economies. The aim is to 

support local producers, processors and retailers, and build links between consumers, local farmers and local 

food businesses. This means creating decentralized short supply chains, diversified markets based on solidarity 

and fair prices, and closer links between producers and consumers locally. Consumers should be able to purchase 

ecologically-produced food from small-scale producers. Short distance distribution models are also an important 

aspect for the closure of nutrient cycles, a basic need in agro-ecological farming practices. To return plant 

 
 

13 DEFRA Future Farming and Environment Evidence Compendium  ( 2019 update) PowerPoint Presentation 
(publishing.service.gov.uk) 
14 From the Soil Association web site    https://www.soilassociation.org/causes-campaigns/a-ten-year-
transition-to-agroecology/what-is-agroecology/ 

https://www.hartley-farm.co.uk/about/our-story/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/834432/evidence-compendium-26sep19.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/834432/evidence-compendium-26sep19.pdf
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nutrients back into the loop, back to the soil, on the right spot, in the right composition and in the right amounts, 

is a complex issue. This complexity increases significantly over distance, so agroecology promotes closed 

production loop sand minimised external inputs. In this way local food economies answer the basic need for 

plant nutrients in agroecological farming practices.”  15 

There are several other online sources for agroecology 16 but there is also a successful example of it 
in practice less than a dozen miles from the AMV, Yatesbury Farm: https://yatesbury.webs.com/ 

where the principles are put into successful practice.   

One example of agroecology is agroforestry, usually combining tree planting with pasture. 

Adding trees delivers multiple benefits especially in an area where the aim is to improve landscape 

and recreation for the local population – integrating trees within the farmed landscape to create a 

patchwork where the trees complement production or are part of it. More trees in the landscape 

would also combine farming with carbon storage and, if well managed, provide landscape 

enhancement. 17   

 
For example, one option for the flood plain would be planting of suitable tree species to create a 

woodland underplanted with wildflowers which local people could visit – perhaps via a new 

footbridge across the river – i.e., the floodplains in the AMV area could become managed wetlands – 

wetlands are increasingly being recognised for their carbon storage value as well as flood capacity, 

ability to filter out pollutants etc. In agroforestry models, these areas could be grazed or left 

undisturbed. 

Fruit and horticulture also 

offer new smaller scale 

niche-farming options, 

which can sometimes be 

combined with arable and 

pastoral farms.  

From all this it is evident 

that there are innovative 

and realistic options for 

small scale farming in the 

Avon and Marden Vale, 

which have the capacity to 

improve the soil18, reduce 

 
 

15 From the ARC 2020 web site     https://www.arc2020.eu/agroecology/briefing-note-agroecology/ 
16 For example https://www.agricology.co.uk/  
https://www.sustainweb.org/blogs/nov18_agroecology_future_ukfarming/ 
17 About Agroforestry – The Agroforestry Research Trust 

18 Back to the Land, 2021, CPRE  

Avon and Marden Vale - the wooded line is the North Rivers Cycle Route 

https://yatesbury.webs.com/
https://www.agricology.co.uk/
https://www.agroforestry.co.uk/about-agroforestry/
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the carbon footprint and explore the potential for carbon capture.  Opportunities for – and the 

benefits of - engagement with local communities appears as a common theme.  Local connections 

can include local markets and interactions with residents as consumers, but extend far beyond that.  

They can also provide opportunities for employment, volunteering, learning new skills and entry into 

the farming profession – one of the original aims of County Farms.  There would also be scope for 

the kind of small-scale landholdings and micro businesses to grow food for local consumption.19    

And of course, these options could – and should - be accompanied by the provision of new 

allotments for local residents. Demand for allotments is likely to follow from developers cramming in 

houses with small ‘manageable’ gardens, alongside the benefits of growing your own at a time of 

visible food insecurity.  

 

Community ownership and support should also be explored. There are practical and successful 

examples of community farm ownership, and one model offers shares in the local farm to the local 

community.  Options could include promoting a public ownership stake in at least one of the AMV 

County Farms.  There is even a consultancy that specifically supports fresh thinking about farming 

ownership: https://sharedassets.org.uk/  

Community Supported Agriculture is a variation on ownership.20 The Soil Association defines CSA as 

a partnership between farmers and the local community, in which the responsibilities, risks and 

rewards of farming are shared.  One community supported farm has 8,000 investor members. They 

can be farmer- or community-led and produce food on one acre or hundreds. Vegetables are most 

common, but produce also includes eggs, bread, meat, fruit and dairy. CSAs are also developing to 

manage woodlands. 

Locally engaged farming would be a significant place shaping boost for the communities on both 

sides of the AMV, encouraging a sense of the important connections of the place where they live 

with the local countryside and food production – and very relevant to CP2, above.    

These innovative approaches to diversified small scale farming are not only practical but 

have several opportunities to attract funding. The first comes within the Agricultural 

Transition Plan  Agricultural transition plan 2021 to 2024 - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) which could 

provide funding for a Local Authority wishing to invest in their council farmland to create new small 

holdings or incubator hubs for new entrants. This is being piloted in 2021 and due to launch by 

2022.21 

 
 

19 ecologicalland.coop | For a Living, Working Countryside 

20 https://communitysupportedagriculture.org.uk 

21 There is an introduction to the scheme on p 24  

https://sharedassets.org.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-transition-plan-2021-to-2024
https://ecologicalland.coop/
https://communitysupportedagriculture.org.uk/
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At the same time, the whole of Government support for farming is undergoing radical change after 

the departure from the European Union. Government is clearly signalling a new farming focus on 

public benefit in addition to food production. The replacement will be the Environmental Land 

Management Scheme (ELMS). This will have three components, which are still being worked 

through.   

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-environmental-land-management-scheme-an-

overview 

https://townsendcharteredsurveyors.co.uk/professional-services/environmental-land-management-

schemes-elms/   

As they currently appear, two of these (Sustainable Farm Incentive and Local Nature Recovery) 

should provide opportunities for funding the innovative farming approaches described above, in the 

AMV. The SFI is broad based and covers farm land and will set standards for how land is managed for 

environmental improvement. The Local Nature Recovery component seems likely to enable local 

priorities to be addressed, including improving or connecting up habitats, landscape and public 

access, as per the published Agricultural Transition Plan:  

 “Local Nature Recovery will focus on: creating, managing and restoring habitats such as woodland, 

wetlands, freshwater, peatland, heathland, species-rich grassland, and coastal habitat, as well as 

connecting isolated habitats to form networks; natural flood management; species management; 

rights of way, navigation and recreation infrastructure; education infrastructure, events and services; 

and geodiversity and heritage asset management.” 22Agricultural transition plan 2021 to 2024 - 

GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

Locally engaged small scale food production should also be eligible for charitable funding.  

 

Conclusion 

This is strong evidence that recent innovative developments in farming methods offer promising 

opportunities for refreshed, small scale farming on the Avon and Marden Vale, which are in tune 

with emerging Government thinking on funding. These could also provide significant health, 

consumption and recreation benefits for the local community, including of course the people of 

Chippenham. The available benefits also include biodiversity / wildlife increase, carbon reduction, 

improved water and air quality, public access and landscape enhancement.    

The publicly owned land in the AMV (currently designated as Site 1) provides the ideal opportunity 

to begin a change process to take advantage of these opportunities at time when food production 

 
 

22 referenced above. This extract is from p33.    

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-environmental-land-management-scheme-an-overview
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-environmental-land-management-scheme-an-overview
https://townsendcharteredsurveyors.co.uk/professional-services/environmental-land-management-schemes-elms/
https://townsendcharteredsurveyors.co.uk/professional-services/environmental-land-management-schemes-elms/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-transition-plan-2021-to-2024
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/agricultural-transition-plan-2021-to-2024
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and food security are rapidly rising up public concerns and policy priorities. The County farms should 

over time be the catalysts for wider change.   

The recommendations emerging from this analysis are: 

✓ first and foremost, the retention of this Avon and Marden Vale land for a progressive 

farming based, locally connected future, and the removal of the land from any development 

priorities.  

✓ Early discussions between the representatives of Chippenham and Bremhill Parish about the 

future options, particularly the future of the County Farms and other publicly owned 

farmland in the area. 

✓ To include any local farmers who are interested in these options. 

✓ An accompanying and parallel public debate, informed by appropriate outside expertise. 

 

Summary 

There is ample evidence of opportunities for developing a positive, community-oriented farm-based 

vision for this area as a 2021 alternative to roads, concrete and Chippenham suburbs. Opportunities 

that are not only in tune with the best of today’s farming, but could be in tune with developing 

Government policies and attract significant funding.  

There is more detail to be considered and some blue sky thinking to be cultivated.  In discussion with 

local people. Probably but not necessarily beginning by pressing for restoring the County Farms to 

their original purposes, including encouragement of new entrants into farming and connections with 

the local community. County farms should deliver wider public goods –being managed in ways that 

do more for the community and the environment – be that better public access or chances to 

volunteer on food growing, better soil, water and carbon management for example and expansion of 

wildlife.  Towards a green Avon and Marden Vale.  

 

CP13 Other important factors that need to be considered in planning for Chippenham 

There are innovative ideas that need to be considered in developing Chippenham in the future 

outlined in our response to CP12, to develop a greener future for the Avon and Marden Vale. 

The climate crisis and the pandemic have combined to render obsolete Wiltshire Council’s 

ideologically driven and longstanding policies on house-building that encouraged developers to 

alight on Chippenham as a town where the county planning authority was very happy to unlock land 

for building. Wiltshire Council has had therefore to concoct excuses for maintaining a stance that, as 

time goes by, becomes steadily more untenable. Their excuses are simply that. The council fails to 

provide robust and proportionate evidence. 
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Household projections are only a starting point. Wiltshire Council fails to disaggregate past 

undersupply, market signals, projected employment growth, demographics such as age, household 

types, health and social needs. Actual household sizes should determine, for example, specified 

bedroom numbers, housing types, and tenures. Wiltshire Council also fails to disaggregate and 

account for: 

o concealed households 

o disabled and older people living in institutional settings because of a lack of suitable housing 

stock 

o Overcrowded households 

o Homeless sofa surfers 

o Existing housing stock that age and disrepair have made unsuitable 

o Existing housing stock that is no longer suitable for owners who cannot access affordable 

housing suitable for their needs 

o Existing housing stock that is unsuitable for households with young children or teenagers. 

There isn’t actually a housing crisis for the more affluent who typically can service the mortgages for 

second homes, buy-to-lets, for large dwellings in relatively large grounds, and who already have 

property. Land owners have been able to release land for building low density medium sized houses. 

Land bankers release land opportunistically when they judge they can maximize profits. Low-density 

single-family-home land-use planning has come to be seen as an apolitical norm, with advantageous 

financial arrangements compared to alternatives. It creates a political constituency wedded to car 

dependence regardless of other positions (https://bit.ly/39mMm5a). 

Suburban sprawl, such as that proposed for Chippenham, can be seen as the effect of state capture 

by the car-dependent transport system, rather than an outcome of citizen preferences (as it is often 

presented). One analysis of housing requirements notes that venal attitudes among supporters of 

the dominant housing market model include— 

o a desire to see house prices continue to increase 

o A tendency to rationalize problems such as car dependence as “congestion” 

o A reluctance to pay for local services that they don’t use such as bus subsidies. 

But a first-time buyer earning £30,000 cannot afford an average Barrett or Persimmon house in 

Chippenham unless he or she has more than half the asking price in savings. 

Wiltshire Council equates road-building with demonstrating its competence in policy making. It 

presents low-density single-family-home land-use planning as an apolitical norm. It offers 

advantageous financial arrangements to developers compared to alternatives. It has created a 

political constituency wedded to car dependence regardless of other positions. 

(https://bit.ly/39mMm5a) It completely ignores low-cost forms of housing tenure, e.g., increased 

provision of housing association/council housing where housing prices are not driven by market 

forces. 

https://bit.ly/39mMm5a


Chippenham Draft Local Plan: -  
Why proposals for development of the Avon and Marden Vale should be withdrawn 

 

Page 90 
 
 

The emerging spatial strategy conveniently omits to cite the Wiltshire Local Plan Review Scale and 

Distribution of Growth (Regulation 18 consultation) Report of Informal Consultation with Town and 

Parish Councils (April 2019) in which:  

 

•  Chippenham consultees broadly stated a preference for “high quality design with green 

infrastructure and recreation routes linking existing community to the countryside” 

 

•  they preferred to place development towards the south and south east of the town with the 

remaining numbers being accommodated by smaller sites around the periphery of the 

settlement boundary along with a significant number within the town itself in the form of 

brownfield development.  

 

•  They highlighted “a number of potential constraints were highlighted in attempting to 

accommodate the level of growth being proposed including the loss of agricultural land, 

impacts on air pollution, building in flood risk zones (and the impact of climate change on 

this constraint), traffic congestion, the capacity of the road infrastructure to adapt and 

accommodate this level of growth along with concerns over the viability of proposed 

solutions to the current levels of congestion within the town; 

 

•  Chippenham consultees supported “a southern link road which was seen as a more viable 

solution to relieve current congestion.” 

 

Wiltshire Council has disregarded every single one of these preferences on the part of Chippenham 

people.   
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8. Conclusions 

 

As seen above the 38 degrees petition has been signed by over 5,300 people as of Monday March 8th 
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As can seen above the 38 degrees petition has been signed by over 5,300 people as of Monday 

March 8th. 

Chippenham Town Council have unanimously voted against this scale and form of development. 

Calne Town Council have unanimously voted against this scale and form of development. 

Bremhill Parish council have unanimously voted against this scale and form of development. 

 

SAVE OUR AVON AND MARDEN VALLEYS! 

STOP THE ROAD! 

NO TO THE HOUSING! 
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