
 
Rep ID: Chipp_P1 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is appalling and not good for Chippenham. I think the brownfield target is a measly drop in the ocean 
compared to the amount of greenfield space that has already been taken up and is proposed to be taken up with new housing 
developments between now and 2036. The brownfield target should be far higher, at least 10x higher. If that means building 
elsewhere in Wiltshire, where there are more brownfield sites available, then that's the right thing to do. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



It is a poor idea to potentially plan to reduce parking in the town centre by developing the Bath Road car park/Bridge  Centre, 
particularly when you are simultaneously proposing to build thousands more houses and hence demand for parking would be 
much higher! This is not acceptable.  
All of the development proposals focus on thousands of more housing, hence more pressure on existing services and amenities.  
What Chippenham lacks, and what these plans don't address, are things like the Odeon cinema and restaurants complex in 
Trowbridge.  
When you live in Chippenham, you have to travel to Bath, Bristol, Swindon or Trowbridge to access the popular chain restaurants 
and modern cinemas. I appreciate that the Chippenham cinema was recently extended and refurbished, but its location is 
isolated and does not compete to the aforementioned types of complexes. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. I live in Pewsham and chose Pewsham because it is in the 'countryside', with excellent access to views and walks. These 
proposals look to remove all of the surrounding greenland and to replace it with housing. This is NOT acceptable. The thousands 
of extra houses will put immense strain on an already congested road network.  
I appreciate that that is at least considered in the proposals, however, to implement those additional roads, will destroy more 
natural habitats and rural landscapes, and create more pollution. 
Agreeing to build thousands more houses in Chippenham will destroy it, and purely make it a chaotic, traffic filled commuter town. 
Removing its rural and pleasant status that it enjoys today.  
Chippenham is accepted as a commuter town, but it can and should be so much more, by providing facilities for people to enjoy, 
like mentioned previously, cinema complex, nice restaurants. The Law Courts would have been a great place for that, and would 
serve the community much better, rather than creating yet another supermarket in a characterless building. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The destruction of natural habitat and rural landscapes. The adverse effect on the mental health and wellbeing on local people 
that have lived here for years, by destroying these and building cramped, packed-in modern housing developments.  



Not to mention the additional traffic and pollution. All of these people will likely need to travel to Bath, Bristol, Swindon or 
Trowbridge for big shopping centres or cinema/entertainment. That will not change, hence there will be thousands of more cars 
doing these journeys. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes. I have mentioned throughout my answers already, that Chippenham is accepted as a commuter town, but it can and should 
be so much more, by providing facilities for people to enjoy, like mentioned previously, cinema complex, nice restaurants. The 
Law Courts would have been a great place for that, and would serve the community much better, rather than creating yet another 
supermarket in a characterless building. 
A lot of the additional residents proposed in these plans will have children and will likely need to travel to Bath, Bristol, Swindon 
or Trowbridge for big shopping centres or cinema/entertainment. That will not change, hence there will be thousands of more 
cars doing these journeys. 
What Chippenham lacks, and what these plans don't address, are things like the Odeon cinema and restaurants complex in 
Trowbridge. It does NOT need thousands of more housing, destroying the character of Chippenham. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Do not build thousands of more houses in Chippenham. Chippenham has accepted its fair share already - springing up 
everywhere.  Stop destroying the local countryside and wildlife habitats.  Hedgehogs are common in Chippenham, but the 
population is starting to suffer.  
Don't build more houses on the East or South of Chippenham, with perhaps an appeal on revenue through developing. It is not 
right or fair and will have a serious detrimental effect on the exiting, loyal, residents of Chippenham. Their mental and physical 
health will be affected due to traffic, noise, pollution, poorer air quality, destruction of countryside, destruction of pleasant views. 
Reduction in rural walking areas. Reduction in dog exercise areas. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P2 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Concerned about difference between the old core figure of 4510 and the new figure that is more than double. Inadequate 
explanation on the reason for the doubling. I think that there must be a brownfield target. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I think that the town centre needs to be improved, but that more will be required than ' resilience' current plans have allowed it to 
degenerate to the level that it has. There needs to be a better understanding of what is required for a town of the size that we will 
become and better decision making. The resilience word is a current 'buzz word' designed to look good in objective planning 



there needs to be far more detail behind it on exactly how this will be achieved- especially as every other market town in Wiltshire 
is likely to be trying to do the same thing. I am also concerned at the notes on access to local facilities in Pewsham- which 
comprise one pub, one overstretched GP practice (that is having difficulty recruiting enough GP's to meet current needs ) a small 
Tesco and a takeaway. Especially as no provision appears to be being made for medical cover in the new developments in Sites 
1 2 and 3. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
It was always likely that there would be some building here, but I am concerned about site 2 and the fact that it is known to flood. 
I am also concerned that there is a possibility that the houses will be built without the necessary road improvements. The current 
roads can gridlock easily enough at present. 9.000 new homes could easily be up to an additional 15, 000 new cars on the road. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
That the flood precautions that ' could be taken' ARE actually taken, also that this does not happen at the expense of the existing 
development when sewers/ drains become overloaded aments  includes has been known to happen in other areas. 
That the developments include sufficient other facilities for the people living there- access to shops for those who can't drive, 
access to medical care. It is already noted that there is little spare capacity at the current population level. I would suggest that 
Lodge road would not cope with an additional 9,000 households 
That there is a proper bus service for the new area to aid those who can't drive in gaining access to the town centre. 
That the houses that are built are at an appropriate size and price for local people on local wages to be able to afford them. This 
will not be the five bedroom executive homes that developers seem to like building I suggest 
That in addition to brown field sites action is also taken to ensure that vacant homes in the area are included as they may meet 
part of the requirement 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 
I think that the right areas are covered but the detail on how any of these will be achieved is completely missing. This needs  to 
work, not just look good in the planning documents and I am concerned about the translation of words into action. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P3 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Much  lower and target brownfield land first. We live to the east of Chippenham and the scale of the proposed growth there is 
very scary to us. We could potentially go from living in the middle of beautiful, unspoilt countryside to living on the edge of a 
massive housing estate, distributor road and surrounded by a solar farm. It will be essentially attaching another town on to the 
side of Chippenham. Who (apart from the landowners) actually wants this? There has to be more creative solutions. Has the on-
going pandemic not changed your plans at all? People need outdoor space more than ever and you're destroying it, not to 
mention building on flood plains. The lack of any meaningful consultation (until now) on the new road or housing is shameful and 
the fact you own most of this land and control the planning is a real worry too. There are already local plans in place that forbid 
any building on large parts of this land, what happens to those? Are they just ignored? What was the point in them? 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Some of these are correct (especially 3, 4 and 6) but how is building a massive road and thousands of houses helping with any of 
them? You can't say that you are respecting the individual identity of Tytherton Lucas by building houses right up to the edge of 
it...it just becomes part of Chippenham. The Avon and Marden valleys are very important green corridors...so why are you 
planning to build on top of it? You can't have it both ways. Re:5...if there is a genuine case for linking the A4 to the A350 then you 
only need to do it once...run the road from the edge of Pewsham way to that roundabout. why do you need to create a ring road? 
Instead of a road to the east why not build a long cycle track from the top of Chippenham to the bottom? It could link up to the 
existing cycle track, etc. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Our preference is always going to be 2 & 3, but we'd rather a much  scaled-back approach to any of them. 2 & 3 seems to make 
the most sense because it's already served by both main roads. Building the new road only between Pewsham and the A350 
would solve the traffic issue too and save the beautiful countryside and village around Chippenham and stop it creeping ever 
closer to Calne. Building the other side of the A350 makes sense too. Many of these sites are on flood planes though. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
It would be so refreshing to see some interesting, beautiful, eco-friendly developments that all have solar panels on the 
roofs...surrounded by new trees or just something interesting that fits into the landscape we can look at and be proud of. Some of 
the new developments already going in around Chippenham are just cookie-cutter box houses which look so out of place in their 
surroundings. Please don't ruin the countryside! 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 
We didn't move to Chippenham to live on the edge of another Swindon. We would have moved to Swindon if we wanted that. 
The local economy will be on its knees after COVID/Brexit and should be supported before anything new is considered. The high 
street is increasingly empty of shops or anything interesting. The new climbing centre is a perfect example of something useful 
and interesting that there should be more of. Endless supermarkets, busy roads, poorly made boring housing estates will just 
make Chippenham somewhere no-one wants to live. We should be focusing (leading the way!) on green issues and not just 
building thousands of houses and new roads to fill quotas because we have to or it will be forced on us. Also PLEASE include 
residents in your planning and decision making and actually listen to them. The new road funding was basically agreed in secret 
without consulting any local parishes or residents. The preferred land options you've listed happen to be land you own...what 
message does that send to people looking from the outside? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I just want to reiterate my comments before about your accountability and transparency in this process. There are already local 
plans place that forbids building on many of these sites to the east and people have put hundreds of hours into putting those 
together and fighting to keep the countryside to the east of Chippenham free from development. Please scale this back and 
preserve the beautiful countryside to the east we're so lucky to enjoy. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P4 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
There are multiple brownfield sites in the town already that need addressing, whilst I'm for the growth of Chippenham these 
shouldn't be neglected going forward. The Bridge Centre site is an absolute eyesore for the town, whoever decided the original 
building should be torn down without any real plan needs sacking. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The council should be doing more to help with the reinstating of the wilts and berks canal including a link to the Avon, you talk 
constantly of green corridors and there's an excellent one right there, simple things like a bridge on the A4 as part of the 



developments to link the sections and funding towards the restoration could mean the centre of town being linked to a huge part 
of the eastern development and down towards lacock. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The proximity of 7 to the existing A350 dual carriageway, the M4 and the proposed expansion of the woodland should put this 
higher up the list. Assuming they are still planning tree planting to expand the woodland which helps with the net zero carbon 
goals of the council. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Green! The canal, the woodlands of both birds marsh and the borough lands and planting through the Marden valley. If you want 
to be taken seriously on the environmental pledges you have made whist committing to a mass building programme then you 
should be doing more on the above 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P5 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Figure should be zero on greenfield areas and all on brownfield sites 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Some of these ideas are pie-in the sky.  This plan will not revitalise the town centre or encourage people to cycle to work etc. It is 
simply to provide housing and allow MORE people to out-commute. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Area 5 is beyond the A350 and outside the road which has always been spoken of the limit. Area 1 would be a complete disaster, 
as I will explain later 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
How to minimise impact on the environment and keep our area green 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Local farms and keeping the wider area available for wildlife/ flora etc 
 

 
Further comments 
 

I would like to object to the plan for  area 1,, i.e. East Chippenham for the following reasons. 
1. Water run-off and flooding; the rivers already have problems with excess water and extra run-off will cause huge problems as 
our climate becomes more extreme. 
2.Traffic flow. Extra housing will lead to hugely more cars on the roads and there are too many obstacles on the East side of 
Chippenham A better route , if any, would be to the SOUTH of the town from the A4 across to the A350 near Lackham. 
3.Impact on environment. Area 1 (East) is productive farmland as well as being vital for wildlife. The  Marden valley is a rare 
example of open countryside and must not be put under concrete and tarmac, whilst totally ruining it as a space at present used 
by masses of locals as a recreation area. More people than ever wish to be outside keeping healthy. 
Area 1 should be struck from the plan as there are too many negatives and problems ahead; in fact that is what the last planning 
inspector concluded. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P6 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
This scale of growth is excessive and greenfield sites should not be considered. Smaller, brownfield sites should be targeted. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Definitely not. This scheme would not revitalise the town centre or encourage the use of public transport. 
The main priority should be to preserve this vital green space for people's recreation and well being, and protect this beautiful 
wildlife -rich environment. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Anyone who knows the area recognises how important it is as a flood plain. The fields of the Avon and Marden valleys contain an 
enormous amount of water, which can then drain away naturally. if covered with concrete, the flooding consequences would be 
dire. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Site 1 is inappropriate for building as described, dismissed by the Planning Inspector in recent years. 
Sies 2 and 3 have fewer natural obstacles for a suitable through road connection. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Protecting the remaining beautiful and much loved countryside around our town - a necessary green lung. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This whole scheme has been drawn up without public knowledge for the benefit of land hungry developers, along with Council 
members who want an easy solution for their housebuilding targets. Applying for infrastructure funding in this way was completely 
underhand and undemocratic. The people responsible do not live in the area, and do not know or care about how precious it is. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P7 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
LOWER.  Chippenham is a small market town and that is why people want to move here.  I don't want it bigger. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We have shops and brownfield sites that are not currently used and plenty of room up by the M4 so why have more?  Transport 
and infrastructure cannot currently cope, so bringing more houses will make this work.  The new road will only allow to make 
current traffic levels moving.  Every time traffic is improved is just causes further issues. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  No more houses.  Yes a small increase will be acceptable but to remove all this glorious countryside is despicable. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Lets face it, a lot of money will be made here so it will go ahead.  So make sure you build large green areas, for kids to hang 
around and play, parks, green fields, cycle routes and a proper cycle route not one where every 200m you have to get off your 
bile so no ones uses them. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Bungalows for the older (although developer will earn less) protected green spaces, playing fields pedestrian walk ways.  You are 
planning cycle routes but to where?  Most cyclist do so for fitness so want a route to get out to our glorious countryside that we 
have in Wiltshire.  Hence why most of live here and you are trying to remove.  Build in cities, people in cities don't mind 
congestion and crowds that's why they buy a house there. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No massive house building.  Chippenham cannot cope even with current capacity, we do not even have a proper hospital. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P8 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I understand that we have to plan ahead and someone has to put a figure on potential growth, I do question why Wiltshire has 
gone higher than the national guidelines?  
Then as a result of your site selection process you want to allow 65% of the next 25 years growth to be on the Eastern side of 
Chippenham on one site. 
 I would have expected you to allow growth all around Chippenham to where people want to buy houses close to employment or 
their preferred source of transport. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
I would say that the A350 which as you state in your methodology is either Dual Carriageway or planned to be dualled should be 
heralded as the solution to town centre congestion at the Bridge Centre. 
To that end it makes sense to me that you use sites 2 and 3 together with your £75,000,000 to make a dual carriageway from 
Pewsham to Lackham Roundabout.  
The first choice option of a distributor road through housing in Site 1 on the Eastern side of Chippenham will swallow up all of the 
monies and a lot more CIL payments and still only provide a single carriageway road which will not take volumes of traffic. 
This Southern Link Road will take people towards the areas of employment at Methuen Park and Bumpers Farm, as well as 
Supermarkets and petrol stations. 
This will leave the Avon Valley to the East of Chippenham as an area that residents can enjoy and not cover that area with more 
houses. You can extend the existing cycleway alongside Pewsham Way with the one that is using the Old Calne to Chippenham 
Railway. 
By doing this you respect the individual villages because they are unaffected. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
In your webinar and in your methodology you put great emphasis on getting people out of their cars. They get in their cars 1/ to 
go to work, 2/ To take kids to School, and 3/ To buy food. 
I have read your methodology on site selection and find it very subjective, for example, to put as a priority on Site 6 the loss of 
Medium Agricultural Land, but you do not put this as a negative on sites 1-4. 
You also say that Sites 5 and 6 are cut off from the town centre by the A350, surely a few footbridges over the dual carriageway 
is far cheaper than the building of very expensive road bridges over the Avon in two places. 
Sites 5 and 6 are adjacent to Bumpers Farm and Methuen Park, sites of abundant jobs, in addition, they are adjacent to 
Morrisons and Sainsbury's supermarkets. You allowed them to build there. 
In your methodology to say that Chippenham will have to expand outside the natural boundaries of the Avon and A350, if you 
expand to the west and north of Chippenham you keep the natural beauty and ecologically sensitive sites of the Avon and 
Marden valleys for the residents of Chippenham to enjoy, as they do now if you cover this area in houses you lose it forever, 
never to get it back. 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The loss of the Avon and Marden valley's for the ecological and topographical standpoints. At present you have a wonderful link-
up between Monkton Park and the Sustrans cycle track and footpath towards Stanley, lots of people enjoy the fact that they are 
soon out into the countryside, if you build houses and bridges on that area you lose it forever. 
I understand that using SUDS you can hold back run-off water but you have to think about all of the towns below Chippenham 
that will flood, Melksham, Bradford-on-Avon, Bath and even Bristol. The environment agency is asking us to hold the water back 
in this area, therefore if you build to the west of Chippenham it takes far longer for the water to reach the Avon and you have 
many more opportunities to put in holding ponds to slow the flow down. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

As planners, you seem obsessed with regenerating the Town centre, and yes the Eastern Development would "Round the town 
off" in plan view. Those householders if you do develop Site 1 will all have to get in there cars and drive to the other side of 
Chippenham for Employment, food, and schools if they are lucky enough to get a placement in Sheldon or Hardenhuish schools, 
Abbeyfield won't be able to take all of the school-age children from 2975 houses. 
Once those householders get home in the evening sure they can get on their bikes and ride or walk into the town centre for a 
meal in the evening but the Avon and Marden valleys will have been lost in the process. 
I feel that some of your methodologies are very subjective where some sites are marked positively and others negatively on the 
same subject where I cannot see any rationale. 

 
Further comments 
 

The adoption of site 1 necessitates the building of a very expensive bridge over the Avon Valley that will swallow up all of your 
£75,000,000 from the government grant meant for schools, doctors, and dental surgeries, that is not good planning. 
At present, you haven't got a bridge over the railway into Rawlings Farm which to any lament should be built before the housing 
by the developers. 
This is very disjointed and is fraught with problems both civil and ecologically, there are better sites around Chippenham if you 
review the methodology. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P9 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I am totally against increasing the number of homes by 5100. I.e. more than double the original number. Yes there should be a 
brownfield target. It is sad that we will be losing so much beautiful countryside with all the environmental damage that entails. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
By building such a huge number of new houses you risk increasing the level of out commuting. Chippenham is becoming an 
overspill for Bath, Bristol and even London. You will make it even more of a dormitory town. You have already destroyed the town 
centre by allowing new out of town retail. E.g. Next, TK Max etc. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Site 1 will be particularly damaging with its negative impact on two rivers. The Avon and Marden. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Pressure on local services, schools etc. Increase in pollution. Impact on the type of town. Chippenham will cease to be a market 
town. It will become a small Swindon. Quality of life. Decreased pride in the town. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The strength of feeling against your proposals among the existing residents. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It looks like that in an attempt to solve this nations housing crisis you have decided to sacrifice the Chippenham that we know and 
love. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P10 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private citizen 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
There should be a brownfield target which should be exhausted before further greenfield sites are considered. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are the right priorities. 
How these might be achieved is a matter for the council leaders and will require a great deal of strong will and sense of purpose. 
Also there are financial implications which must be fully considered. Will central government be asked to make contributions to 
enable the plans to be realised. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As with any development, the residents views should be listened to. Also the environmental impact, traffic pollution and all other 
usual issues that are highlighted when major developments are considered. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The general wellbeing of all the residents of Chippenham whose lives may be impacted by any future developments. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P11 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Personal 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Higher brownfield target would encourage redevelopment of vacant sites in the town centre. The target relative the amount of 
greenfield homes is very un ambitious. 
The scale of growth is excessive in relation to other Wiltshire towns. Such growth at such a rate would cause the town to lose it's 
market town feel and result in poor quality housing and in poor quality communities. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



If the east of Chippenham is to be developed it should be developed in a way that utilizes the existing landscape and green 
infrastructure. The character and amenity provided by the Chippenham to Calne cycleway, footpaths adjacent to the Avon and 
track to Hardens Farm and the cycle way should be maintained. 
Cycle links should be proved ensuring that journey times are comparable to driving. Too often this infrastructure gives way to 
roads, is narrow and too indirect to be useful. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Valuable green space (east bank of the Avon) within walking distance of significant amount of Chippenham must be maintained.  
Traffic must be routed to the A4 Pewsham way and not the London road between Ave La Flesh and Stanley lane. Traffic calming 
measures may be required. With current plans this may be the most direct route between a significant number of new houses the 
town centre and destinations on the other side of town. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P12 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes all new house building in Chippenham must be on Brownfield sites. We are in a climate and ecological emergency. Growth 
should be constrained and an emphasis put on helping existing homes and buildings to become zero carbon, encourage a 
circular economy and adopt Doughnut economics. The strategy proposed is business as usual. This will likely lead to 4 degrees 
warming, severely disrupting global food supplies. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



1. If this is the case why is the Langley Park conversion to houses allowed? The Langley Park developers discouraged all new 
rentals for many years - I know I live opposite and tried to lease a building back in 2006. All they ever wanted was to sell the land 
for development. Why a strong emphasis on timely delivery. The emphasis should be on net zero. You are using the economics 
of the 20th century to try and tackle 21st century problems. The step change in home working that occurred in 2020 will likely 
continue now with at least some home working and in some cases complete abandonment as happened with Good Energy. For 
many jobs it is now possible to work from home for at least some of the time. The emphasis needs to be on the circular economy, 
linking businesses that can use the waste products of others as 'technical nutrients'. Overall development should embrace 
Doughnut economics looking at the full picture of living as town within its own ecosystem - check out Amsterdam. 
2. It's good to aim for this, but unless you can influence rental values in some form it will be hard for independents to be attracted. 
Surely much of this should be derived from the Neighbourhood plan. 
The Bridge centre is surely only fit as a wildflower meadow, which is undoubtedly the best use for it. 
The car park development forced on the Olympiad site is exactly the opposite of preserving character. You can have simply 
converted existing spaces and spaces in the station car park to electric charging rather than build a multistage concrete 
monstrosity overlooking a much loved park. The amount of embedded carbon in the concrete structure again demonstrates 
Business as usual and an emphasis on growth at all costs.  
3. The River Avon isn't a Green Infrastructure corridor to be developed. It is a stressed ecosystem home to UK endangered 
species - notably the otter. It should be recognised for the natural services it provides. The plan put forward by Wiltshire wildlife 
trust is a good one. As the century progresses floods will increase. An emphasis on natural flood defences should be adopted, 
not development. 
4. Yes - the only part I agree with so far. The problem is all of the cycle paths stop at the difficult bit. Why was the little George 
roundabout developed for a year without any facility for cyclists - crazy! 
5. No, no - and NO! Working from home and active transport yes. Stop the growth, realise this is an emergency. We are heading 
towards 4 degrees of warming by 2100- much more likely than a lot of people realise - Richard Betts UK Climate Risk 
Assessment. This will impact Global and UK food supplies. It is considered as likely as not in this scenario that the mid-Atlantic 
Thermal Haline may hit a tipping point. If you watched Our Perfect Planet on the BBC this week you'll realise how devastating 
this will be to marine and global food systems. 
Your plans reflect a 20th century approach. You need to strengthen local food supplies, improve resilience of the town to 
flooding, warming and migration. Enhance eco-systems. Building a road is so far away from what is needed it's laughable! 
6. Yes 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No- They are farmland.  
To repeat my last point - Warming of 4 degrees C by the end of the century is more possible than people think - Richard Betts - 
UK Climate Risk Assessment and IPCC. 
Met - office Summer temperatures in Chippenham will be 40.7 degrees C and 60% drier. Winters 30% wetter. Unless of course 
we stop the mid-Atlantic Thermal Haline circulation in which case we'll have very cold winters - as likely as not at 4 degrees C 
warming - Professor Tim Lenton University of Exeter. 
Global food supplies will be  severely disrupted as will UK food supplies. 
In short to build on farmland with this potential risk, is madness. What are you thinking? 
Look to Buiksloterham in Amsterdam and the Circular economy - Doughnut economics. 
https://www.metabolic.nl/projects/circular-buiksloterham/ 
On a recent BBC sounds Podcast it is so popular as an area to live that new residents are now limited as it breaks the circularity. 
This is what we need to achieve in Chippenham to stand any chance of bequeathing future generations a legacy we can be 
proud of. 
25% of UK mammals face extinction, 41% of UK species are in decline since 1970, 97% of wildflower meadows lost since the 
1930s. It's a disaster! If you're going to do anything to this land turn it into agroforestry. Work with Lackham to train a new 
generation of farmers using the irrigation and planting technology they are researching that will be needed by the end of the 
century. Use some real forward thinking and planning, not just spacial, but time based on the risks that we know are as likely as 
not. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
How will you feed the population of Chippenham if 4 degrees C of Climate change hits, ecosystems collapse and you've 
concreted over farmland? Stupid, selfish, lack of foresight - evil? 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes - don't plan for growth. We're in a climate and ecological emergency - surely you've realised that? 
Completely change your thinking to a circular economy, limiting development to Brownfield sites, improving existing 
infrastructure. Yes I do have a crystal ball - it's called science. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The most disappointing document I've seen from Wiltshire council in a long time - and I've seen a lot in the last two years. You 
are using 20th century economics ignoring the huge risk you are undertaking.  
Food supplies are a fundamental human need - bottom of Maslow's hierarchy. 
The risk to food supplies this century is high. By planning to build on farm land please ask yourself this. 
Are you being a Good Ancestor? 
Please watch this TED talk by Roman Krznaric 
https://www.ted.com/talks/roman_krznaric_how_to_be_a_good_ancestor/transcript?language=en 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P13 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Far far too big...there has to be a significantly higher brownfield target and other plans to delivery homes in the town centre...240 
homes in 10 years is tiny compared to the amount you're planning. It's barely a drop in the ocean and would mean destroying 
hundreds of acres of beautiful countryside. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Some are right, but your plans don't seem to address them. (Re 5) If you want to link the A4 to the A350 and there is a significant 
case for it (not convinced) then do it once....why do we need to create a ring road? (Re 6) You can't claim to respect the identifies 



of villages and the landscape setting by bulldozing it all and building houses, shops and a ring road. COVID has laid waste to the 
town centre...why not use some money to re-generate that before building out? If there's nothing in the town centre everyone will 
go out...making congestion worse. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not as the scale you're proposing, especially in 1 and 2. You've literally drawn the areas over the flooded parts of the 
river. This will only get worse with climate change and building on top won't help at all. The main route down the town should be 
the A350 so building on the other side (5 and 6) makes sense you could then join it up to the A4 through site 2 ONLY. Why not 
just branch off the road around Pewsham? It's already there. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

Limit the scale significantly, protect the villages, green belt, open landscape and heritage assets around Chippenham. We're very 
lucky to have it. Use the land you own for things like orchards, some small scale renewable projects (not the size of the proposed 
Forest Gate), forest, play areas...things that benefit people who live in Chippenham...not make it busier and more like Swindon. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

The environment and quality of life for people currently living in and around Chippenham! However noble the plans at this stage 
(orchards, forests, etc)...our worry is that, if permission is granted, the usual suspects will just come in and build thousands of 
identical houses across the open countryside for the cheapest price and maximum profit. I really hope this doesn't go ahead in 
the current format...it's far beyond what any other town in Wiltshire has to put up with..but if it does at least if it was beautiful and 
considered. Massive new roads and thousands of new houses won't help at all with the declared Climate Emergency. Prioritise 
walking and cycling. 

 
Further comments 
 

Please consider seriously scaling these back and spreading more equally across the county. However much the residents to the 
east and south want these plans to be scrapped completely, the reality is some new housing is needed but not at this scale. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P14 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Chippenham has already seen a large number of new houses built or planned. The current proposal for a further 7,000 or more 
seems quite inappropriate, and even exceeds the Council's own strategy. With the current economic uncertainty, and the 
Government's new stated aim of levelling development across the country, this scale of growth seems unwarranted.  
There should certainly be a higher brownfield target, and with so many empty buildings in the town centre (many recently vacated 
by closing shops and offices) there must be increasing scope for this. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Improving the employment opportunities in the town is important, to reduce the need to commute.  
Preserving the historic buildings we have left, while revitalising the town centre is also very important. 
Our beautiful river valley and parkland must be retained and enhanced if possible, but I cannot see how this is going to be 
achieved if the proposed relief road is built. the rural landscape around the Avon / Marden confluence, and the route of the Wilts 
and Berks canal will be destroyed. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
Site 1 : Currently unspoilt rural landscape including Avon and Marden river valleys. Route of the railway path to Calne is much 
valued and used by many (and increasingly so). 
Site 2 : Currently unspoilt rural landscape including Wilts and Berks canal, which is much valued and used by many (and 
increasingly so) 
Sites 5, 6, 7 already have better road links, and are not next to river valleys. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
No development near the rivers or canal. 
Retain as much green space as possible. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
After the current pandemic, many of the assumptions on which the Council's planning is based may not be valid. 
It seems that this is being rushed through purely because of the time constraints on the allocation of the funding. 
Where does the Town Council's Neighbourhood Plan fit in with this? There seems little point in the town conducting a 
consultation when the County can impose its own plan on the town regardless. 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I do acknowledge that some development is necessary, but I feel this is quite out of proportion, and is being hurried through. The 
Government is constantly stressing its "green" priorities, and its desire to spread development across the country, yet Wiltshire 
Council do not seem to be "on message".  Local residents, CAUSE, James Gray, and the surrounding parish councils are all right 
to oppose this threat to the rural nature of the area. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P15 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth is unacceptable.  1600 acres of green fields is unacceptable and there is no proven need for this.  All road 
options show Chippenham as doubling in size - which will offer no benefit to local residents.  What it will offer is noise and light 
pollution for miles around and destroy the Marden Valley countryside 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No they are not the correct priorities.  What about reduction in carbon gasses?  Preservation of local habitats of wildlife?   



Linking the A350 to the A4 without going through the town centre is important but more thought should be given to widening 
current roads such as the Pewsham Bypass. 
What about offering free parking to the town centre?  Supporting local town centre shops and businesses rather than take 
business away from them.  More parking is required which needs to be free for at least 2 hours to support local businesses. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.   
This will destroy the beautiful Marden Valley. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Prioritise brown field sites.  Only build between existing town settlements and NOT village settlements. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Free Parking in the Town Centre to promote local business 
Additional Hospital to serve Chippenham as other local hospitals do not have capacity for current population let alone this sort of 
addition. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please consider Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P16 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Chippenham resident! 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Higher 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Right priorities. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Least green land used! 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
No! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Good luck! 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P17 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Nil 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Figure should be lower. Facilities and road system is inadequate for this growth. There are not the jobs in Chippenham to support 
this figure so crime and deprivation will increase, burden on Social care and police will increase 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Current centre roads/parking  are inadequate for current size of town, some days you cannot park to shop, we travel to other  
towns to avoid this. We need a 40 to 50mph ring road to join A4/A350 not a 30mph distributor road. Councils record on traffic 



management leaves much to be desired. Town Centre planning needs improvement before large scale increases, if council 
cannot mange current size, I have no confidence that they will be able to manage a larger town population 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites may be OK but size of developments are too large for town 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Road access without increasing traffic time  flows, the current council have not addressed traffic flows from Calne or on 
Lacock/M4 bypass. Local Amenities to avoid further pollution by travelling to other areas for amenities. Green spaces for health 
reasons, and children's use. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Without information cannot answer this question 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Chippenham should grow to fulfil current needs not to expand town size. The council are expanding the size of Chippenham 
against the sill of the people of Chippenham. For a plan of this size there should be a referendum, or a clear manifesto for next 
council election before any decisions made 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P18 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
No green field development should be actioned. ONLY brown field development should be undertaken. The current plans to 
place 5100 homes Pewsham side of Chippenham is directly against the current wellbeing of the residence already in place. The 
loss of countryside and the associated pollution both in noise and traffic. would be devastating.    
The town centre is not set up or able to cope with the huge influx of new families and congestion will be worse. 
Placing a road cutting the national cycle route from two national treasures ( Lacock and Avebury) would also be a loss. 
Further more the consultation period during a national lock down fails to allow residence and other stake holders the opportunity 
to be fully aware of the proposals. This comes across as a clandestine way of getting the plans through without allowing full 
opportunity for feedback.  
The fact that the 136 page report has blacked out sections especially where  revenues and where they go show that profit above 
environment and the current residence appears to be the motive.  
 



 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I see that housing is not a priority so please remember the current priority's. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NO. This would NOT benefit  the current residence of Chippenham, and is directly against most of the priority's listed on the 
previous page 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
DONT BUILD ON THESE SITES 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Do not build thousands of more homes. Focus on the current residence well being. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please see my previous answers 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P19 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth should be related to the nature growth of the town and should be substantially lower. As a county council, 
there should be a “wholistic” view for the county and growth should not be concentrated in one spot because it is easier. The 
brownfield target of 240 houses is low. There is no reference to the blighting of entire areas for decades such as Westmead 
Primary School, Bath Road and Westinghouse while waiting for development. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The development proposals treat the areas around Chippenham as “empty land” whereas they are active County Farms used for 
dairy. Some research suggests the acreage of County Farms in England has halved in the last 40 years falling from 426,695 
acres in 1977 to just 215,155 acres in 2017. There are no proposals for the County to replace these farms or buy land with the 
development proceeds. There is little acknowledgement of flooding or the fact that draining the land would further impact flooding 
downstream in Lacock, Melksham etc. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Answer: I would like to see some housing provision for single people that is not age segregated and left to private developers. 
Specifying studios, 2 bedroom houses, bungalows should be part of a mixed development. Retirement flats are high cost in terms 
of service charges, for value in terms of leases and should not be seen as the solution. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P20 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Too much, we are doing enough to protect the local countryside and agricultural 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We need to improve the country walks we have, not put houses on them, what about local food sources and our carbon footprint, 
destroying 8 farms doesn't achieve this. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, 1 should not be built to this extent, it floods at the back on hardens mead and there are a large amount of people that use the 
lane to access the cycle path and the field between hardens mead, London Road, Abbey Field and Stanley Lane. Being able to 
go down the lane to the cycle track or walk round that field has helped with a lot of people's mental health and gets people out 
and about. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Don't use hardens mead as an access way, don't build on the field between hardens mead, abbey field, London Road and 
Stanley Lane. Its used by too many people 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Local food sources, farm/agricultural land and open space to walk 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Don't use hardens mead as access and don't build on the field between hardens Lane, London Road Abbey Field and Stanley 
Lane 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P21 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
NO 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
YES 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
YES 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
ENTRANCE AND EXIT EASY WALK WAYS AND BUNGALOWS 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Bungalows please 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P22 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): householder 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
lots of empty shops in town could be used without building on brown field 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
no they should developed the site opposite the link road already built where the range wanted to move and out towards the m4 
keeping traffic out of the town 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
wild life and destroying  farm land that once dug up will be gone for ever bit like birds marsh 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P23 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes I believe Brownfield sites should be exhausted before turning to green sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I have come from a densely populated area and think the idea that Chippenham suffers congestion is much exaggerated.  Again, 
in my last area a similar sized market town was completely ruined by the idea that a road could help.  It gradually grew from one 
road to man more in an attempt to prevent congestion and eventually led to complete gridlock traffic so much so that we did not 
want to go out because it could take several hours to travel a few miles. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
In view if the fact that so much land around the river is necessary flood plain and also by the fact that Chippenham has been 
subject to flooding in the past this could spell future problems.  In addition the air pollution and detriment to the environment are 
considerable. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
That new roads should have the least possible impact on existing housing and that public services should keep up with increased 
population. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
In view of the recent pandemic are we rethinking the way dense new housing estates work.  Also have you considered that with 
Brexit and recent awareness of food produced locally, can we really afford to carelessly sign away farmland.  We should be 
looking forward to a future where we produce more of our own food and rely less on imported food. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Even the Government have been forced to reconsider where the predominant amount of future housing should go.  Just because 
green sites are easier to develop than Brownfield ones that is not a good move for a council to take. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P24 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is to high, brownfield sites should be built on first rather than large estates on agricultural land 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1 to 5 are the right priorities. 6 will increase traffic and air pollution and in the long run being more congestion 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No they are agricultural land and floodplain 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Road access, not adding more traffic to the existing sheets that cannot cope with through traffic 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Don't turn Chippenham into another Swindon 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P25 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Too much 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
All these are good priorities apart from no. 5. We do not believe a new road is necessary, there are improvements that can be 
made to existing parts of town. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. We think that for the time being at least we should not be considering these kind of decisions. This new expansion including 
road and houses is planned with commuters in mind. Because of the pandemic millions of people are working from home and 
finding they save money and time so doing. Small local offices may be used again, we might even use some of the empty offices 
in town that have never been occupied. We don’t think we will be going back to pre-pandemic life any time soon. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Climate and pollution. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
How working life may change as a result of COVID and concern for the environment. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We moved here 50 years ago, to a pleasant market town, not a large housing estate. There is plenty to do to improve the town as 
circumstances change, there are many sites approved for building on already and not used.  We should not be considering 
concreting large areas of green countryside. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P26 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Brownfield sites should be used where possible 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Due to the finance received for  major  new road it seems sensible to keep all new housing  to be allocated with access points  in 
these areas 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Planning must give more importance to design and spacing of new housing developments, 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Site 4 (Joint)  Number 7 Land north and east of Barrow Farm should not be included in any forward planning until the major 
preferred sites have been completed. High groundwater levels  will impact construction as found in the Birds Marsh View site and 
more development  will affect several listed properties in this rural area already blighted by the insensitive layout and ugly 
housing materials.  The new occupants really appreciate access to open fields and Birds Marsh and it would be tragedy if any 
more land on this side of Chippenham was developed, 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P27 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Having been invited by Wiltshire Council to join a webinar about the new road system they wish to build to the east of 
Chippenham, we were left wondering why they needed to extend from the A4 to the A350 to the south. Chippenham already has 
a through route directly linking the M4 to the A350 to the west of the town centre. The new road from the M4 to the A4 to the east 
of Chippenham will, as we understand, open a route to the A303 and may free up congestion in other areas in the south, 
although Devizes has its own congestion problems. 
To make sense of these plans we investigated further and found this new road system would consequently release land for a 
substantial housing development. Why were the two not linked in the first place? Deciding which route to accept would depend 
on what further plans were being put forward. We understand a proposal for approximately 7500 new dwellings has been put 
forward by Wiltshire Council for this area. If we chose the inner route, would that open up an area for higher density building 
within its confines, or give no boundaries to the outer area? Would choosing the outer route confine all building to within the 
enclosed area? There are many more questions yet to be answered! 
In the recent past Wiltshire Council actually fought and won a case against development within the area bounded by the 
proposed roads. Was the Council previously against the development due to cost implications? In which case, Wiltshire Council 
have removed this barrier, having been awarded a grant of £75,000,000 by government. However, surely all possible routes put 
forward would cost considerably more. How is the shortfall in building these roads going to be funded? Council taxes are already 
being increased higher than inflation, due they say, by Covid expenses and Brexit. So are the housing demands and money 
spending on new projects really required in this current climate and time of uncertainty? 



A recent television program described Wiltshire as a rural farming community with quaint picturesque villages, an ideal county for 
those who want to get away from the turbulent urban life. Our opinion of Chippenham is that it suffers from an extremely poor 
town centre, dominated by charity shops and limited parking. It is lucky to have a beautiful river frontage (not that it is taken 
advantage of) and what could be a pretty high street. This sad town centre is already surrounded by huge housing estates, that in 
no way have enhanced the area. There are empty properties and designated brownfield sites, which could be utilized to increase 
housing stock - do we really need these proposed new vast housing estates?  
As residents who will be directly affected by both the new road system and housing development, we stand to lose considerable 
open countryside; local rural walks full of natural beauty to be replaced by urban sprawl. Not to mention all the incumbent 
problems this causes: more pollution, more traffic, more crime and more on-street, inconsiderate parking. All of which, those who 
have moved to the area recently hoped to get away from. 
Looking on the internet there is abundant information readily available on the increase of housing stock in this area, but not a lot 
to explain the reasoning behind the development – increase in prosperity of area cannot stand as an argument. Simply look at 
the town centre 2014 Masterplan and see how much of that has actually been carried out up to 2021. 
With careful and considerate planning we could spend the residents rates and rents income on bettering the town instead of 
making it a suburb of Bath or Swindon. 
Until such time as the complete strategy is in place, giving a true picture of plans for the future of Chippenham, it is difficult to 
agree to any of the road routes put forward. 
As a whole we object to any and all of the plans for the east side. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P28 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I haven't found a brownfield target in your principle settlement sites document but in principle, everyone would like to see housing 
kept within the town boundary, provided it didn't take away potential employment land. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Improved access to the Avon Valley as an important green infrastructure is a valuable point. If you cover it in houses it no longer 
holds that value. 
If the list of draft place-shaping priorities is in order of importance I would value Item 6 as priority No 1. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not at all I totally disagree. 
In your methodology you ofter refer to the barrier of the A350 when marking down sites 5 and 6, is it not the fact that the River 
Avon also acts as a physical barrier between sites to the east of Chippenham and therefore should be marked down for the very 
same reason. It is stated that there was a worry that people would get in their cars and drive to the centre of town, but they will do 
that from the east because of the river. 
Why in this consultation are we only being given a chance to comment on sites 1, 2 and 3? When after reading your methodology 
your results are heavily skewed away from sites 5 and 6? 
It should not be affected by the commercial facts that the council own a lot of the farmland in sites 1,2,and3, and the uplift in land 
prices will give you a windfall. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The Town of Chippenham encroaching into green belt, the villages of Langley Burrell, Tytherton Lucas Bremhill, Wick hill, 
Bencroft hill and Stanley Lane, the building on and around the Sustrans Cycle path. 
The area to the east of Chippenham is well used by the people of Chippenham and pewsham for walking and cycling, if you build 
on that area, they will get in their cars to drive out to the countryside. 
In your methodology it is stated that sites 5 and 6 have no adverse effects on the surrounding villages. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Sites 5 and 6 to the west of Chippenham are close to the employment sites of Bumpers Farm, Methuen Park, and Bath Road. In 
addition, they are close to two secondary schools as well as three or more primary schools. 



As well as above they are close to supermarkets and fuel stations, as well as a Major Trunk Road A350 which gives good links 
North and South. 
I appreciate you have marked these with your methodology but this is subject to conjecture as to where you want your focus to 
be. 
A couple of footbridge/cycle bridges over the A350 is far cheaper and ecologically less devastating compared to two road bridges 
over the river Avon. 
You are not clear in your rationale whether you want the new road to the east and south to meander through housing or act as a 
relief road for the town centre? 
If you build to the west the methodology says there is no adverse effect on the road network, in fact, it is stated that this is not a 
problem. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I think it is wrong that you have separated out your consultations on the three road options away from the local plan, as the 
housing is integral with the roads and people are being misled. In addition there is a preference to comment on one of the three 
options without the chance to state that you do not support any of them. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P29 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too high. In the presentation Wilts Council held, you said you had taken the government allocated housing 
target which had been modelled at a national level and 'built upon it' to increase the number of houses. You failed to adequately 
explain why you needed to increase above the national/government target. If every local authority decided to 'build upon' the 
government model there would be huge over development across the UK. Why have Wiltshire decided that the national target is 
inadequate and why do Wiltshire want to build in excess of this? The land targeted for much of the growth is owned by Wiltshire 
Council as part of the Council Farms - is there a conflict of interest with Wiltshire Council looking to maximise the demand and 
return on their land? 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
The proposed linking of the A4 to the A350 via a housing distributor road rather than a true by-pass does not make sense. What 
is being proposed to combine a distributor road as the primary access to housing and also make this a by-pass appears poorly 
thought through, leading to heavy through traffic in a residential area. The outer route A originally proposed makes sense as a 
by-pass but has now been confused with serving a purpose as a distributor road and not a by-pass. The road has been stated as 
taking traffic away from the town-centre and so is clearly being proposed as a by-pass whilst also being presented as a distributor 
road.  
The scale of the development proposed is too high for a medium sized market town and will crush the remaining character of the 
town. The amenities and central town area are insufficient in size to support the extent of growth proposed. 
The important green infrastructure corridor - Avon Valley - is being destroyed by the proposed development. With a new road 
crossing south of Chippenham across the flood plain (and so elevated) the area will be severely impacted visually and from a 
noise and air pollution perspective. This is an important wetland habitat at the moment, currently there are some 200 Canadian 
Geese in the area where the road is due to cross the river for example. The proposed housing to the South of Chippenham (to 
the east of the sewage treatment works) removes much of the green corridor reaching into the centre of Chippenham from the 
South. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I do not agree with Site 2 which requires a new road raised over the flood plan and rising up the hill to a ridge line near Lower 
Lodge Farm - creating noise and air pollution near nearer to the middle of Chippenham. The road purpose is confused - it is 
stated as a by-pass to take traffic away from Chippenham centre, but also doubles as a distributor road for housing in zone 2. If 
the development were to focus along the existing A350 dual carriageway in zone 5 or 6 it would make the most of the existing 
high volume dual carriageway infrastructure and reduce the need for additional roads with the environmental impact they have. 
The area immediately to the East (and South-East and North-East) of the Sewage Treatment Works is not suitable for 
development. The smell driven by prevailing winds from the West (North-West/South-West) can be dreadful, it is not an area 
because of this that would be attractive to live in. As a resident of Lower Lodge Farm on occasions it is not possible to use 
outside areas without gagging. It is hard to understand why large scale housing is being proposed so close to the Sewage 
Treatment Works. 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Maintaining a wide green corridor alongside the river to maintain a significant park/natural area all the way into central 
Chippenham. 
Protecting the environment - the area is rich in wildlife. 
Reducing noise and air pollution for residents. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Transportation needs are changing and the plan continues to focus on flawed traffic modelling. In a post-covid world commuting 
demands are changing. For example my company employs 3-400 staff in west Chippenham (both Methuen Park and Bumpers 
Farm) and has already indicated a long term work from home policy to reduce commuting and office demands. How have such 
changes been taken into account?  
What about electric charging infrastructure?  
Including cycle paths into the designs is great, but they are not joined up so a holistic approach has to be adopted. The proposals 
show cycle paths running alongside the road between A4 and A350 - but when the cycle path hits the A350 it will terminate on 
high-speed roads near the Lackham Roundabout - with no safe route into West Chippenham. Its just all not joined up to make 
cycling viable for the majority of people and the plan for cycle infrastructure needs to look not just at the new areas for 
development but be joined up across Chippenham. 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The proposed scale of development is extreme and the justification for modelling housing needs on such a scale has not been 
presented for examination. As such the consultation process and not been transparent to show why such a development of the 
scale proposed is justifiable and needed and to allow reasonable comment to be passed on the decisions Wiltshire Council 
appear to have made. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P30 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Much too high for Chippenham. Should be more, of a smaller total, built on brownfield sites. 240 shows a distinct lack of vision, or 
a lack of will. Also, please remember that post Covid and with climate change life will be different. It is the wrong time to assume 
that such schemes are reasonable. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Badly correct - stupid waste of £7m does not bode well for the station hub 
 Idea though. 



5. This is not what WC is suggesting though - it is claimed to be a road for housing, not a link between A4 and A350. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, this is not in keeping with the previous section. This is about housing and revenue. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Questions assumes agreement so is invalid. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
It assumes that a large suburb of Chippenham is required. This is not for Chippenham's benefit, but rather for meeting some 
outmoded target in a way that avoids a more holistic approach to development in Wiltshire. Dumping housing in a few towns is 
wrong, and should not be the basis of planning in Chippenham 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please see above.  I am not against change, improvements, or growth. But really the size, the lack of organic growth, and the 
determination to change Chippenham to preserve Wiltshire's smaller towns and villages is unacceptable. We feel like we are 
being sacrificed, without any genuine intent to listen. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P31 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is excessive and not justified. Why do Wiltshire Council feel it's necessary to add 4790 homes to 
Government targets other than to promote this scheme. The 2016-2026 CSAP planned homes is already 600-700 Homes above 
requirements.  
Yes; There should be a brownfield target and it should be utilised county wide. Leighton House in Westbury could immediately 
ease the housing figures and is ideally located in the heart of the town. Another brownfield site is the Bridge Centre in 
Chippenham which should be utilised, this smaller brownfield site could contain a mix of retail units for small independent shops 
and 4-5 levels of starter home flats for single people and small family units. Also Foundry Lane could have similar high density 
starter flats these being very close to the station and town centre. The growth planned for Wiltshire needs to be reviewed 
especially in the light of the 2020 population decline, Covid 19 and the Brexit effects 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Are these the right priorities? NO 
Chippenham is already far from the market town Wiltshire Council describes it as and with the proposed addition of 4715 houses 
the population will rise to be in excess of 70,000; far from that of a market town, but without the infrastructure to support this 
growth. The Health Statement in this plan is lamentable. Far from a vibrant market town Chippenham has become a residential 
wasteland. These priorities were obviously dreamt up by marketing people trying to be PC with heat waves, flood risks and 
extreme weather all getting a mention. When was the last time there was any serious flood damage in Chippenham town centre? 
The same market town mentioned earlier is now to have 'two new suburbs' shaped by the landscape?? More likely shaped by the 
assets Wiltshire Council can sell via Stone Circle. Since when has a market town had suburbs!!  
What priorities may be missing?  
The missing priorities are the fair distribution of counties housing needs around the county NOT just manipulated to suit council 
sales and majored on 2 or 3 locations.  
How might they be achieved;  
By fair and consistent planning looking around the county at possible brownfield sites for a 'New Garden Village' i.e. Hullavington 
Airfield, other redundant MOD sites and elsewhere as per Wiltshire core policy 37. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Land which is contained within the current town boundaries as defined in CSAP. Site No 4 listed on the site selection report 
which is just south of the A4 on the Western side of town would be an ideal location for a secondary school to cater for Cepen 
Park South, Rowden area and the new Showel developments, not one at Lower Lodge which is within 1 Km of Abbeyfield School 
which already caters for the children from Pewsham. This would ease congestion which is only apparent at peak times i.e.. 
School drop off and collect.  
Or maybe Hardenhuish Park as this has good links to the schools and town centre a few tower blocks would fit in well in your 
thriving market town!!!! Maybe then people would get on their bikes!! 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should not be built on.  
However, if there is a genuine need then only Site 1 should be developed and any new road should be built as Pewsham Way is 
i.e.. As a boundary to any further development, the road should also accommodate additional pathways and cycleways alongside 
it.  
There is No Justification for development of Site 2 or for the link road being proposed between the A4 and the A350 South at 
Lackham roundabout. Public funds should not be wasted building bridges in excess of 400m plus other bridges and 2 road links 
to Pewsham Way, this is already established as a boundary to development and should remain as such as determined by 
Inspector Coffey in June2017.  
Only in May 2017 Wiltshire Council fought and won a 7 day appeal to prevent building on Forest Farm, yet only 10-14 months 
later they have been consulting with the same developer to build the same housing, simply to justify part of their HIF bid scheme. 
Note well that the CSAP Inspector [NAME REDACTED] expressly criticised the Forest Farm site as unsustainable and 
inappropriately located for large scale development, and that the appeal inspector [NAME REDACTED] also found the site 
inappropriately located which would be very detrimental to the landscape and heritage assets. Nothing has changed in this time!  
This development and link road south would impair heritage assets at:  
1. Lackham and Rowden Manor 
2. Archaeology at Forest Farm. 
3. The environment substantially and damage the current Avon Valley and Wilts and Berks Canal Walks. 
4. The biodiversity of all land some of which is grade would be substantially and detrimentally altered. 
5. Destroy Forest Farm, 1 Middle Lodge Farms, 2 Middle Lodge Farm, and Lower Lodge Farm. 
6. Impinge on the sewage works with all the environmental circumstances this could cause. 
A quote from Gazette & Herald 4th Feb 2021 "It's not just building on some fields in the distance, it will ruin the best footpaths 
and green wilderness Chippenham has, this is where everyone navigates to for walking, exercise, and mental wellbeing. It is a 
blissful stretch of footpaths linking the Riverside Walk to the canal paths, cycle paths and more. You would not build over John 
Coles Park, Monkton Park or Stanley Park. So why destroy an area that is far more unique?" 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 
Yes 
This whole exercise was carried out without Public Consultation. This is totally unacceptable; perhaps a more open approach 
would have been better. Most residents found out about the HIF bid via BBC Points West or the Gazette & Herald. Every effort to 
communicate and get answers to what is going on has been rebuffed. A pretty sad state of affairs!!  
Further comments are that the consultation has been rushed and questions left unanswered. Wiltshire Council need to be open 
and honest with the residents and allow time for proper consultation. Not just the mandatory six weeks using electronic meeting 
sites that many cannot access, when they do attend only allowing just 6 minutes of a 1 hour meeting to answer pre selected 
questions and hiding behind the pandemic as the reason why this consultation has been delayed, I have a letter from Mr 
Whitehead dated Dec 2019 stating that consultation was to take place early in 2020 so why the rush now? I have complained to 
my MP about these tactics only to find that the Gazette & Herald has an article with the same theme from many residents.  
A similar approach, i.e. not consulting, was carried out with the A420 cycle path. Wiltshire Council opinion was that it was a good 
idea. Now it turns out as an unused disaster which needs to be reversed. However, you cannot easily reverse the building of 
unwarranted roads and the millions of pounds wasted on construction!! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P32 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is excessive and not justified. Why do Wiltshire Council feel it is necessary to add 4790 homes to 
Government targets other than to promote this scheme. The 2016-2026 CSAP planned homes is already 600-7000 homes above 
requirements. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No. Chippenham is already far from the market town Wiltshire Council described it as and with the proposed addition of 4715 
houses the population will rise to be in excess of 70,000; far from that of a market town, but without the infrastructure to support 



this growth. The Health Statement in this plan is lamentable. Far from a vibrant market town Chippenham has become a 
residential wasteland. These priorities were obviously dreamt up by marketing people trying to be PC with heat waves, flood risks 
and extreme weather all getting a mention. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Land which is contained within the current town bmu1daries as defined in  CSAP. Site No 4 listed on the site selection report 
which is just south of the A4 on the Western side of town would be an ideal location for a secondary school to cater for Cepen 
Park South,Rowden area and the new Showell developments not one at Lower Lodge which is within 1 Km of Abbeyfield School 
which  already caters for the children from Pewsham. This would ease congestion  which is only apparent at peak times i.e.. 
School drop off and collect. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
However, if there is a genuine need then only Site 1 should be developed and any new road should be built as Pewsham Way is 
ie. As a boundary to any further development, the road should also accommodate additional pathways inside it.  
There is No Justification for development of Site 2 or for the link road being proposed between the A4 and the A350 South at 
Lackham roundabout. Public funds should not be wasted building bridges in excess of 400m plus other  
bridges and 2 road links to Pewsham Way, this is already established as a boundary to development and should remain as such 
as determined by Inspector Coffey in June2017.  
Only in May 2017 Wiltshire Council fought and won a 7 day appeal to prevent building on Forest Farm, yet only 10-14 months 
later they have been consulting with the same developer to build the same housing, simply to justify part of their HIF bid scheme. 
Note well that the CSAP Inspector [NAME REDACTED]expressly criticised the Forest Farm site as unsustainable and 
inappropriately located for large scale development, and that the appeal inspector [NAME REDACTED] also found the site 
inappropriately located which would be very detrimental to the landscape and heritage assets. Nothing has changed in this time!  
This development and link road south would impair heritage assets at:  
1. Lackham and Rowden Manor 
2. Archaeology at Forest Farm. 



3.  The environment substantially and damage the current Avon Valley and Wilts and Berks Canal Walks. 
4. The biodiversity of all land some of which is gradel would be substantially and detrimentally altered. 
5. Destroy Forest Farm, 1 Middle Lodge Farms, 2 Middle Lodge Farm, and Lower Lodge Farm. 
6. Impinge on the sewage works with all the environmental circumstances this could cause. 
A quote from Gazette & Herald 4th Feb 2021 "It's not just building on some fields in the distance, it will ruin the best footpaths 
and green wilderness Chippenham has, this is where everyone navigates to for walking, exercise, and mental wellbeing. It is a 
blissful stretch of footpaths linking the Riverside Walk to the canal paths, cycle paths and more. You would not build over John 
Coles Park, Monkton Park or Stanley Park. So why destroy an area that is far more unique?" 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
This whole exercise was carried out without Public Consultation. This is totally unacceptable; perhaps a more open approach 
would have been better. Most residents found out about the lilF bid via BBC Points West or the Gazette & Herald. Every effort to 
communicate and get answers to what is going on has been rebuffed. A pretty sad state of affairs!! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Further comments are that the consultation has been rushed and questions left unanswered. Wiltshire Council need to be open 
and honest with the residents and allow time for proper consultation. Not just the mandatory six weeks using electronic meeting 
sites that many cannot access, when they do attend only allowing just 6 minutes of a I hour meeting to answer pre selected 
questions and hiding behind the pandemic as the reason why this consultation has been delayed,  
I have a letter from [NAME REDACTED] dated Dec 2019 stating that consultation was to take place early in 2020 so why the 
rush now? I have complained to my MP about these tactics only to find that the Gazette & Herald has an article with the same 
theme from many residents.  A similar approach, i.e- not consulting, was carried out with the A420 cycle path. Wiltshire Council 
opinion was that it was a good idea. Now it turns out as an unused disaster which needs to be reversed. However, you cannot 
easily reverse the building of unwarranted roads and the millions of pounds wasted on construction!! 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P33 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
higher 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
plan seems to cover shaping priorities 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
most appropriate 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
cycle tracts,flood mitication 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
no 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
none 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P34 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Higher if this means less greenfield sites are used 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I don’t agree there is a need for a link road from the A4 to the A350. Not sure of the need for improved access to the Avon Valley 
area and if this is a road how this will protect green infrastructure. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree that Chippenham should be so extensively developed. These sites are big and imposing - the countryside around 
the town should be preserved. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Loss of countryside and loss of wildlife. Flood risk - the land marked in site 1 on the map is prone to regular flooding and surely it 
is not suitable for building on. There is very clear to all local people, perhaps Wilts Council should take a look? 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes - loss of countryside surrounding the town and the risk of Chippenham becoming over developed like Swindon. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P35 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I am writing to express our deep concern about Wiltshire Council`s unrealistic and poorly considered housing development plan 
for Chippenham. 
We already have seen considerable additional housing development across the Chippenham area, with more currently under 
construction eg Birds Marsh Farm site. 
We are not seeing any plans to protect our green environment, eg parks, open spaces, foootpaths, cycle paths, etc. Nor are we 
seeing any development of the local infrastructure to cope with increased demands, eg on schools, playgrounds, medical 
facilities, and retail and leisure activity. 
Chippenham town centre, in particular, is badly in need of invigoration and enlargement. What we are, in fact seeing, is the town 
centre dying on its feet, which cannot be entirely attributed to the effects of Covid 19. 
All this having been pointed out, the plan for thousands more houses cannot be properly justified or supported by the current 
infrastructure, and the limited green belt and leisure facilities risk being swallowed up, or at the very least badly damaged. 
Unless there is some better balance found, Wiltshire’s current housing development plan risks undermining and spoiling the lives, 
well-being and enjoyment of the current residents, who must surely deserve better treatment. 
You will be aware that there are already road traffic issues across the area, caused at least in part by the A350 “through route”. 
More roads and more traffic will not help! 
Therefore, we ask the Council to produce a more balanced development plan for the area, taking full account of the interests of 
the current residents, and of the need for protection of the Green Belt and leisure facilities, and to mitigate against climate change 
and pollution, and to make adequate investment in supporting infrastructures. 
I look forward to hearing what action will be taken.  



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P36 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The proposed growth sounds fairly dramatic, but I would agree that there is good potential for the town, given the good 
connectivity and space available.  The development needs to be sustainable and well planned. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree with employment opportunities, supporting the town centre (no more out-of town retail) and green spaces.   
However, flood prevention is important, especially given increasing impacts of climate change, and has been omitted.  Protecting 
the floodplain, which has flooded over in recent years, is vitally important. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes, in general, and given the high levels of planned growth, the sites seem appropriate. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Sustainability is key.  Walking and cycling routes to the town centre, protecting the floodplain, green spaces, restoring the Wilts & 
Berks canal, minimising road traffic and car-dependency. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Flooding risk and protecting the floodplain of the River Avon. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It would be more helpful if the proposed transport plan / network could have been more obvious as part of the consultation.  The 
integration doesn't appear to be very good. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P37 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is excessive and out of proportion to the current area. It will create a dormitory town of housing estates. 
Whilst some growth is essential it should not be anywhere near the level proposed. There should be an uplift in the use of 
brownfield sites and priority development within the current road boundaries. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes but they need to more fully recognise that the town centre is becoming less and less attractive with vacant shops (even pre 
Covid) and a poorly thought out network of roads and one way systems 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Only to the extent that they are bounded by the inner road option but the flood plains should not be built on 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Visual impact on adjoining green space in particular heritage areas such as the W&B canal. Road access must avoid further 
congestion of town centre. Housing density should be restricted. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The plan has a rosy view of the potential for the town centre which has not been born out by experience of the  impact of past 
developments (Pewsham/Cepen Park).  Town centre roads need improving before any further development. The Bridge Centre 
needs to be properly redeveloped to make it an attractive addition to the shopping/entertainment facilities available. The local 
hospital needs to feature more strongly in the plan. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
New employment opportunities should precede housing development in order to reduce the level of existing commuting to 
Bristol/Swindon/Reading etc 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P38 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth is not part of a 'sustainable development' local plan for Chippenham HMA based on needs of the residents and is 
not acceptable in these times of a climate emergency. The localised impacts of option CH-B are horrendous and I cannot see 
how WC can ethically put these forward. Option CH-B would have a moderate adverse impact on the following:  
Biodiversity & geology (SA1) 
Land & soil (SA2) 
Water resources (SA3) 
Air/pollution (SA4) Transport (SA10) 
It would have a moderate adverse impact on the following: Climate change (SA5) 
Heritage (SA6) 
Landscape (SA7) 
I would also challenge that it  would have It would have a major positive impact on the following:  



Housing (SA8) 
Inclusive communities (SA9) 
Economy (SA11)  
This is because only 18% of the all housing delivered between 1/4/09 – 31/3//18 was affordable and historic delivery of homes 
has been well below planned levels so there is little confidence that if the LP was to go ahead that an appropriate mix of good 
quality affordable housing would be delivered during the plan period.  There is also currently no detail on the mix planned and so 
there can be no conclusions on this aspect of SA8.  Furthermore, there are existing levels of deprivation across the Chippenham 
HMA, especially in Melksham, Chippenham and Calne, which need to be addressed and the residents adequately catered for 
during these exceptional times before additional, extensive growth is considered across the area. The SA also states that “a 
strategy that does not distribute growth adequately to all settlements is unlikely to have benefits in terms of reducing poverty and 
deprivation and promoting more inclusive communities at those settlements with low growth provision.”  Finally, as yet there is no 
detail of the distribution and range of employment uses that will be provided so the findings cannot claim that long term 
sustainable economic growth will be achieved.  
Brownfield target is needed and should factor in the potential for brownfield sites to come forward because of the COVID-19 
pandemic and the change of use provisions, thus the brownfield target for Chippenham HMA could be significantly higher than 
proposed. I believe CTC should further investigate allocating brownfield sites in their Plan, to reduce the amount of greenfield 
development proposed and then a further SA to be carried out. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
As stated in the Climate Change Committee's report - Local Authorities and the Sixth Carbon Budget - 
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/local-authorities-and-the-sixth-carbon-budget/ - Wiltshire's "role in delivering Net Zero 
through place shaping is crucial".  You have "the potential to secure sustainable, well-adapted, low emissions developments that 
are well-connected to bus routes and walking and cycling networks." I appreciate there is as CCC highlights a "policy intention 
and delivery gap," but urge WC to show true leadership and rethink their approach. We need an employment led approach to 
invest and nurture the green renewable industries and a partnership approach with businesses such as is happening in Bristol 
through the LEAP project. Local employment opportunities need to be provided followed by housing provision, so as to avoid 
more commuting and car dependency (not the other way around).  We also need to consider how we can support the town centre 
of Chippenham to keep its historic integrity whilst review the current retail use and supporting businesses to adapt to our new 



world post Covid and in alignment with Net Zero targets. I am not sure you can have place shaping infrastructure in relation to 
linking the A4 to the A350 as this appears to be tied to development based on growth targets not sustainable development. I am 
concerned about the impact of that infrastructure on the town’s character, local natural capital, heritage features and wildlife 
habitats. The whole plan would  benefit from including sustainability priority i.e. carbon neutral development, sustainable building 
construction, sites for renewable energy and an emphasis on protecting green spaces in town and enhancing biodiversity on 
these (particularly River Avon corridor. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No as I am concerned about the impact of such large scale development in and on the outskirts of our town in terms of its impact 
upon traffic, as well as on our existing green spaces and cycleways. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I believe the most important aspects are in line with those found by CTC Neighbourhood Plan - please from minutes of meeting 
on 18/02/21 as too large to cut and paste into this box: https://www.chippenham.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/PET-
Agenda-Pack-180221.pdf  
Headings are  ACCESS TO INFRASTRUCTURE, LAND ALLOCATION FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY, GREEN BUFFER, 
GREEN CORRIDORS & LOCAL GREEN SPACES, WALKING AND CYCLE PATHS, LANDSCAPE & VISUAL IMPACT, 
CARBON NEUTRAL DEVELOPMENT & SUSTAINABLE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION, BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN & DESIGN 
PRINCIPLES. I endorse their findings.  
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 



Again I agree with minutes from meeting on 18/02 CTC PET which states: "We recommend that the table beginning on Page 20 
is split into “strategic” and “local”. All the local needs can then be moved into our Neighbourhood Plan. There would then be two 
complementary tables to each be delivered in the right document. 
Under the ‘Employment’ section of the table the view of Wiltshire Council that Chippenham is attractive for employment appears 
somewhat optimistic, given the town’s allocated employment sites are/have not been built out/attractive to the market." 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Thank you for taking the time to consider my responses. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P39 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale is way way to  high, should only be minimum asked by government, any housing should be shared around Wiltshire towns 
way more and targets should be brownfield. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The priority seems all money, its unfair and bad for mental health/physical health to take away why people love where they live 
generally, around Chippenham/derry hill and Studley is already developed a lot and no facilities added makes up for green fields 



that are  lost.  Please build houses around all the local towns and be fair about it. Leave as many fields as possible, not little 
greens, proper countryside fields. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
This is joining up to many villages and towns and should be kept smaller, especially considering the solar farm also proposed, 
please take many to other towns not on the list and where poss use brownfield places. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Brownfield in whatever town has suitable sites already. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Too much loss of wildlife, greenery , and too much change for villages and towns that are already close together, you are not 
considering why people moved where they did and what they love about it, and it is bad for mental/physical health to remove so 
much treasured countryside. 
Protection of the cycle path much treasured by people and protection of country walks which can not be replaced, and beautiful 
views and  fields , protection of nature and wildlife/habitats. 
PLEASE NOTE A MARKET TOWN REPSONSE FORM WAS FILLED IN THEREFORE THE QUESTIONS DIDN'T 
COMPLETELY ALIGN  

 
Further comments 
 

Asking for fairness to Chippenham/derry hill and Studley by taking development away to brownfield sites and asking for any 
needed housing to be only in line with government asks and distributed fairly. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P40 
 

 
Consultee code: Statutory Body 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Sport England 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
No comment 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Creation of a healthy, inclusive sustainable town.  this can be done in part through the use of  Sport England and Public Health 
England’ Active Design: https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-
design when designing new housing and in environmental improvements 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes but site 468 causes some concern if it is taken forward.  It is adjacent to Chippenham Rugby and Football club.  They have 
an Artificial Grass Pitch on site and therefore the proposed housing layout should take this into account in order not negatively 
impact on the sports ground.  The use of the AGP may give rise to noise which may be unacceptable to the new residents, so an 
acoustic survey may be required. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See above 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P41 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Do not want Massively excessive scale of development., should be the minimum the government demand. 
Yes should target brown field. They are looking at short term gain at expense of long term communities quality of life / mental and 
physical health. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities should be existing communities / peoples quality of life / health and irreversible wildlife and countryside loss. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Should be spaced equally/fairly  around Wiltshire/Swindon. 
Quantity of houses should be kept to minimum not the extra 5000 odd the council has ADDED. 
Old Disused previously developed land and fairly distributed around Wiltshire/Swindon  minimising countryside ruined. Protecting 
all wildlife. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Not damaging countryside or wildlife and thinking of the mental/physical health benefits all people can gain from this. Protecting 
villagers of Derry Hill and Studley from disproportionate development Just because landowners want to make money from the 
sale of their land, not considering the communities. Eg massive Solar Farm. 
PLEASE NOTE RESPONSE WAS SENT IN VIA MARKET TOWNS FORM SO QUESTIONS DON'T PRECISLY LINE UP FOR 
CHIPPENHAM (PS). ALL RESPONSES STILL INCLUDED HOWEVER. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Protect the valuable and much used Cycle path by all towns/villages. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P42 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): North Wiltshire Constituency 
Labour Party 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
While recognising Wiltshire’s requirement to build this number of homes, we believe these should be more widely distributed 
across the Chippenham Housing Market Area, and not concentrated, to the extent proposed, on Chippenham. 
In our view the case for concentrating much of the housing requirement at Chippenham is not adequately made. 
The allocation of numbers against Chippenham compared to other towns, as detailed in the Emerging Spatial Strategy 
Document, appears to be largely intuitive and not derived from rigorous assessment. 
The numbers for other towns in the area are relatively modest – e.g. 360 in Calne, 120 in Corsham, 330 in Devizes and 95 in 
Malmesbury. Wiltshire should be ambitious for these towns too, which could find themselves starved of investment if the 
expansion of Chippenham goes ahead on the scale proposed. 
No consideration has been given to development of a new garden village or eco-village type development. This option is 
dismissed in the Emerging Spatial Strategy document due to the lack of any firm proposal, but surely it should be the 
responsibility of Wiltshire Council to develop such a firm proposal in the first place? 



 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priority 3: the assessment views close proximity to the River Avon Corridor as a positive in the assessment. Surely, the 
development of land in close proximity to such an important wildlife corridor should be considered as a negative criterion? 
Priority 5: in the assessment contained in the Site Selection Report, sites that have ready access to the existing major highway 
infrastructure are scored down against sites that require significant new infrastructure development. This criterion biases in favour 
of those sites that require the development of the Distributer Road around the south & east of Chippenham. The rationale for the 
the Distributer Road detailed in the Future Chippenham Consultation is that the Distributer Road is required to serve sites 1, 2 
and 3. This creates a circular argument.  
No assessment has been made on the knock-on impact of development on other towns or settlements in the vicinity, such as 
Calne, which already suffers from congestion and air quality issues. 
No assessment has been made on the impact on biodiversity, wildlife, productivity of farmland and amenity value of countryside. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The case for selecting sites 1, 2 and 3 has not been made. The assessment detailed in the "Site Selection Report for 
Chippenham" document is based on seriously flawed criteria (see our response to Q8). Even based on this assessment, sites 2 
and 3 are ranked Joint Bottom, so it is difficult to see why these are being promoted. 
It appears that these sites are being promoted based on the fact that they fit in with the plans for the Distributer Road, rather than 
selected the best sites and then determining the necessary infrastructure. 
As outlined in our response to Q7, the case for the concentration of such a large proportion of the housing requirement in 
Chippenham, compared to other towns, has not been made. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 



Impact on ecology, wildlife and biodiversity. 
Wider traffic impact on nearby towns such as Calne. 
Strong sustainability targets - e.g. requirement for all new homes to be net zero carbon. 
Type of housing to be provided - we believe that a significant proportion should be new council homes &/or social homes, to 
provide meaningfully affordable housing for local people. 
Minimisation of visual impact. 
Incorporation of employment and amenity space within developments. 
Cycle routes and pedestrian routes. 
Flood risk. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Wider traffic impact on nearby towns and communities, such as Calne. We understand that no Traffic Impact Assessment has yet 
been done. The country roads to the east are relatively quiet and popular with cyclists, walkers and horse-riders. There are 2 
AQMAs in Calne, on the A4, where it is met by Curzon Street, and at the junction with the A3012 at Silver Street. The latter 
currently records the 2nd highest levels of Nitrogen Dioxide in Wiltshire.   
The considerable increase in local traffic likely to be generated by so many extra homes will only exacerbate congestion in Calne 
and so further worsen the local Air Quality. We were surprised that no mitigating measures are proposed.  
Climate Emergency. Wiltshire Council has committed to seeking to make the county of Wiltshire carbon neutral by 2030. The 
Local Plan provides an opportunity to set forward firm requirements on all new housing to be net zero carbon as part of this 
commitment. This aspect appears to be completely missing from the Local Plan. 
The Local Plan consultation talks about numbers of new homes required, but does not appear to have made any assessment on 
the requirements for properly affordable housing to meet the needs of local people, particularly new council homes and social 
housing. We strongly believe that commitments on the provision of new council homes and social housing should be factored into 
the Local Plan, so that the new housing provided meets the needs of local people. If not, it risks just enabling the development of 
expensive new housing for commuters. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P43 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Figure should be lower 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Most ok. 
A4 to a350 should be ring road not distriutor road.and housing figure ro are too high 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
East chippenham too large for size of town 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Size of developments to suite size of chippenham that residents want not wcc wild plans 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Smaller development to reduce crime 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
7500 house plan needs to be cancelled and reduced size plan sorted out.currently there is too much residential development in 
chippenham 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P44 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Not Applicable 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
No brownfield target. Growth to the East and South of Chippenham feels sustainable. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
A4 to A350 link road long overdue 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
2 and 1 yes. Would not proceed with site 3. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flooding risk on those sites near the Avon. Site 3 would suffer loud traffic noise from a busy A350. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
No all are covered 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P45 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
This is too high 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No 6 should be significantly higher. Too little consideration on the environmental impact and total devastation that these 
developments will cause. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, sites 1 and 2 are on a floodplain with significant environmental value. The destruction of the cycle path would be devastating. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The environmental devastation 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The fact that it is a floodplain 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P46 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The building of almost 9,000 houses on greenfield sites is unacceptable. This is massive growth on the East of Chippenham 
which removes access to nature and will destroy natural habitats. As we face a climate emergency, this scale of development is 
not acceptable 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Priority should be on reaching net zero. If development is going to happen it needs to include services and leisure opportunities 
locally so that people do not need to drive. Once Lidl is built there will only be one supermarket on this side of town; yet the 
council believes this is enough - this will cause more road traffic. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. These are being built on greenfields and massively grow Chippenhams footprint. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should not be built on. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The planned building of two new main roads as part of this plan shows that the council are not taking the need to hit net zero 
seriously. I understand the need for new housing, but the scale of this development is unacceptable 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P47 
 

 
Consultee code:  
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): North Wiltshire Constituency 
Labour Party 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We would like to formally register our opposition to the plans for Chippenham, both in respect of the scale of the expansion and 
the location of the proposed developments. 
In brief our reasons for opposing these plans are as follows: 
1. The adverse impact of the expansion on the countryside and biodiversity of the Marden and Avon Valleys. 
2. The likely impact on the local road networks, including the A4, to the east and south of Chippenham. 
3. While recognising Wiltshire’s requirement to build this number of homes, we believe these should be more widely distributed 
across the Chippenham Housing Market Area, and not concentrated, to the extent proposed, on Chippenham. 
4. The assessment of the potential development sites around Chippenham is flawed. 
Referencing the Principal Settlement Site Selection Report for Chippenham, some of the assessment criteria, some of the 
assessment criteria seem counter-intuitive: 
The Local Plan says little about design standards in respect of the Climate Emergency 
Properly affordable housing for local people. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P48 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Higher 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Right 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Housing for people who need it 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P49 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/ a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is frankly obscene. We don’t have the infrastructure to support that many houses & yes there should 
definitely be a brownfield target 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These priorities, no matter how you word the document, are completely wrong for the town. Simple 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely NOT. Why so much land for housing when it’s not needed. It will totally destroy not only acres of land but the town will 
become a commuter town & choke on the levels of pollution it generates 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
None. Simply don’t build houses that aren’t required & stop the greedy housing companies 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Ask the people of Chippenham how they feel about how WCC isn’t listening to their taxpayers & in fact ignoring their wishes. We 
live here WCC doesn’t 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Why is this being railroaded through without asking the taxpayers what they actually want & why so many houses that aren’t even 
required yet 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P50 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Figure should be much lower and build brownfield first 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes, mainly 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Don’t like either. Far to far from M4 a there will be too much traffic volumen 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Losing valuable farmland and wildlife 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Will there be enough Health centres and schools. Still too much growth! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Should wait to see what impact the pandemic will have on people’s lives. There may be not so much commuting. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P51 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Chippenham Tennis Club 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Chippenham Tennis Club has noted that tennis is not included in the strategy and would like to contribute fully to this process. 
Chippenham has only 9 courts in total, 6 at Chippenham Tennis Club and 3 in John Coles Park. In fact Chippenham has lost 4 
courts from Westinghouse Sports Ground in about 2010 that were never replaced, which puts further pressure on court utilisation 
as the Town expands. 
There are six courts at Chippenham TC, all hard court and floodlit. There is extreme pressure on the courts on match night 
Mondays and Wednesdays, where all courts are full, as the club runs 9 men’s teams, 3 women’s teams and 3 mixed teams. This 
has meant spill-over of matches onto other nights. The main issues that this causes is the compromise of social play, which is 
important for joiners and beginners and it also compromises evening coaching. There is equal pressure on club night courts on 
Tuesday and Friday evenings. 
We have found this pressure on courts, especially for social play, increased after the first Covid lockdown, where many more new 
members joined and more existing members, with time freed up working from home rather than commuting, had opportunity in 
the evening to play. We expect this to continue in the post Covid world. We also want to be able to broaden our offer to 
Chippenham public as the Town grows and this is difficult, especially in the evenings, with our current court usage. 
There are 130 adult members and over 200 children in the coaching system for tennis at Chippenham. We are the most 
successful club in the local area, but at full capacity for match courts and coaching courts, impacting our ability to bring more new 
members into the club and provide a varied offering such as pay and play. 
We have discussed the opportunity for Chippenham with the Lawn Tennis Association (LTA). West Wiltshire is a highlighted gap 
in the LTA Mapping Analysis with a 30 minute drive time to either Swindon or Bath for indoor court provision.  
The LTA is looking for a location to find a bespoke community indoor facility, a long term ambition as part of the LTA 10 year 
strategy. However, in the meantime the club has an issue with securing ‘year round provision’ and much play is lost due to 
inclement weather.  



The club would propose an affordable two court indoor facility ideally in our existing location to supplement the demand created 
by new population and the expected upturn in participation post lockdown and the club increasing the range of opportunities for 
people to play. i.e. not solely just membership and coaching but Pay and Play as well.  
This would allow the tennis club to work to allow more public pay and play and expand the coaching for schools and young 
people. We would like to make a good business case for a contribution from CIL /S106 for covered courts and supplement this 
with other grant and loans. Where precisely this is sited relies on a wider discussion with Chippenham Sports Club, plus possibly 
the Football Club and the two adjacent schools. 
We would caution against a simple idea of just build some courts elsewhere in the town for the public to use. This will fail in two 
ways.  
Firstly, it is important that there are economies of scale both in coaching and developing players from beginners through social 
tennis into competitive tennis to match their aspirations. This can best be provided through a large club and coaching system.  
Secondly, the effort of running a tennis club and facility is not to be underestimated, we have a large number of experienced 
tennis volunteers with professional skills looking after court maintenance, competitions, finance, coaching, welfare and 
safeguarding. To replicate those skills elsewhere would be very difficult.  
Our Tennis Club would work with the Council, with the additional indoor facilities, to build a membership club linked to public pay 
and play to provide a total tennis offering in Chippenham. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P52 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Elkins Archutects 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please find below in haste, my response to your consultation for the local plan, I talk solely about Chippenham as it is the town in 
which I have grown up, run a business and will raise my own family over the next 30 years: 
1. Spatial Strategy and CP1+3: Not enough is included to increase density it the centre, spurious comments about increased 
numbers meaning more spending in the town centre are false, it has been widely documented that town edge developments lead 
to out commuters for shopping, work and leisure all of which are fundamentally at odds of the council’s zero carbon by 2030 
strategy. Coupled with this the loss of greenfield habitat is irretrievable. I know that All the shopping centres in town and the bath 
road site are in need of redevelopment, medium density is key, Chippenham town centre needs policy to support 5 storeys 
through-out its core (subject to local building protection etc). We have hundreds if not thousands of available apartment spaces 
which could use our nationally significant green space as amenity rather than building on that green space… Density is the key to 
town centre success, especially given our excellent transport links. Why is the local plan not allocating Hathaway, Emery Gate, 
Langley Park, the station core area, and Bath road as medium 5+ density developments which would take the stress off 
greenfield sites. 
2. Question B4: YES! Houses can already be carbon neutral for a relatively low additional cost and be cost positive in the 
lifetime of the building. However all WC can do is implement legislation that forces developers to take that cost, but also stops 
them just sitting on sites while they challenge policies like happened with SH policy.   



3. Consultation question B13: improve and expand the cycling network (not remove it as is presently happening in 
Chippenham) step 1: get rid of Bridget Wayman (maybe send her to work at a Trump resort), step 2: spend 20%+ of all 
infrastructure spending on active travel. 
4. Generally other than producing a report of the challenges in addressing the Net Zero Target there seems little concrete 
evidence or policy to support/mandate the actions required to achieve it… 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P53 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The growth should not exceed the available brownfield sites presently available. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The emphasis must be to bring more residents and visitors to the town centre.  At present there is too much development on the 
outskirts of the town, namely large supermarkets that continue to take away the centre emphasis.  These supermarkets with their 
large car parks make useful bases for park-n-ride.  As part of the ongoing acceptance of these major traders, encourage them to 
allow a park-n-ride scheme to use the car parks. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The proposed sites to the south and east of the town suggest the doubling of the developed area. Most of the area green field 
and much on the flood plain.  The extent of the proposal is too large and should be reconsidered. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Density of housing; inclusion of green spaces; walk, cycle and bridle ways; amenities; local centres for shopping and other social 
requirements; mixed neighbourhoods. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
There needs to be a mix of corporate and independent traders in the town to keep it vibrant. At present certain sectors are well 
represented whereas others are not.  Require a mobile phone or need and estate agent and the choice is evident.  Outlets for 
clothing is limited to sports and low end leisure.  Not a great mix. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Chippenham is very much a commuter town with the roads out being well used morning and night.  Emphasis must be placed on 
attracting a higher level of employment and industry into the town to encourage more living in the town and not in the larger 
centres around the area. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P54 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of proposed growth is far too high. There is already large scale housing development recently completed and being 
built currently. There is also retail and warehouse developments. On top of all this you are adding another towns worth on 
valuable greenfield environmentally valuable and agricultural land. Of course brownfield sites should be first for any necessary 
development , not the likes of Birds Marsh and Avon/Marden valleys 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Mere words. How can you claim there is a need for improved access to the River Avon through Chippenham? Its in a park with a 
footpat/cycle track running alongside it. There is no traffic congestion in the town centre: it is pedestrianised. There can be slow 
traffic at rush hour on Avenue la Fleche (bypass for town centre!) The council plans for mass housing, warehouse centres, retail 
parks, superstores etc and new roads are what will really cause traffic problems. Town centre is consistently undermined by 
council obsession with retail parks on green town edge. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Suburbs are not characteristic of towns;they are a city phenomenon and indicate clearly the future being planned for 
Chippenham. Rawlings farm, Avon and Marden valleys are important wildlife environments, the natural drainage system of the 
area, much used for ,walking and fishing. Sustrans funded the cycle path- all very green 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
If they are built on they are lost. Twaddle about affordable homes, cycling to local employment, etc They will be occupied by 
people from outside the local area who find them cheaper than other areas. People will be driving to work not meandering along 
whatever token cycle paths are provided. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Conservation of a very attractive town, both in historical buildings in the town centre, a beautiful setting and real countryside very 
easily accessed. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P55 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I feel the scale of growth is too ambitious. Greater strain will be placed on the present overburdened infrastructure and amenities, 
e.g  Olympiad Leisure Centre, the Parks, roads ,doctors surgeries and the cottage hospital. 
The already diminished rural ambiance of the town will be further jeopardised. 
The housing provided will be cheap and all too quickly dilapidated, you only have to look at the Bird's Marsh, Market Quarter off 
Cocklebury Road, the Rudman Park estate, to see what happens to utility built housing, many bought to rent. Sadly and all too 
often affordable housing equates to cheap builds. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
All the above priorities are laudable and if properly implemented will add to the rural/market nature of the town. 
The cynic in me doubts if such praiseworthy ideals will come to fruition and we will be legacied with second rate infrastructure 
where economic restraints will prune the grand ideal. We all fear living in a clone of Swindon. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NO. 
Both are areas of natural biodiversity and rural habitat. 
Neither are served by a arterial road. 
Area one serves as a corridor for animal movement and human recreation provided by the old railway track and is an area of 
Natural Beauty 
6 and 5 may be better options as they are served by the West Cepen Way, do not lie within an area of flooding and will mitigate  
encroachment near to a village of historical interest and tourist destination i.e Lacock. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
You need me to answer this, surely you have paid thousands to planners to provide you with the alternatives? 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes the views of the residents and the legacy for the future generations. 
Have you consulted with the children who will be the future citizens of Chippenham? 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
Please refer to the extract below, taken from my letter to Cllr. Philp Whitehead of August 2021 
The envisaged environmental damage of this development to the habitats of the wild life and enjoyment of the humans listed 
above, plus the increased risk of flooding, the cost of house insurance to occupants living on a flood plain, housed beneath 
400,000 volt electric power lines, have got to be a chief considerations when considering planning permission. 
Whilst appreciating that there is a need for good quality, affordable housing, and let’s face it, the two are not usually bed fellows, 
there has to be some compromise in the scale of the development and so mitigate against the negative impact both on the wild 
life of the area and the present recreational benefits to the people of Chippenham, both now and in the future. 
I really would appreciate,  if you would respond to the points of the impact of the  the now tedious consultation responses you 
have received, this is my fifth response in the past 3 years. how the distributor road will somehow reduce congestion and benefit 
Chippenham 
· if there is a possible reduction in the scale of what is being proposed. 
· the justification as to the loss of farmland, natural habitats, open spaces. 
· how the increased pollution and hard surface run off into natural waterways e.g the Marden and Avon,( associated with creating 
a massive commuter town), falls within the Council’s pledge to reduce carbon missions and maintain an environment conducive 
to the mental and physical wellbeing of local inhabitants. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P56 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Pan is far too large for size of Chippenham, Services from WCC cannot cope well with current size of town, so I have no 
confidence that WCC will be able to cope with larger town. The scale will  change Chippenham for the worse. More traffic, no 
bypass, increased crime - look at crime rates in larger towns nearby. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Record of Job creation is poor, how many people still have to travel outside Chippenham for jobs. 
A4 to A350 needs dual carriageway bypass not 30 mph street ( which may have to be reduced to 20mph for child / OAP safety 



WCC record on creating a vibrant town centre is very poor, some of highest car Park charges in Wiltshire 
Why allow court to close if you wish to increase size of town 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Chippenham population should decide size of extra housing, not developers or landowners 
Landowners and developers will not have to live in  a more urbanised environment, just make vast profits and leave town to 
suffer consequences. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Sites should be reduced in size, and developers should provide community facilities, green spaces and increase plot sizes for 
basic housing Social and Private 
See WCC record with mess created around Hathaway Surgery, not enough parking / very small gardens etc 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Above are words only, will facilities be provided, 
e,g, WCC record on sports and leisure has been poor, absconded from responsibility and privatised then threatened to close 
various facilities, not a good record 
 

 
Further comments 
 

Reduce size of housing growth drastically to fit town needs, 
and provide A4 / A350 Dual Carriage bypass - 40 to 50 mph. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P57 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is far too high. 
No greenfield land should be destroyed. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Preserving the rural nature of the area should be the number one priority. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  This would be environmental vandalism.  This building is not required and not desirable. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should not be built upon. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Councillors should start listening to the people who they are supposed to represent. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P58 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): private resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Much much to much, it should be lower and there should be a brownfield target 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
all fine but it must be done with care and not building 7.5k housing which would completly ruin are once small market town. 
Building that many houses would spoil the few green areas we have for recreation foe example dog walking, rambling, nature 
study and many more outside actoviys. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
you are just ruining our green recreational sites and making  our town a comutor town for London Bristol and swindon. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Inpact on the enviroment and peoples green open space  for recreational areas 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The town does not need any more urban sprall 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This plan is will lead to the ruination of our lovely town it does not take into account the presant residents. It is just a plan for buil 
and more build to line the pockets of developers and probabley councilers. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P59 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is far too high. I do not understand why Wiltshire council is exceeding government targets for housing, 
destroying the character of Chippenham through excessive building, essentially turning it into another soulless large town. If 
every local authority disregarded central government targets there would be a housing surplus! 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The road linking the A4 to the A350 is described here as a bypass to ease congestion yet in other documents it's described as a 
distributor road?! Which is it? IF it is a bypass as described here then the road should track the river avon as far from current 



settlements as possible and not destroy farmland and people's way of life. The council must not build a dual-purpose distributor 
road come bypass as this is not fit for purpose. It shall become a rat run through housing which would increase air and noise 
pollution near to peoples houses and increase the risk of road traffic to children.   
How does building this road and expanding housing over the government's targets respect the individual identities of villages? 
The housing will encroach out and change the character of these settlements forever. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 2 is not appropriate for building due to its vicinity to the sewage works and prevailing westerly winds that blow foul smells 
over this area. Site 2 is also popular with people from the Pewsham estate who use it to get into some green space using the 
cycle/footpaths in the area that lead to Lacock. By building here the residents won't have the same access to this green area and 
will significantly impact their quality of life. Site 1 seems slightly more appropriate for building due to its vicinity to amenities and 
quality of the land, but building on both sites 1 and 2 would be completely inappropriate for residents that live to the east of 
Chippenham, which would destroy their current quality of life that is so important to Chippenham residents. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Quality of life for current residents. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P60 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think a percentage (25% as a minimum) should be from redeveloped or brown field sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
6. Respecting individual villages is most important. 5. Link Road A4 to A350 is not essential. Folks can cycle and/or will be 
working more from home/agile and not so many roads are going to be required. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Selective developments possibly but not mass housing estates such as has been developed on Birds Marsh. This is just 
profiteering and a blight. The quality and style of homes is important - the big builders put up identical boxes with very little 
differentiation. They have poor fittings usually and are too small with small gardens. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Small developments that blend in if we have to have more houses - not big estates please! 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Do we need the road and that many houses? Have you considered implications of more agile working and working from home? 
We should not rush this and incremental development with plenty of time to pause to consider environmental impact and 
expected demand. What about the hundreds of thousands off unoccupied houses/flats? How about using what we've got and 
incentivising owners that are sitting on empty properties or land banking brown field sites? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Why spend £7m on a multi-story car park in Chippenham to achieve an additional 72 parking spaces? That could have been 
spent on social housing for a start. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P61 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale should be much lower. The Government figures do not require the planning numbers proposed by the Council. The 
Council's vision for Chippenham is at odds with the vision of its population. It would see to sprawl over countryside in all 
directions and destroy productive farm land and desecrate the open spaces used as recreation. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Chippenham is a small market town not a large conglomeration such as Swindon with suburbs.  



The proposal does not consider how to enhance the town centre but looks solely to commuter houses tightly packed into areas 
away from the twon centre who will use their cars to visit out of town shopping venues and larger shopping centres such as 
Bristol, Bath and Swindon. The priority should be to enhance the centre of the town with residences on brown field sites where 
owners feel a connection to the centre of the town and independent retailers can rely on truly local residents to support their 
offering. Sprawling towards the individual villages will lose their identity and destroy the varied landscape resource 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The flood plain and the obvious biodiversity along the River Marden make the proposal to use this land non-sensical. These 
areas are the remaining open spaces for recreation following the allocation of housing in 2017 local plan to Birds Marsh, 
Rawlings Green and fields to the South West. The cycle path is open countryside. It is enjoyed as such by residents. To 
incorporate it within proposed development is to lose its purpose and would be detrimental to well being as well as unsustainable. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

Are the number of houses actually required? If not, (and indeed they are not), no further aspects need to be considered. 
If Wiltshire Council considered biodiversity, sustainability, the environment, health and well being; it would never build on these 
sites. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

What the residents of Chippenham think (see the vote from Calne Town Council, Chippenham Town Council, all local Parish 
Councils). 

 
Further comments 
 

The proposal for new distributor roads and thousands of closely built houses with inevitable car ownership undermines Wiltshire 
Council's own 2019 declaration of a climate emergency. The minimum required number of houses with serious consideration to 
brownfield sites and sensitive use of infrastructure to ensure that residents remain local MUST be the Council's first 
consideration. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P62 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth - FAR FAR too much, too soon. 
Cutting up green acres is unacceptable. 
Many beautiful walks with wildlife spoilt and never replaced. 
Absolutely look at brownfield sites, and filling in unused areas - rather than just accepting housebuilders money where they just 
want to build houses all in one space to save time, effort and gain economies of scale. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Housing is a priority, but so is maintaining the local environment and wildlife - all of which add valuable mental and physical 
health attributes. 
Rather than plan for new houses for new people, why not prioritise maintain the beautiful landscape for those who already live 
here. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
They are appropriate to build.  
I cannot comment on whether they are the MOST appropriate. 
Brownfield and existing areas should be prioritized rather than green fields 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The needs of those already living in this area ABOVE the need for new houses for new people 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Actually asking the electorate - rather than leaving it for them to find out the information. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please consider existing dwellers more than possible probable new ones 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P63 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Petition signed by 65 
residents 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Number of houses – we note that the council has not only accepted the ‘standard method’ for number of houses, but proposes an 
additional 5,000 – 3,000 of which are in Chippenham. We propose that if the  standard method were accepted, then there would 
be more ‘room’ for reasonable adaptations to the Plan  for the benefit of existing residents.  
Allocation of sites - the Spatial Strategy has focussed on sustaining the current growth trends around  principal towns. It has not 
considered distributing growth throughout the county, nor has it considered the  creation of a new settlement. This is a narrow, 
flawed approach. The scale of growth proposed for  Chippenham therefore should not be endorsed until the Spatial Strategy is 
repeated with explicit consideration of the merits or otherwise of managed, distributed growth and/or new garden villages.  
Brownfield target – there should be a brownfield target, and the level proposed (240 homes) is too low. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Priority vi – ‘Respect the individual identities of villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham and their relationship to the 
town’  
No consideration has been given within the Plan for the identity and landscape setting of the different parts  of Chippenham. Just 
the villages that are not directly impacted by the proposed housing. This is wrong.   Many parts of Chippenham have a semi-rural 
setting. Their relationship is oriented to the countryside as  much as it is to the town. Maintaining this identity must be considered 
as much of a priority as the outlook  of villages not directly impacted by the proposed development.   
 ii – ‘Improve the resilience of the town centre’   
 The Council have not brought forward a plan to improve the resilience of the town centre alongside its site  allocation plans. A 
site allocation for a town should not be determined without considering of the plan for  the town centre alongside. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Refer to response to CP1 on the problems with the Spatial Strategy.  
If Site 1 is to be built on regardless, adaptations are needed. These have been detailed in responses to CP5 onwards. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Greater consideration must be given to maintaining the identity, landscape and ‘sense of place’ for the existing Chippenham 
community that borders on the proposed development sites. We reject the assertion on page 5 of the ‘Interim Sustainability 
Appraisal Annex II – Principal Settlements: Site Assessments’  
(hereafter referred to as the ‘SA’) that dense development should be placed adjacent to existing built-up  parts of Chippenham, 
as this neglects and destroys their semi-rural character.  
 The Sustainability Appraisal objectives as detailed in the SA need to be applied more consistently to, and  within, the proposed 
development sites. The sites proposed are huge and individual fields / areas of land  within them should be considered 
separately, at a more granular level 



 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
As mentioned previously, insufficient regard has been given to the semi-rural character of the communities on the existing 
Chippenham boundary, versus the reverence shown the outlook of rural villages. This  discrepancy should be addressed in 
subsequent drafts of the site allocation plan, by preserving  Greenspace along the perimeter of the current settlement 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Our contention, and the reasonable adaptation to the site allocation plan that we request, is that the Field to the north of Hardens 
Mead should be added to the Greenspace on the Flood Plain already identified in the Concept Map. Furthermore, that the 
vehicular access planned from the south west is removed from the plan.  
Our preference would be that Field is kept as part of a county farm at Hardens Farm (see response to CP 12). The existing rights 
of way across the Field would effectively maintain it as accessible Greenspace.   
If the Council proceeds with selling the farm for development, we maintain that the Field should be designated as Greenspace, 
and the framework plan adapted to incorporate the Field into the Greenspace along with the Flood Plain.   
Finally, we note that the NPPF includes a Local Greenspace designation (LGS) to protect local green areas that are of particular 
importance to local communities. We notify the Council that the Field is of special value to the community in Hardens Mead and 
further afield. We request that it is allocated as LGS. We also submit that the Open Space at the end of Hardens Mead is LGS 
too. Specifically, both sites:  
1. Are in close proximity to the community it serves, in that they adjoin Hardens Mead whose residents access it, and 
residents in nearby streets such as Long Close. 
2. Are demonstrably special to the local community, as evidenced by the number of signatories to this consultation response. 
a. Beauty is evident in the attached photos, with the views over the Avon valley 
b. Recreational value is manifest in the two frequently used PROW, particularly for children accessing Abbeyfield School 
c. Tranquillity with its segregation from the urban space by trees, hedgerow and relief of the terrain 
d. Richness of its wildlife is demonstrated in detail in our response to CP5 
3. It is not an extensive tract of land – the application has been limited to the fields used by residents. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P64 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Unsustainable, catastrophic to biodiversity. More effort required to use Brown sites. With uncertainty caused by Covid the future 
of town centres may change dramatically. If retail never recovers to previous levels then town centres should be redesigned to 
convert commercial premises to residential. Until we know how this will play out developers should be kept on a tight leash. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No mention of protecting and enhancing biodiversty, no mention of CO2 reduction, no mention of helping local farmers. In fact 
Climate and environmental considerations are barely mentioned. (odd considering we are in a climate emergency) Item 3: Would 



this access be by road or footpaths? Item 5: Addressing traffic congestion serves only to encourage people to make more car 
journeys. We are all to blame for the congestion and we need to either lump it or change our habits. Plus this would mean more 
rural land destroyed for human convenience. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Firstly the key is not easy to understand. If I'm reading it correctly it appears that the town will almost double in size. (albiet over 
many years). Are the Development Plan Applications (dark grey) in addition to these plans? How can I agree that these are 
appropriate sights to build on when they all mean destroying wildlife habitiats? 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
If this goes ahead it is imperitive that the developers are kept under tight control. Reports show that large development 
companies renege on promises to provide certain features/facilities or have been found to build roads that were not actually 
agreed on. They know they can afford to keep councils tied up in court for years to avoid honouring their commitments. In fact 
much as this development makes me feel sick, if it does go ahead work should be given to smaller companies and local 
businesses who actually care about the area they are destroying. The properties should be quality builds and be designed to 
incorperate solar and ground/air source heat pumps as standard. Proper thought should go into the 'token green areas' around 
the estates to ensure they are actually useful to the nature that manages to cling on. Native trees, wilflower areas, wet and dry 
habitats must be provided and protected for the long term.  Not very appealing to developers of course but it's the least they can 
do. (and when I say least, I really mean least) 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
No. 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
There is a theme running through all my answers which is the environment. We have an obsession with growth and never seem 
to question it. If there is a demand for something we simply supply it. I can't add anthing else that won't become a political rant 
about fears for the future and the frustrations of being trampled by the big corperations who have no interest in sustainability 
becasue there is no money in it for them. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P65 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
lower 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. I don't think Chippenham should be further developed. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
More carbon footprints. More eating into the countryside. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The one thing you seem to have missed is the huge disappointment and anger at these proposals. Not satisfied with taking away 
Birds Marsh and other various wild life habitation around us, you are proposing to eat into it even more. We can never get it back. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I, along with thousands of other residents feel it is totally unnecessary to eat into our valued acres and wildlife. We will end up just 
another sprawling suburb, with all our charm and history swamped into a giant housing estate, bringing with it more carbon 
footprints. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P66 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is far too high.  Brownfield sites and development of disused retail units in town centre for housing should be 
used as much as possible, 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Certainly not the right priorities, things have moved on since these plans were developed, the priorities have changed, people 
value much more highly the countryside around our market town, it will be difficult to attract traders to the town since much 
shopping now done online 



There is no traffic congestion within the town centre since it was pedestrianised;  areas of green infrastructure (whatever that is!) 
will be lost forever if the road linking A4 to A360 is constructed. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Definitely not, these are important areas of farmland and countryside which will be lost forever. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I do not agree that they should be built on. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P67 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The housing need figures are far too high! Why has Chippenham been allocated a target which is so disproportionate to its size 
at 20% of the total target for Wiltshire? Chippenham has already seen enormous growth and I have been informed that there are 
existing sites that have been approved but not yet built. Greenfield land should NOT be built on! It's one of our best defences 
against climate change which is our greatest threat. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



You mention the 'need to address climate change and achieve carbon reduction' but there is total disregard for this. Building 
thousands of houses and new roads is absolutely not the way to achieve this. We need to regenerate and improve the 
infrastructure and town centre that we already have not be building over our precious green spaces.  
With more people than ever working form home, and continuing to do so, congestion within the town centre should be 
reevaluated in a few years time when more accurate figures can be obtained. It is ridiculous to be constructing new roads to 
alleviate traffic that may never be there!  
Destroying villages and landscapes with thousands of identical new build houses is totally nonsensical. We must protect areas, 
not destroy them. We do not want Chippenham to become another Swindon! 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree with any of the sites and I am appalled that they are even being considered when there simply isn't a housing need 
as great as that being suggested! There has been no consideration of the environment, the destruction to our precious 
countryside. It has been clearly specified that site 1 should not be built on. The parish of Bremhill is protected from development 
in the Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan. I do not agree with the developments coming within such close distance of the river and 
conservation village of Tytherton Lucas. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

Greenfield sites should not be built on. Brownfield sites should be and sites for which there is already approval but haven't yet 
been built on. The proposed areas are critical to protecting our environment, controlling flooding, for producing food, for wildlife 
and for the health and wellbeing for the people of Chippenham and surrounding villages. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

We need to focus on regenerating our historic town centre and restoring it to be a thriving community.  

 
Further comments 
 

No development is more important that protecting our river valleys, cycle track and beautiful countryside. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P68 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I am strongly against any more housing in Chippenham. The proposed number of houses is staggering. Chippenham has already 
been infilled with housing on brownfield sites and has many other new housing development sites already  at Birds marsh, 
Hunters moon, Rowden park, etc. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We have enough proposed housing. We desperately need a link road from Lackham roundabout to Pewsham way to get A4 
through traffic out of Chippenham to reduce pollution. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
n/a - don't want any of these sites built on. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Improve town centre, more off road cycling paths (not painted lines on roads) including cycle friendly routes under/over the 
railway and linking up existing routes. More green spaces and tree planting. Traffic calming measures including many speed 
bumps. Reduce through traffic (the Lackham-Pewsham link road achieves this). 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No more houses, Chippenham has already seen large housing growth in past 10 years. Improve lives of current Chippenham 
residents. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P69 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Vice Chair of Seagry Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Far too many houses, Chippenham is already overdeveloped. Brownfield sites need to be used first. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Policy No5 This will only increase the thru traffic within the town centre which is already at bursting point 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree with either site, which only means further "urbanisation of farmland". 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As above , no further "Urban Spread". 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
If these Proposals are to be initiated then huge damage is going to be done over what is Agriculture Land, despite all the bluff 
about bridging the River Avon etc 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Have people ever considered the effect of COVID19 & the continuing Pandemic effect on the current High street in Chippenham , 
let alone over this proposed enlargement of further housing, traffic congestion alongside pollution & more tarmac going down on 
agriculture land 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P70 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I am strongly against any more housing in Chippenham. The proposed number of houses is staggering. Chippenham has already 
been infilled with housing on brownfield sites and has many other new housing development sites already at Birds marsh, 
Hunters moon, Rowden park, etc 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We have enough proposed housing. We desperately need a link road from Lackham roundabout to Pewsham way to get A4 
through traffic out of Chippenham to reduce pollution. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
n/a - don't want any of these sites built on. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Improve town centre, more off road cycling paths (not painted lines on roads) including cycle friendly routes under/over the 
railway and linking up existing routes. More green spaces and tree planting. Traffic calming measures including many speed 
bumps. Reduce through traffic (the Lackham-Pewsham link road achieves this. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No more houses, Chippenham has already seen large housing growth in past 10 years. Improve lives of current Chippenham 
residents. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P71 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The numbers are high . 
There should defiantly be a brownfield target. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The priorities should be to reduce carbon admissions by improving cycle and walking networks around the area. An assessment 
of the increased housing needs to take into consideration the needs for more schools,health services ie ,more health centres and 
larger hospital facilities . Without improved facilities the RUH in Bath and the GWH in Swindon will become overwhelmed. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I donot agree these are the most apropriate sites . They will just add to the already conjested roads around Pewsham and 
increase carbon emissions . The loss of the cycle way will also deny people leisure activity . wild life will be disrupted. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Maintaining as much green space as possible . Improving the cycle path . Maintenance of wildlife. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Cycle / running routes to encourage health and fitness especially for people who cannot afford leisure centre fees. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I donot think we need a new road . We do need affordable housing for the younger generations not executive 4/5 bedroom 
housing. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P72 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is horrific with Chippenham being lost in an excess of new growth.  If all of the preferred sites are used, the 
town will nearly double in size.  The loss of countryside is unacceptable, the loss of farmland is impractical.  Brownfield sites 
should be prioritised and the target should be much higher than it is. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
You have not included protecting the countryside or combatting climate change, both of which are vital.  Your plan also talks of 
protecting villages and keeping their character and status and views of the landscape, which is absolutely right, but there is no 



consideration for people already living in Chippenham who will currently enjoy being in a small town with easy access to the 
countryside.  With all the houses and major roads being added, there will be no countryside, no views, much more pollution and 
noise and far more cars on the road.  How is this supposed to be OK?  If we all wanted to live in a big town or be part of a huge 
sprawling suburb, we would never have moved here.  The scale of your plans will cause too  much damage.  Some of the 
priorities listed above sound fine in a list, but the interpretation of them is not OK. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, not on the scale you are proposing.  You will change the character of the place, destroy productive farmland, add to climate 
change, create more pollution, make life for current residents unpleasant.  The current infrastructure isn't adequate and the 
addition of what would be needed will be even more destructive. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should not be built on in the scale that has been proposed.  The wishes of local residents from Pewsham up to 
Bremhill must be taken into consideration - so far, it doesn't seem like it.  The countryside/environment/climate change must be 
prioritised and protected - at  the moment, it's being ignored.  We need productive farmland to be protected.  Roads do not ease 
congestion - if you build roads, people will use them. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes - the wishes of local people.  It is us who will be affected by these plans but the plans do not even begin to consider the 
impact of this amount of growth.  You also need to consider the environment, climate change and how to protect the countryside 
instead of destroying it - Chippenham will not be an attractive place to live and work if you go ahead with your plans. 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
I am appalled by the plans outlined for the huge amount of building and destruction around Chippenham.  People live in small 
towns because they like small towns, with easy access to the countryside, a sense of identity.  What you are proposing will tear 
that apart.   
The council's own overarching principles state that they want to combat climate change - you don't do that by building roads and 
houses, particularly if the houses are the usual cheap builds using fossil fuels.  If you build all over the productive farmland 
around the town, you will be also adding food miles to supplies being brought in.  The extra noise and air pollution will be 
unhealthy as well as adding to climate change with greenhouse gases. 
Roads don't ever ease congestion - build a road, it will be used.  You need to think differently to solve all these problems, not 
repeat the same mistakes that have been made for decades.  Some growth is probably unavoidable, but the scale of this is 
insane.  It must be nearly doubling the size of the town.  The plan doesn't allow for, but does admit, the need for extra facilities 
such as schools - how much more land are we going to lose? 
Please will you consider the needs and wishes of those being affected in the same way as you do the villages near Chippenham 
- we should be equally important, not overlooked. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P73 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth appears to be far in excess of what is required 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The need to produce sustainable communities from an environmental viewpoint is essential. The proposed plan does not do this 
as there will be insufficient employment within the town 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. More development should take place in  brownfield sites. Development to the East of Chippenham in particular will destroy 
valuable green space 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Sustainability, landscape,transport connections,employment and local facilities 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The proposed developments are far too big and will impact on quality of life in the town for all 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P74 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think this amount of development is unacceptable. It should be far lower. We are already suffering the rabid development of 
sites all across the town, with still very few facilities. Brownfield sites should absolutely be targeted. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are obviously priorities that are important. I would like to see more effort put into re-developing areas around the town, to 
allow leisure facilities along the riverbank, instead of offices and car parks, with areas people wish to sit and eat and drink. We 



need decent facilities, especially leisure to allow for a decent standard of living with all the development taking place at the 
moment. The green fields are needed. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I would like to see the possibility of building focused along the existing main road from the motorway, where there is already 
development taking place. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The cost to the standard of living of those people living in Chippenham, and those who want to move here. Facilities for leisure 
and local work, centred around the town. This will always be a popular place to build because of the motorway and rail access. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The needs of the existing poulation 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Curb this development. It is obscenely huge. concentrate on what we have here, and what we can make of it. We are in danger 
of losing the very nature of the town we live in. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P75 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes there should be a higher brownfield target if at all possible 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Do not need link from A4 to A350 as congestion not bad in town and yes identities of villages and the landscape setting of 
Chippenham should be respected and preserved 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
no because they are all green sites including many farms 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Many people like the fact that Chippenham is a small market town and do not want to see it expanded on this level 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P76 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too big for a town the size of Chippenham to successfully incorporate.  There should certainly be a 
brownfield target. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
There is nothing in the list to address climate change.  The people of Chippenham will lose significant green space if these 
changes go ahead.  



Lots of these sites are on flood plains.  NO BUILDING SHOULD BE DONE ON FLOOD PLAINS!  Flooding will probably increase 
in the future, we must leave the flood plains alone. 
Access to the River Avon would be good in a rural/wildlife reserve setting.  In a mown park with concrete paths, not exactly a 
benefit. 
The building of so many homes close to the M4 will just attract people who work in Swindon, Reading or Bristol and increase 
road use. 
Almost doubling the size of the town will not respect village identities. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I believe this is allocating too much land to development.  Where is the proof that Chippenham needs to be doubled in size?  
Where will these all these additional people (a) come from and (b) work - probably elsewhere and increase road use. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
1.  Do not build anything on flood plains. 
2.  Do not increase the size of the town so much or so quickly.   
3.  Ensure people have access to sufficient green space - and not just tidy parks, people need more rural space as well. 
4.  Provide transport links into the town that are so good that people don't feel the need to use their cars. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
How do you expect to retain Chippenham's character as a market town if it is increased in size so much?  What plans are there 
to improve/enlarge the town centre to enable it to cater for double the population - without creating yet another boring shopping 
centre?   
What about Employment?  Chippenham is not a significant employer.  It won't just "happen" 



How will you avoid Chippenham becoming just a dormitory for people who work elsewhere?   
Where is the "human" element in this?  The plans appear to be to create what is effectively another town on the edge of 
Chippenham.  "Planning for" needs to work out how to create a community, not just buildings. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I cannot see that Chippenham needs to expand at such a rate. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P77 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Chippenham is large enough and we need a break from building.  Any low cost housing required should be on brownfield sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are the wrong priorities we should value our farmland, cycle path and wildlife and open spaces. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Not applicable and they shouldn't be build on. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The need to keep our farmland, nature and open spaces as they are. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Why has so much money been wasted on this scheme and why has it been over complicated. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P78 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Member of the 
public/resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale is far to big. We are talking about 20% of Wiltshire Council' inflated housing target (>than Government target) being 
imposed on Chippenham - and will increas the town by 20%, completely transforming the nature of the historic market town. The 
must be a far more ambitious brownfield target to bring unused land back into use. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These all sound good - but I cannot see how the proposed housing allocation and siting will deliver this vision. NB. I agree that 
climate change MITIGATION (carbon reduction) applies everywhere, but climate change ADAPTION is more linked to specific 



loactions - Chippenham has a long section of river, with flood plan and the hard infrastructure (rooves and roads) that will be built 
by the plan will increase fast runoff into the river catchment and contribute to more flooding under current weather patterns, let 
alone the more extreme events that are predcited for the future.  
I fail to see how the 'future Chippenham' distributor/HIF road will alleviate congestion - the houses will bring upward of an 
additional 10000 cars to the streets of the town, and contribute to the existing congestion. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not at all - 1, 2 and 3 are on the flood plain - see previous comments. By virture of being situated in the Marden and Avon river 
corridors, they will destroy the best bits of neighbouring countryside that not only current residents enjoy - for example, access 
via the Chippenham to Calne cycle path - but also the areas of most biodiversity value. WE have otters and kingfishers in the 
area. We are in the midst of a climate and ecological emergency - we need to be protecting our existing wildlife habitats and 
corridors. With Brexit and climate change, there is a need to be more self-sufficient with our food - we need to protect our existing 
quality agricultural land so that we can feed ourselves, and reduce food miles. Development in sites 1,2 and 3 will result in more 
traffic travelling thorugh the town centre to access the M4 corridor for out-commuting to employment, causing more congestion. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I accept that we need some more housing, espceically affordable and social housing - but not in the numbers proposed. I suggest 
a more modest number of houses could be built to the West (sites 5 and 6), where the greenfield sites have lower ecological 
value and already have the road infrastructure (A350) in place - I realsie that WC may not own this land, so it is harder to release 
the land for building. Whilst there are footpaths and walks out to the west (eg. accessed via the footbridge over the A350 at 
Frogwell), these routes are less accessible/popular than the footpaths and cycleway through the river corridors and old canal. 
Building to the west negates the need to built the 'future Chippenham' distributer/HIF road. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As we emerge into the post-covid/Brexit world, plans must be reviewed in the context of a new normal. We need to build back 
better and green - we are in a climate and ecological emergency - the impacts of climate and ecological breakdown will be far 
more damaging to human quality of life than the experience thus far with covid and Brexit. WC declared a climate emergency - 
where are the carbon budgets? - what are going to STOP doing? 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P79 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth should be much lower. Brownfield sites should be used but Greenfield should be very carefully considered if to 
be used at all. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
All good except access to the River Avon valley. This is a floodplain and should never be built on. Serious considetation should 
be given to the fact that areas if leisure and entertainment are seriously lacking in Chippenham. There is almost nothing to 



entertain people, no cinema worth its name, no theatre or music centres. Therefore outward commuting would become a serious 
problem at all times of day, and youth problems increase. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Definitely not. Building SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED ON OR NEAR FLOOD PLAINS. Also the amount of new building proposed 
is out of all proportion to facilities available in Chippenham, would result in dense traffic problems as it would result in people 
commuting to find work, would become a vast dormitory conurbation. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not all be built on. No building should be allowed near the river. The most important aspect to consider is the actual 
need for the people of Chippenham, and the actual requirement for workers for planned businesses in the Chippenham district. 
No extra building which would bring in workers who have to commute should be allowed. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
A balanced development to provide for the people of Chippenham has not been given the attention it deserves. These plans 
seem to be a developer's project to make maximum profits at the expense of the present inhabitants of the town. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

Please don't destroy the present community by indiscriminate maximum density and numbers of housing such as is  being 
considered at the moment. It looks like the Developers are running the town, going to ruin the area, rake in profits and leave a 
suburban desert in their wake. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P80 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is disproportionate compared to other towns in Wiltshire and will ruin Chippenham as an attractive place to 
live. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No. The choice of Chippenham as the site of such massive development is due in large part to its communication links. These 
will have the effect of massive travel out of the town towards employment elsewhere and travel into the town towards any new 
employment opportunities that are introduced. It is therefore highly UNSUSTAINABLE. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, these sites involve development of a large road over the Avon, farmland and well-used footpaths which will destroy vast 
swathes of natural habitat and many features that make Chipenham an attractive place to live 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Impact on environment and on existing residents of the town 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The impact of the proposed development on Chippenham will be disastrous to the environment and existing residents of the 
town. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P81 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
We shouldn’t be building on farm land when we should be producing as much as we can to reduce our dependence on imports 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Linking the A4 to the A350 is misleading if it depends on a large housing estate 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I am against any farm land being built on 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
We are losing sites where people can walk and run which is important for mental health 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
You are destroying farm land and an area where people can run, walk and relax which we need for mental health 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The plan should be dropped 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P82 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The number of houses is unjustifiable. Wiltshire Council has massively exceeded the government's targets for housing 
requirements in Wiltshire. The population globally is known to be plateauing with the peak expected to be reached by 2050. This 
includes the increased growth in developing countries and it is highly likely the UK will plateau long before 2050. I do not 
understand why Wiltshire council thinks it knows better than the government model and has decided to increase the housing way 
beyond the required target to account for future growth when the scientific models clearly show this is not necessary.   
Given the environmental disaster, the world is currently facing developing brownfield sites should be massively prioritized over 
developing green field sites which support biodiveristy and have the capacity to photosynthesize and fix carbon dioxide. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Point 5 -  
Here you describe it as a bypass (reducing traffic congestion within the town centre) but on the road plan it is desribed as a 
distributor road serving the new housing estate. Which is it? A road cannot serve both purposes. Given the increasing number of 
people working from home (which many companies are vouching to continue post-pandemic), traffic congestion in the town 
centre is not the significant problem it was pre-pandemic. Given the changing world, the council needs to seriously consider do 
we need this road at all?  
Given the serious environmental crisis we are facing, as a young person, I can't help having serious anxieties about these new 
developments. We should be encouraging people off the road by building safe, accessible cyle paths (in line with point 4) not 
building another road to encourage more people to drive contributing to the ever-increasing climate crisis. It appears points 4 and 
5 contradict each other. Encourage people to choose active means of transport to commute but also build a new road making it 
easier for even more people to drive, this does not make sense. If the cycle paths are sufficiently effective a distributor road will 
not be needed saving both money and preserving precious resources and energy.  
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, site 2 is not an appropriate site. Firstly, it is in very close proximity to the sewage treatment plant. With the prevailing wind, 
this makes this an undesirable site to build a significant settlement on. Additionally, this is a known flood risk area due to its 
proximity to the river. It is known the risk of flooding is only going to intensify in the coming years due to climate change (which 
this development and the road is contributing to) so building on a known floodplain is nonsensical. Furthermore, there is 
insufficient road infrastructure to support development on site 2. The council plans to build a road to overcome this but for the 
reasons previously highlighted this is undesirable. If this site was not developed and instead the council focused on developing 
site 5 and 6 which already has sufficient road infrastructure in place building the road and contributing to the climate crisis could 
be avoided.  
Additionally, the council does not need to build as many houses as it has proposed. If the council follows the government 
guidelines about housing numbers (which is more than sufficient to account for the growth of Chippenham) the housing quotas 
could be met by only developing site 1 alone or developing site 5/6. This would save site 2 as an area of productive farmland 



(maintaining food security for the UK population), biodiversity (this site is used as an overwintering ground for Canadian geese, 
birds of prey such as sparrowhawks have frequently been seen hunting, bats are seen most evenings in summer, and newt 
populations are found in ponds, to name a few examples) as well as a site of recreation for large parts of Chippenham (becoming 
increasingly important with more people working from home). 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The environmental impact of developing a particular site/ set of sites.  
The value of the land being developed (e.g. productivity of farmland, use as recreational areas, habitat for species) 
The suitability of a given site for large-scale development (can existing infrastructure support it, is it liable to flooding, etc.) 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P83 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too big. Greenfield land close to the river Marden must be preserved and not built on. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
I strongly appose site 1. This is wonderful greenland full of wildlife. No developments should spread as far as the river Marden, 
which would ruin the countryside, the old railway track and wildlife therein. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Not to go to close to the River Marden in site 1. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P84 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is much too great.  All development must be brownfield. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Good priorities.  But could include bridleways. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Green field sites are completely inappropriate. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Scale. Visual impact. Impact on wildlife. Flooding prevention. Lighting reduction. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Building on these greenfield sites is shameful and I cannot support it. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P85 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale is overly aggressive.  Over-populating countryside will destroy its appeal and foster crime – look at Swindon for 
example – yet won't bring any benefits to the public.  Without a matching rise in jobs, this will amount to creating a commuter 
ghetto with its disproportionate impact on pollution and traffic.  
240 homes on brownfield sites is next to nothing compared with 4510–9225 total homes planned by 2026–36.  97 per cent of 
development occurring on greenfield land hardly helps "minimise the loss of greenfield land". 
Yes, there should be a brownfield target, and it should be 100%, not 3%, of all new developments. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
The priorities look largely ok except no. 5 (more on which below).  No. 1, which sounds good on the face of it, lacks specifics, 
making it difficult to assess.  No. 2 is unlikely to bear fruit, considering that the town centre is very dull and uninviting and has 
been so for centuries. 
All actions should be carefully considered for their collateral impact, especially in case of no. 4: wishful thinking aside, the fact is 
that motor traffic dwarfs cycling, so even if a significant cycleways improvement leads to a slight increase in motor traffic 
congestion or distance to travel, the net effect on the environment will be negative. 
No. 5 will make the cheap areas of Pewsham and Calne very attractive to commuters – quite the opposite of the desired place 
shaping goals.  That in addition to its environmental impact and destruction of a part of countryside. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Possibly.  I would probably de-emphasise site 1 in favour of 2 and 3 to preserve the popular Chippenham-to-Calne cycling path 
cutting through site 1 and its surrounding countryside, which is what makes this cycle path particularly appealing. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Preserving the countryside, keeping it pleasant and accessible, and not turning it into an eyesore of dual carriageways and 
overpopulated commuter townships.  Green and pleasant land.  That's what is important. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P86 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth would seem excessive, why has the council ignored the  governments recommended quota and planned to 
build double . The housing planned for zone 1 alone would meet the governments recommended growth. This level of growth will 
destroy the character of Chippenham. 
Brown field development would  be the preferred option , 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Point 5 if the road planned is  aimed at at reducing congestion in the town a distributor road will move the traffic to a different 
residential area. It feels that having a road that is trying to fulfill 2 roles in one namely as a bypass and serving as a distributor 
roles means it is unable to fulfill either role effectively. 
Point 4 and 5 appear  to contradict each other. By  building a new road you will be encouraging people into cars. It would seem a 
more effective way  to reduce congestion would be to develop cycle paths and public transport thus encouraging people out of 
cars . 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
5 and 6 seem the to be advantageous as they can use of the existingA350 , whereas 2 would require  new road development 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Air and noise pollution for the residence of Chippenham. And the environmental impact. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The council's housing needs model need to be open to public consultation and fully explained and justified . 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P87 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth proposed is too large for Chippenham. The plan envisages a further 5ha of employment land. So why are 
more houses needed in Chippenham if there is no employment here?Shouldn’t growth be because of employment opportunities? 
It seems that the proposed growth is driven by the proximity of suitable means of transport (road and rail) to local and not so local 
employment centres (Bath, Bristol, Swindon, Cardiff, London). The proposed new road which will destroy the beautiful 
countryside surrounding Chippenham will exasperate this. Brownfield should be a target but only if it’s available which clearly it 
isn’t unless you use your imagination and use empty shops and offices. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Attract employment not only to Chippenham but the country as a whole now we’re not part of the EU offering tax incentives to 
companies setting up in Chippenham. This needs to be established and identified before any houses are built; 
Chippenham Town Centre (along with many other town centres around the country) has been in decline for many years through 
lack of investment and forward positive thinking. It is no longer a market town and it is an insult to keep referring  to it as such. 
The historic heart of Chippenham was ripped out years ago. There is not much of ‘Little Bath’ left! Again missed opportunities 
which won’t be realised now through building 9000 houses! It seems to be houses 1st and hope everything else catches up. 
Bath Road car park and the Bridge Centre. Yes something needs to be done and with proper planning the traffic moving through 
Chippenham could be improved which would mean no requirement for a £75 million (is that all it will cost?) ‘scar’ through the 
countryside. 
A lot of things have been in the plans for years and nothing has happened eg River Avon route 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
They are more appropriate than the other options but far too big! There should simply be no further development beyond those 
sites already identified for development (assuming these haven't) or being built on now. What will the situation be post Covid? 
Will there be a change of usage in our town centres? Will old office complexes become available for residential. Can the town 
centre be redeveloped to allow an appropriate mixture of retail and residential? 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Existing connectivity to infrastructure. Don’t justify the sites because a new £75 million distributor road is being built. The need for 
the road should be driven by the road demand – post Covid is it justiofied; can road space be found by ‘smart’ road use / 
widening existing roads (A350) / having feeder slip roads (A4/A350 and A4/A350) Accessibility to existing amenities, eg., the 
town centre and shops. The effect on biodiversity and the environment – plant and wildlife should be considered. 



 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Whether there really is a need for all these houses in Chippenham or are you just fulfilling your housing needs because 
Chippenham is close to the M4 and you’ve secured £75 million of funding? 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Just rethink the whole thing. Too much for a relatively small town. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P88 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The growth target of over 9,000 houses for a small market town is totally unnecessary. Organic growth ( to house local people) 
should be focused on brownfield sites. Why does WC want to import such an unsustainable number of new people into 
Chippenham? 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No, these priorities are not right and totally contradict the country’s green target for carbon net zero by 2050. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, Chippenham already has enough housing and WC  should not be destroying our precious green spaces 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
No, these sites should not be built on in any circumstances. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Eh, how about the environment?! Why is WC determined to bow to the lobbying of building industry at the expense of local 
people? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am disappointed that this plan has been slipped under the radar by WC during the Covid crisis. The plan would have such a 
massive impact on Chippenham and local people. It should therefore be put to a vote ( local referendum).  Please reconsider! 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P89 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth for Chippenham is far too large. 
Chippenham is a relatively small market town. The main positives for Chippenham all relate to it's small size, quiet, relaxed 
lifestyle and easy access to the countryside. 
The level of growth proposed will be to the detriment of all these positives. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

Mostly. Don't agree wholly with 5&6. 



5 - I agree that linking A4 to A350 would be good to relieve traffic congestion in the town center. I don't feel the link going north 
from the A4 is required for that reason though. That is purely being put in place to develop proposed site 1 to the east of 
Chippenham to the detriment of the river Avon environment to the east of Chippenham. 
A single east-west route to the south is all that is needed. 
6 - The individual identities of the surrounding villages should be respected BUT the same level of respect needs to be shown to 
the identity of chippenham itself. 
The county plan is putting far to much development in Chippenham. This needs to be spread more fairly across the county. 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Partially. Parts of all the sites selected lie very close to the river Avon. The scale of proposed development will very likely have 
consequences on flood risk to existing land/homes. The is very apparent in recent years where the river has come very close to 
breaching it's banks. Climate change will only make this worse still in the years ahead. 
The scale of development on these sites needs to be scaled back considerably and the proposed country parks enlarged. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

Flood risk to both the new build and existing property. 
Not just based on historical data but factoring in the increased rainfall predicted as a consequence of climate change. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Health needs to factor in expansion of Chippenham hospital, possibly at a new location nearer the edge of the town. 
Transport needs to give far more emphasis towards cycling provision. This needs to be looked at from a county wide level not 
just in and around each town but across the county as a whole e.g. well maintained, off road cycle routes between towns and 
surrounding villages. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P90 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Big enough, no more houses needed to destroy our countryside. Wiltshire is a very beautiful county. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Building more houses and a distributor road will ruin the surrounding countryside around Chippenham, and probably attract 
people from London to live here, we like our countryside and it will be spoilt with the number of houses planned in an area the 
size of 650 football pitches. Please think again. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No because the local countryside and beautiful villages will be ruined 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As above, the building of over 7000 houses will spoil the local countryside and produce more heavy traffic 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
More interesting shops, less coffee shops and charity shops. A bowling Alley, Skating rink, more things to interest families to 
keep their interest, instead of going to Bristol or Swindon for amusement 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please don't make Chippenham any bigger, the town will lose its character, there is so much History here 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P91 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is disproportionate and far too large. 
Brownfield sites should be utilised as much as possible.  An actual 'target figure' is impossible because it depends on how such 
land becomes available.  But development on brownfield sites should take precedence. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The proposed enormous development on the south and east of Chippenham and the huge distributor road will destroy valuable 
farm land, countryside, areas like the cycle track used by so many people for recreation.  It will increase out-commuting and 
carbon emissions, 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  Unnecessary.  Totally not needed to meet the housing needs of the population of Chippenham.  The birth rate might 
increase as a result of the pandemic, but certainly not at a rate that this development would justify. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Just don't build on them.  Unless you want to wreck a beautiful area and vital productive farmland. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes.  You seem to have missed completely the feeling of the population of Chippenham about this proposal and their very real 
and voluble objections to it (whether they write to you or not). 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Just don't do it. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P92 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We do not need more office /factory/warehouse space there are plenty of units available in and around the town. A link road will 
destroy farming land footpaths. More housing is not required Chippenham is big enough. Improving the shopping experience 
would be more beneficial in the town. Improving the quality of sport g facilities at sports centre. Increase the awareness of the 



canal and get this up and running would increase tourism and jobs. Reinstate good cycle ways along routes to surrounding 
villages. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Farm g land. Flooding. Amazing country footpaths and wildlife. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As above 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Possibly reinstate the railway line between Calne and chippenham. Eliminate cars from roads. Therefore we would eliminate the 
need for new roads. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P93 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Move item 4 and 6 to priorities 1 and 2.  Item 3 to remain Item 3, Item 5 to be the lowest priority. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  Chippenham is fast loosing it's character and charm. Building even more houses is going to make matters worse not better. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
At this rate there will be no gaps between Corsham/Chippenham/Calne.  The increased car traffic that will follow will make air 
quality and life in general worse.  More schools. doctors. dentists etc etc will be needed and so it goes on! 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The opinions of the current residents 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Chippenham has increased rapidly in size since I moved into the area in 1980 - the Pewsham estate, Cepen Parks North and 
South have been built in particular.  Corsham is expanding again - surely this area has grown enough in comparison to other 
areas within Wiltshire. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P94 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Much higher brownfield target 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Protect the open countryside spaces surrounding Chippenham for community wellbeing and wildlife habitat. Wildlife habitat is an 
important part of place shaping which is a missing priority. Achieving it is simple-simply don't destroy it. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Zone  1, East of Chippenham is not appropriate within the Bremhill parish area north of the national cycle route as it the Bremhill 
Neighbourhood Plan consultations which were extensive and detailed wants to protect this area from development 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Respecting the democratic views of Made Neighbourhood Plans 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Historical and Cultural significance. Wildlife habitat 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The road infrastructure is inextricably linked to these proposals and should not be treated seperately 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P95 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): private 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Vastly excessive and should be substantially lower. 100% brownfield target 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No - The preservation of existing agricultural land and the allocation of forestry and parkland . 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Definitely not 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
at least 50% amenity land and any housing should be imaginative and not of the current housing schemes that you are allowing 
in Wiltshire. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes- The style of housing development and the need to retain existing agricultural land. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The schemes are so vast and unimaginative and would not comply with the saving of the planet. All it would create would be a 
vast dormitory area with  increased emissions from traffic. There is insufficient public open space allocated to cope with an area 
the size of Calne. You are going to destroy the area. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P96 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The figure is too high. Brownfield sites should be used: many offices and retail outlets in the town centre could be available for 
redevelopment into domestic dwellings. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Ensuring existing greenfield sites are protected for the wellbeing of Chippenham residents.  
Provision of space for youth work. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
This unspoilt countryside is part of Bremhill Parish and is protected from development in the Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan. The 
Emerging Spatial Strategy promotes green infrastructure and access to the 
countryside.  
These are not “garden” villages but absolutely massive urban additions to 
Chippenham. Currently most people in Wiltshire live in rural settlements or small towns. This new policy of focusing development 
on large towns seems flawed, particularly in the post COVID world where around 30% more people are expected to work from 
home. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Rural communities would benefit from more affordable housing, primary schools, surgeries, local shops and pubs. All these 
would reduce private car journeys from rural communities and allow people to work and live in their local area. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Redevelop the centre of Chippenham. It is an historic market town with much potential for improvement.  
Including 2 large sites i.e. the site to the East as well as the site to the South, is not justified at this stage and increases the 
impact on climate change and destruction of the countryside. 

 
Further comments 
 

The South and East of Chippenham is surrounded by particularly beautiful countryside and river valleys which would be 
destroyed by such enormous housing targets. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P97 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Brownfield sites should be the only land being considered for development. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
It has been well established that more roads leads to more traffic use and therefore more congestion and pollution, NOT less, as 
is stated by the local plan. 
The idea that Chippenham could be a tourist destination is laughable - who wants to visit a town which is dominated by housing 
estates. 



If there is a desire to promote pedestrian and cycle travel, why are there two car parking spaces allocated to every house in 
Bird's Marsh housing estate? 
If the aim was to genuinely to reduce the carbon footprint and address climate change, there would be no suggestion of 
concreting over green fields or adding so many houses to a small town which is already under resourced. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, I object to these sites as being appropriate for building because:- 
They are near flood plains. 
They are too large, making Chippenham as a whole, too large 
They will destroy good farmland 
They will spoil the character of the countryside around Chippenham 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They shouldn't be built on. 
There is no justification for building so many new houses, as many sites for which developers already have permission have not 
yet been built. 
The Government's housing figures have been proven to be deeply flawed. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes, a firm grip on the idea that we need to halt climate change and halt it NOW. 
We need to conserve our remaining wildlife and its habitat. 



We need to have farmland to grow food. 
WE DO NOT NEED MORE HOUSE AND ROADS 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Chippenham could do a big U-turn and lead by example:- 
Have a farm shop on the areas ear-marked for houses 
Encourage better and more varied independent shops 
Create good housing above shops in the town centre - rather than build on open countryside 
Create a good and frequent bus service in all directions 
Not create more roads/congestion/pollution 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P98 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Planned growth is excessive.  Greenfield sites should be protected especially now we have left the European Union. We need to 
be self reliant for as much food  as possible. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Some are, but more respect should be given to the current population of the town and nearby villages and the impact this will 
have on their lives. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. These sites contain farmland and need to be retained for this purpose. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The impact on the current town, the amount of pollution created and the destruction of the style of town currently enjoyed. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes. People. Think of them not just your own ideas. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I do not believe that there is  any reason to believe that these plans will stop the exodus from the town. Also with more people 
likely to be working from home, this is  likely to decrease 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P99 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale is far in excess of Chippenham's needs. It needs to be significantly lower 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These priorities seem appropriate 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
This gives no real choice, and is not consistent with the priorities set out in the previous question. I question where the need for 
such a huge amount of housing arrises. It isn't from within Chippenham. It is creating a problem, which then needs resolving by 
road building. This land is  what makes Chippenham a good place to live. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flooding, carbon footprint, infrastructure. We're in the middle of a pandemic where built up areas suffered most, 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The magistrates Court has been closed. If Chippenham grows this much where is local justice? Mental health, social welfare 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I can't help feeling that the whole of Wiltshire's need is being landed on Chippenham. More organic growth across the County has 
got to be better than this. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P100 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
No green field just brown field and growth accordingly. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Measured growth with employment IE not be a commuter town. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Again no greenfield only brown. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Again greenfield really !!!!! 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Employment limiting the commuters. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Don't bent to targets set by central government keep growth to the local limits and for all our sake's no greenfield. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P101 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Chippenham does not have a requirement to expand at the rate stated.  This is far significant than a rural Wiltshire town needs.  
Chippenham will end up being the same size as Swindon or Bath, a town that big is not needed in our countryside. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Improvements to the town centre are welcomed as well as respecting the identity of local villages, however the significant 
development will destroy the beauty of the landscape and the will instead create a hustle/bustle small city which is against the 
local community needs and wishes 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I disagree, no sites should be built on to expand the town in this direction and destroying the countryside.  With the development 
comes a significant number of people and cars with more traffic polluting our countryside. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Turning green in to concrete, noise, pollution, far too many people in a small area.  It's all unnecessary. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Nothing is missing but I shall restate that Chippenham does not have a requirement to expand at the rate stated 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I will be extremely sad if the proposals go ahead and we see more and more green landscape turned in to concrete, with more 
people, more cars, more noise, more pollution and less of a nature habitat, less space for people and children to enjoy the 
countryside.  I would seriously consider moving away from this area to somewhere that is prepared to protect our countryside. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P102 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth needed is based on historic data which following the Covid Pandemic is totally inaccurate.  
Working from home has become the new norm thus removes the need for commuting and commercial developments. The St 
Modwen development at Chippenham Gateway is unlet along with the Sadlers Mead commercial building is unoccupied. Could 
Wiltshire Council operate from this new building to free up Monkton Park Offices for conversion to dwellings?  
Chippenham has been the dumping ground for development in Wiltshire and is based on the false understanding. Chippenham 
was once a vibrant market town but has grown into a dormitory town by previous development encouraged and permitted by 
Wiltshire County Council and Wiltshire Council. The Council centred its development in a radius around the Railway Station that 
was originally sited for the cattle market and Westinghouse both of which are no more. In consequence travel to the Station by 
commuters, from Chippenham and surrounding areas (pre Covid) caused high levels of pollution in the process. This is also 
aggravated by the Bus Station and vehicle routing. Wiltshire Council should approach the railway authorities to resite the station 
to be adjacent to the existing A350 where large housing developments are sited or are in the process of being built. A large 



number of new builds could be sited there on the Range site, if needed in future. This will reduce the need for travel through the 
Town Centre and in consequence improve pollution levels. This would allow efforts to be made towards regeneration of the Town 
Centre where there are a large number of disused retail premises which will increase following the demise of the Arcadia Group. 
It should also be borne in mind that the current trend is for shopping online rather than in traditional shops. 
These scales are far too high and are being promoted to justify the creation of new, unnecessary road developments plus the 
sale of Council Farms. New roads promote major infill development whereas the correct number of new houses could easily be 
built into villages and avoid young residents moving away to find affordable housing thus preserving villages as vibrant 
communities for the future.  
The development on Council farmland proposed removes any chance of employment/career potential for graduates from 
Wiltshire College, Lackham. It also reduces the homegrown agricultural products leading to more imports, for example: milk. 
(please refer to statistics for requirements for companies such as ARLO where they are dependent on imports of milk from the 
EU).  
Furthermore, piecemeal small developments simply reduce independent farms to become unviable entities thus reducing current 
employment and potential future employment.  
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1.  This is not required in the foreseeable future due to the existing empty properties and by change of working practices (working 
from home, etc.). Chippenham is not viewed as the preferred location for significant employers compared to Bristol, Swindon, 
Reading and London. 
2.  The town centre has almost reached rock bottom and it will need a miracle for it to be revived to be attractive to shoppers. It is 
devoid of butchers, greengrocers, fishmongers, etc. It is however, in normal times, a good place to find a choice of coffee shops, 
banks, opticians and charity shops, etc. There are no significant clothes shops which forces people to shop online or travel to The 
Mall, Cribbs Causeway or Swindon Designer Village. Without such attractions there is no point in people travelling to 
Chippenham Town Centre to shop. 
3.  Access to the River Avon Valley has been adequate for hundreds of years and is best left alone otherwise the whole character 
will change. 



4.  The residents of Chippenham have used cycles as a means of transport for a great many years and continue to do so. In fact, 
the majority of staff at Westinghouse (when operating) used cycles without the need for dedicated cycleways and traffic volume 
was similar then to now (post covid). Major road building creates the need for cycleways. The countryside is easily accessed by 
the existing public transport or on foot.  
5.  The only possible road necessary is a link from Lackham roundabout on the existing A350 to Pewsham Way to make the 
Strategic Lorry Route bypass the town centre. In fact, recently a total closure of the M4 the lorry/vehicle traffic passed almost 
unnoticed to as vehicles travelled to the existing A350 roundabout thence onto M4 J17. 
6.   Village communities are slowing dying by younger residents moving away for work or housing at affordable levels. 
Respecting villages is surely to help them retain the identity for the future with a generational continuance of residents. Small 
local developments should help this position especially if the characters are retained by the proposed planning reform of building 
design. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Areas 5 and 6 should be the priority as it does not require major infrastructure development due to the existing A350 and would 
be the ideal location with a newly sited Railway and Bus stations.  
Area 2 requires too higher cost in infrastructure development and will concentrate more traffic into the town centre.  
Area 1 (northern area) has already a road development in building stages which links to the existing A350 and no further new 
road extensions are warranted.  
Area 1 (southern area) simply reduces the available agricultural land and countryside. See my previous comments.  
Area 3 is a logical location as it is adjacent to existing road infrastructure (A350).  
My overall comment is that the Local Plan Review has been undertaken using old data and does not reflect the current situation. 
As with the HIF Future Chippenham consultation the planning has been undertaken as a desk top exercise (confirmed by Atkins 
in their presentation) and has been blindly followed by Wiltshire Council to the current position. The Council should take time to 
reflect on what they are trying to achieve and go back to basics looking at previous developments, deciding what has gone wrong 
and seeking ways  
The land that should be used is primarily brownfield but any development should be adjacent to and utilise existing roads eg: 
A350 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Suitable outdoor space for heat pumps etc with new heating restrictions in train for domestic dwellings. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
My overall comment is that the Local Plan Review has been undertaken using old data and does not reflect the current situation. 
As with the HIF Future Chippenham consultation the planning has been undertaken as a desk top exercise (confirmed by Atkins 
in their presentation) and has been blindly followed by Wiltshire Council to the current position. The Council should take time to 
reflect on what they are trying to achieve and go back to basics looking at previous developments, deciding what has gone wrong 
and seeking ways of correcting the situation rather than just developing and compounding the errors of the past. 
A public consultation before any plan is produced would help Wiltshire Council comprehend what is needed on the ground rather 
than relying on their remote understanding of the situation. Major expenditure for purely self-aggrandisement reasons must 
avoided. They should also consider the financial implications in a broader context just because Government money is available it 
does not have to be taken and spent. With the financial situation post covid Wiltshire Council should remember that the cost will 
always fall on residents and businesses either by local or national taxation. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P103 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
How can these priorities be achieved by building more houses. This will surely lead to more net out-commuting. The town centre 
has lost its heart. It looks run down and uninspiring. Finance needs to be used to encourage small businesses to open in the 
town centre, plus incentives for the population to shop and use the town centre. The Olympiad is an awful facility and is not 
sufficient for the population as it is. I use Springfield facilities in Corsham. You say you want to keep a market town feel... how 
can that be with further expansion. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. To build on these greenfield sites will take away perhaps the best reason to come to chippenham, the beautiful countryside, 
the river, hills, ancient trees, reconstruction of the canal. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Ensure that as much of the landscape is kept as it is. Finance infrastructure to accommodate the extra population. Leisure, retail, 
sustainable transport links with the town centre. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P104 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The brownfield target should be considerably higher to minimise de looking green field sites/meadows. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Strongly oppose priority 5 .. desecration of acres of green fields, meadows etc. There is no real priority to link the a350 with the 
a4 across countryside.. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I don’t... site 1 is clearly influencing the linking of the a350 with the a4 across swathes of ancient countryside.. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
N/a 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
No 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P105 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The proposal to build 9225 homes during 2016-2036 is absolutely disproportionate to the identified need. It is like having a settle 
the size of Calne bolted onto the side of Chippenham.  The town centre traffic flow or town facilities cannot cope with such a 
massive increase.  Even with the propose distributor road the additional homes above the 4510 already identified will not lead to 
a decrease in traffic but rather the opposite.  Chippenham has declared a climate emergency I cannot see how these scale of 
growth plans can support such a declaration.  The scale of growth is totally out of proportion.    There should be a brownfield 
target to preserve the green space around the town. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
Broadly the priorities are right.  There is no mention of carbon reduction/reduction on traffic/reduction in pollution. 
The town centre needs something radical, it is not a destination for locals yet alone visitors.  Coffee shops and charity shops do 
not attract visitors.  Perhaps a reduction of local business rates will attract new local businesses.  Address the town centre 
parking issues - remove the charge for the first hour of parking to entice people to the town. 
Address the traffic congestion through the Bridge Roundabout and one way system.  If there are any accidents in these areas the 
town completely grinds to a halt.  
The stated priority of improved access to the River Avon valley does not sit with the propose distributor road, nor indeed does the 
stated priority of well-connected footpaths and cycleways.  All will be impacted by the proposed distributor road. 
The road will open up housing development which is totally out of scale to the town and will in itself increase traffic congestion not 
reduce it.  Not to mention the environmental impact of such a scheme. 
The individual identifies of the surrounding villages are in dire jeopardy because of the proposed expansion of Chippenham, 
including the proposed solar farm at Pewsham.  The green corridor surrounding Chippenham must be preserved otherwise there 
will be urban sprawl. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites 1 and 2 are totally inappropriate.  They represent a huge and disproportionate additional housing tagged onto the side of 
Chippenham, representing urban sprawl, seriously damaging existing environments and totally contrary to the Council's climate 
emergency declaration.  No regard to the existing greenfield, no regard for the impact on the town. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I totally object to any building on these sites.  The area is too large, the distributor road will impact on the environment with the 
proposed bridges, viaducts and crossings. 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Housing needs - disproportionate number of homes being proposed for Chippenham.   
Local economy - i cannot see sufficient employment being generated from these proposed sites to provide work for the number of 
houses proposed.  Chippenham will continue to be a commuter community with little opportunity for local people to work locally.  
Carbon reduction cannot be achieved with continual commuting. 
Sport & leisure - Chippenham needs additional sports facilities.  The Olympiad is old and well past its best.  We need another 
purpose built sports facility to include a proper 25m swimming pool (not a leisure pool) to provide for the local community 
Energy - the proposed solar farm near Pewsham will be an eyesore.  Whilst green energy is admirable the imposition of such a 
plan in the current proposed local is abhorent. 
Health - there is a need for additional doctors, most surgeries are full.  We also need an upgrade to the Chippenham Hospital, if 
additional housing is built then the existing facilities are inadequate - they are not really up to scratch now even before all the 
proposed additional housing 
Transport - the proposed distributor road will be a horrendous eyesore in the landscape, even the most modest route closest to 
the town will impact on the environment in a very negative way. 
The token community orchard will not in any way compensate the town for the loss of so much greenfield land. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I take issue with the number of proposed homes to be built in Chippenham.  It would appear Wiltshire Council have decided to 
impose these numbers on the town with little regard to the impact on the town and surrounding villages.  Although the distributor 
road is subject to a separate consultation it is clear from the local plan such a road would be almost inevitable if the level of 
housing is approved.  Any veil of separation between the housing and distributor road is simple false.  This also goes for the 
proposed solar farm at Pewsham, mention of the green energy in the local plan means such an application will almost certainly 
go ahead, there is no real system of objection to the solar farm if the local plan is approved.  The local community are being 
hoodwinked into these additional schemes (distributor road and solar farm) by the terms of the local plan.  To impose an 
additional community the size of Calne into the side of Chippenham will completely ruin the town, will not provide sufficient 
employment for all the inhabitants, ruin the green field aspect of the town, fail to address the climate emergency, increase traffic, 
increase pollution and create urban sprawl.  These plans should be opposed in the strongest possible terms. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P106 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale is far too large. It is being increased disproportionately and is unjustified. The town cannot cope with the current level 
of growth, let alone this increased.  
Brownfield sites should always be preferred and the target needs to be increased massively. It seems lazy to suggest that it can't 
be done. More needs to be done to tackle developers who prospectively purchase land and sit on it and MUCH greater 
consideration needs to be given to the environmental impact of these developments. Most of what you describe is the usual 
nonsense that is spouted by Wiltshire Council, you have declared a climate emergency yet want to pave over most of the 
countryside, remove valuable farmland and take away some of the greatest assets from the area. Once you have done it, it is 
gone forever. 
 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Whilst the priorities seem well intentioned, read against what you are proposing it is obvious you have no intention of keeping to 
any of them. What you are proposing will increase out commuting, will detract further from the River corridor, ruin the existing 
footpaths and cycleways and merge multiple towns into one. You seem to want to create a mini Swindon and that wasn't too 
successful now was it? 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. The sites are inappropriate and have been pre selected based on the insane desire for Wiltshire Council to build the new 
road. Whatever you say, this plan and that road are intrinsically linked, shown clearly by your site choices. These schemes have 
not taken into consideration the impact on flood risk, both here and downstream, in the already flood prone areas such as 
Lacock, Melksham and Bradford on Avon to name a few. Not only are you proposing to build on floodplain, all of the water that 
usually soaks and sits on the land in these locations will be hastily diverted to the river, increasing flood risk massively. If any of 
you actually visited Chippenham and the areas in question, you would see that they are constantly flooded over winter. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
See my comments to q9 above re. flooding. The scale that you are proposing, it is completely disproportionate. The removal of 
farmland and any green space surrounding Chippenham. All of these aspects should be considered, Chippenham does not need 
to be Wiltshire's dumping ground. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 
Flooding. Sewage provision. Impact on the environment, water quality, habitat destruction and farmland availability. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This is another faux consultation from Wiltshire Council. This and the plan for the 'distributor road' are intrinsically linked, 
regardless of you telling us they aren't. Please listen to the residents on these matters, once you destroy this town it won't 
recover. These plans WILL destroy it. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P107 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think this figure should be lower and there should be a brownfield target. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I think these are the right priorities, however, it would be nice to see an emphasis on diversity and inclusion. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I'm unsure as I do not know this particular area well enough. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
If they're local to schools, the associated crime rate of nearby establishments/ housing and that they are not built on ecologically 
important areas. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
No. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P108 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I don’t think it is necessary Chippenham has too many houses now with country side being eaten up, 240 homes on brownfield 
sites is a very small percentage 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No l do not agree this is farm land and should stay that way there is so few areas like this left, Forest Lane is beautiful to walk 
along away from the bypass it’s like being in another world you can see deer in the fields 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The wildlife, the each traffic this will bring to an area that is already overrun by fumes 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
There is nothing in the town centre except phone shops, charity shops, Chippenham used to be a vibrant town with an excellent 
market, the town centre is ill prepared for this expansion unless you drive it is difficult to buy everyday things as all the 
supermarkets etc are the other side of Chippenham 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Chippenham is out pricing itself these new developments will not be affordable to Chippenham people only people that commute, 
the infrastructure is not there for additional properties, why create green spaces when you have then already, the cost will be 
astronomical 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P109 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Chippenham does not have requirement to expand at the rate stated.  After the pandemic the most important problem for us is 
the Environment and climate change.  We need to think differently if the Earth and the human race is going to survive.  
 We cannot keep removing green field sites and building on them.  We need the land as habitat for other species that share the 
planet with us.  We need the green land for food and for our wellbeing. The Brownfield target should be much higher. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Well you can see that you wrote this pre-pandemic.  As Chippenham Centre is now empty I am not sure how you could see this 
as a thriving market town...  I think your priorities should reflect the climate change which is now possibly irreversible because of 
global non-action.  Using River Avon through Chippenham as an important infrastructure corridor for the town would be great.  I 
have never known a town that SO dismisses the river running through it.  We definitely need more cycleways and footpaths.  We 
definitely DON'T need a linking road for A4 and the A350.  If you are worried about congestion at the Bath Road roundabout build 
a tunnel for a road.  Many people have made changes during this pandemic.  I know of many who have reduced their car usage 
as they work from home now.  Lets see how that pans out as many businesses have discovered that it is more profitable and that 
staff are more efficient when they work at home.   How can you respect the individual identities of villages within the landscape 
when you are going to destroy them with a new road (which is not environmentally friendly) and thousands of new houses.  We 
are going to have to be innovative in re-thinking about housing.    Properly built apartments with sound  and insulation proofing, 
use of green energy might have to be the way we proceed in the future. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
As I have said before I do not think Chippenham has the requirement to expand at the rate stated.  Apart from anything else we 
don't have the basic facilities like Doctor surgeries, Dentists, schools etc... for this proposed development. And don't tell me that 
you have schools, dentists, doctor surgeries, play areas, a proper theatre  etc... planned for these developments.  Look at the 
new development at Bird's Marsh.  We were promised pathways, a school, a play area and all we have seen is plenty of housing 
without any of these facilities in sight.  All our basic facilities are at full capacity.   And were these new houses in Bird's Marsh 
built with climate change in mind?  No.  And talking about facilities our local hospital is in dire need of funding and improvements 
and I believe is always being threatened with closure.  Not your responsibility but how can you talk about such huge 
developments without having everything else in place FIRST not as an after thought. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Climate change.  Environment.  Retaining trees and shrubs.  Noise.  Pollution.  Ensuring that facilities for living are the first 
consideration Not the last. 
 



 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
no 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Many people make a choice to live in Chippenham and surrounding areas because they didn't want to live in a big town or city 
and enjoy having green open spaces available to them and then once here they find that Wiltshire Council is planning to make 
Chippenham exactly what they moved away from.  I am also sceptical about these plans because the Council doesn't seem to 
have Climate change at top of its priorities and actually of all the new housing that has recently been put up in comparison to 
other sites around the country are the least sympathetic to the surrounding areas. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P110 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Not Applicable 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower Doubling the number of homes is completely unnecessary. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Item 3 is a complete misnomer. There is absolutely no reason or indeed a call for such an objective. Item 5 What evidence is 
there for this statement. Item 6 How can encroachment into undeveloped areas between Chippenham and surrounding villages 
respect the individual identities of these villages? 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites 1 and 2 constitute a surface area nearly as great as the surface are taken up by the existing conurbation of Chippenham. 
Furthermore each of these sites contain significant areas of flood risk. In addition site 1 lies well below the high point of Bencroft 
Hill and the light pollution resulting will lead to a great deal of stress among those living in  the surrounding areas. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They are agricultural ares of great natural beauty and havens for wildlife. Being low lying they are host areas to many marsh 
dwellers such as newts, toads and frogs which themselves are at the bottom of the food chain for larger predators such as 
herons, kingfishers, hawks, kites and buzzards. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes. What is the basis of the calculation of growth in the population of Chippenham. Each of the topics are interdependent upon 
each other and the resultant assumptions of need become a geometric progression escalating at an alarming and unjustifyable 
rate. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please justify the growth calculations made to support the need for such a massive expansion. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P111 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

In correspondence in February this year with the leader of Wiltshire Council I reiterated what many local people have been trying 
to impress upon county planners and decision-making elected officials for many years. Chippenham desperately needs 
regenerating.  However, the premise that a ‘New Town’ philosophy and associated link road construction must be adopted to 
achieve a regenerated Chippenham is entirely misplaced. 
During similar planning reviews simpler, less costly and less intrusive proposals were put forward by the public but they attracted 
little more than lip service.  
This latest attempt at producing a viable plan, if indeed it is a serious attempt and not just another money spinner for the 
consultants providing the pretty glossy pictures, has woefully misunderstood the real needs and apparently ignored much simpler 
and less obtrusive common-sense solutions. 
Once again, the findings from this latest study on which we now find ourselves being ‘consulted’ urges a monumental expansion 
of the population of the town and surprise surprise a new road to the east through precious virgin countryside on which to hang 
acres of mixed housing for all the additional families anxious to move to Chippenham New Town. 
I recognize that those in Council have a duty to plan for the future. I also recognize that those in Council with a particular portfolio 
and the officers advising them prefer to pay independent external advisors to arrive at recommendations thus providing a 
scapegoat for any inadequacies or criticism the findings may attract. But surely our elected representatives must bear some 
responsibility for properly steering external advisors contracted to conduct such studies to ensure focus is on the requirements of 
the community and not allow wild, unnecessary and exciting excursions into the realms of green field planning of a whole new 
town. 



It seems to me that Wiltshire Council is now circulating a plan advocating we sacrifice our countryside and lurch towards a 
dramatic increase in population because of a lack of proper control of the consultants or a sycophantic adherence to a perceived 
directive from the council’s political masters in Westminster together with pressure from a few local landowners with a financial 
interest in selling their land, not because the electorate in the area believe it is a wise or a correct solution. 
Chippenham does not need or deserve to be turned in to the Milton Keynes of the South West. 
The council’s consultants and advisors have prepared, and the council have published a study that addresses all the current buzz 
words and phrases presently circulating within the urban planning fraternity. We can be assured that all necessary best practice 
tick boxes properly address site identification, site sifting, sustainability, wider impacts and a plethora of matters that all good 
consultants need to consider and record before decisions are made. But all seem to assume the destruction of the countryside to 
support a population explosion in the area is what the client wishes.  Well, this member (and I suspect many other members of 
the public) do not support such wanton destruction and I urge the council to withdraw and consider adopting a far less radical 
approach to regenerating the town.   
A ley proposal many years ago in response to an earlier planning cycle suggested regeneration of a vibrant town center could be 
achieved by making the center more accessible and attractive to both traders and visitors. A ‘provide more, cheaper parking and 
less traffic congestion around the then Bridge Center’ commonsense idea was mooted. The solution for easing traffic congestion 
was based on encouraging (forcing?) through and heavy traffic to use the then newly constructed A350 as a bypass. It did 
however, controversially advocate the construction of a new short link road between the Lackham round about on the A350 to a 
suitable junction on either Avenue La Fleche or Pewsham Way across the sensitive River Avon flood plain to handle traffic to and 
from the east of the town. The concept was based on the idea that through traffic to and from the east would then avoid the area 
known as the Bridge Center and would not from there percolate in to the more congested parts in the center of the town on its 
way to and from the M4.  Strange coincidence then that work on the current proposal for a new road to the east of the town 
envisages a future link to the Lackham roundabout - though not in the early stages of the new easterly ring / feeder / distributor 
road. 
The documents published by the council invite individual responses against various sections of the local plans.  However, I do not 
accept the premise of the plan that is to say the need for a huge increase in population. I also find many of the draft proposals to 
be puzzling, for example what better use of the land around Hardens Farm and New Leaze Farm could there be but leave for 
agriculture? But I also support some concepts if not necessarily the draft details eg the idea of allocating land for self-build is 
excellent and in line with suggestions made to the then council many years ago. So, instead of providing responses against each 
section I have chosen instead to submit in the ‘further comments’ section this entire note as my formal response to the council’s 
consultation. 
I would be happy to expand on the points I have made herein if the council so wishes. In the meantime I look forward to hearing 
that the plans as presently published have been abandoned and an alternative less destructive solution has been developed. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think the proposal is far too great for, what is in essence, a small provincial market town. 
Why set a brownfield target, what is the need for a target, what does it mean, what benefit does it serve. 
What does it say about the direction the Council want to take us in? 
Is growth really necessary, is it to the benefit of the town’s residents? 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



No, if there has to be a plan then it should be centred around benefitting the residents of Chippenham. This fails to do that, it will 
make the town a busier place which isn’t necessarily positive, for the residents or the environment. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Why have a building target in the first place? 
What does a building target serve, where are these people going to come from and what are they going to do, if and when, they 
move here? 
What is generating a need for new housing-build new houses in less environmentally attractive parts of the country/county? 
The government has scrapped the algorithm used to calculate any perceived housing need-take this opportunity to scrap the 
plan.. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

The current residents of Chippenham and its environs. 
Wiltshire Council appears to be operating more and more in a dictatorial manner. We are supposed to be living in a democracy-
this is not democratic. 
A correctly worded referendum will be provide a clear answer of what the residents of Chippenham think of these ill thought out, 
unnecessary plans. 

 
Further comments 
 

The current installation of traffic lights at the bottom of Station Hill in central Chippenham together with the closing of the top 
section of Monkton Hill are a clear effort by Wiltshire Council to push through one of the 3 proposed road schemes. Wiltshire 
Coucil are orchestrating a plan of maximum disruption to force Chippenham’s residents into agreeing to a new road by making 
traffic flow as worse as it can possibly be. 
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Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is not fully understood by the public and the details above do not provide evidence of why this growth is 
required.  Accompanying housing growth and developments also requires infrastructure growth such as medical facilities, schools 
etc?  Where is the evidence of this to support housing growth? 
Brownfield targets should be mandated and increased, for example the brownfield site on Langley Park has been embroiled in 
planning consent for housing for over 10 years and still does not appear to have been resolved!  Useage of current brownfield 
sites needs to be concluded before any Greenfield sites are commenced. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
None of the shaping priorities above mentions building new housing so does that relate to this shaping proposal.  In general I 
agree with the shaping priorities, however: 
1.  Consideration needs to be given to how to link the A350 to the A4, for example a link road extension from the Lackham 
College road about to the existing A4 running south of Chippenham would achieve this.  A connecting road north from the Golf 
Coarse roundabout etc would be much more destructive and only achieves the addition of extra housing, non of the other 
shaping priorities above. 
2.  No consideration is given here to how the additional traffic burden will affect infrastructure issues like parking at the Train 
Station.  Currently parking fees are so expensive that commuters are parking in any areas they can find without parking 
restrictions, i.e. in surrounding streets causing extensive congestion and difficulty for residents.  This is an ongoing issue in 
Chippenham and is never addressed, further housing on the fringes of the town will only increase this problem with no proposal 
suggested yet again to address it? 
3.  You state that priority 4 includes improved public transport to surrounding areas etc, however it appears that public transport 
has been cut to surrounding areas such as Laycock etc, so this needs to be addressed.  In addition the cost of public transport 
for local journeys is prohibitive, hence the public don't use it?  For example on the the rail network you cannot buy a return ticket 
between local stations unless you are travelling on the same day and returning that day.  Therefore you have to buy 2 single 
tickets which is effectively double the price.  I anticipate you would say this is down to GWR pricing policy but your shaping 
priorities above are affected by this so the council needs to be engaged in this and support local people who would use public 
transport if the price correctly reflected the service given. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, surely using sites 5 and 6 is more logical as they could have access to the existing by-pass road, the A4 and A420? 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Impact on the environment and surrounding countryside. 
Access to the Chippenham/Calne footpath. 



They flood! 
Which local facilities, school/mediacl etc would they use? 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Impact on existing population and infrastructure, disruption whilst new developments or infrastructure is being built/implemented? 
Environmental impact. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Interestingly, Michelle Donelan MP has recently posted that having previously supported these plans she would now withdraw 
her support as the plans don't address the items highlighted in your shaping proposal.  She states that the plans are currently a 
mechanism to create new housing and do not address any of the shaping proposals.  Surely without the local MP's support these 
proposals need to be reviewed and addressed as a matter of urgency. 
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no 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I would like to register my strong  objection to the W Council proposed ruination of green space, local countryside and rural living 
in respect of building over historic farm land and countryside around Chippenham. 
The proposal is a horrific planning proposition which will ruin a large portion of the surrounding countryside.  There is no 
consideration to the heritage or community surrounding Chippenham and once gone it will be lost forever. 
There are many opportunities for rural farming development on that ancient farming land which WC have wholly ignored in 
preference for seeking monies from central government at the absolute detriment of local people, communities and the 
environment.large portions of this land are under public ownership and the public of existing communities should have their 
concerns listened to.  Unfortunately WC have a track record of ignoring local council concerns (representing local communities) - 
the over ruling of Calne council in respect of the Low Lane Development is a prime example.  I wrote to WC on this issue and 
received no response or even the courtesy of an acknowledgement. 
I would like WC to provide the evidence of how and when they have considered the potential to develop rural local farming 
opportunities which would benefit local people providing opportunity for employment and economic opportunity for young people. 
The impact on the bike path used by local people for exercise and recreation will also be glossed over by WC. Ancient 
hedgerows and wildlife gone forever.  
I am sure that like many others my objections will be passed over in the interests of WC profiting from government funding with 
no regard for the future of our countryside. 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
stick to the brownfield availability. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree with the main priorities but not item No.5.. 
This is not Chippenhams problem. Why are you suggesting that we lose our sacred countryside ( which you say you are trying to 
protect, see items No's3 and 4.) If the current road network is too restricted for people coming West from Calne, they can always 



take another rout up to the M4 or down to Melksham. We do not need to destroy the beautiful countryside around Chippenham 
for the sake of others. 
What about night time entertainment and dinning out facilities in central Chippenham, particularly for the younger generation. You 
are trying to introduce many more people to the area, but they will have nowhere to go for social gatherings and relaxation. The 
town centre will become dormant in the evenings, as now, with the youngsters in particular, jumping on the train to to Bath for 
their entertainment. Why not knock the office buildings down in Monkton Hill (now most empty ) and and create something 
interesting alongside the river. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
None of them. This extra building on greenfield sites, particularly No's 1 and 2, will completely destroy any benefits of wanting to 
live in Chippenham. It is completely unnecessary and just wanton damage to our valued countryside. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Leave them as they are. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Think about what people want to do after a hard day at work in the office or elsewhere. 
Eat out in pleasant surroundings etc.etc.. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P116 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  
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no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The proposed eastward extension of Chippenham is proving to be highly unpopular with the local population because it will 
replace beautiful countryside with aesthetically poor housing, serviced by an ugly, noisy polluting road. I offer another reason for 
opposing it - it will ruin a significant part of the area's local history. 
The proposed development will lead to compromising a number of historic buildings, but it will also destroy the remains of a 
deserted medieval village and its associated landscape. I have attached a map of listed buildings, the Historic England Warden 
entries and a map of the whole site area, exactly where the new suburb and road is planned. 
There is no reason to think Chippenham or North Wiltshire needs this type of proposed development. The world is different today 
compared to a year ago. A wholesale rethink of these and other local development plans is needed, with saving the environment 
being at the heart of future thinking, rather than short-term profiteering.  
When the countryside is gone - it is gone! 
When a listed building is swamped - its character is ruined! 
When a medieval village is ploughed up - our history is lost! 
Stop vandalising Wiltshire! 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is unnecessary. Chippenham does not need to grow by this much, especially considering the proposed 
amount is higher than what the government have even allocated as a quota - this should not take place 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Environmental priorities are missing. Housing developments should be created as carbon neutral, in line with the Council's 
carbon reduction strategy. prioritising our greenspaces, biodiversity and ability to remove carbon from the atmosphere is also 



missing - though this things will clearly be negatively impacted from the plan, and worsen the climate emergency that Wiltshire 
Council itself has announced. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I disagree that these sites should be built on. This will be taking away greenspace which will hugely impact our environment and 
worsen our climate crisis. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not be built on 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I should like to register my strong objection to the Future Chippenham Proposals and Wiltshire Council for the new by-pass 
distributer road and resultant massive housing development and say NO to it all. It is astonishing that such ill-considered 
proposals are being rushed through with minimal public consultation and apparent secrecy by Wiltshire Council - the size of the 
plans are enormous and far reaching. The need for so many houses is totally unproven and the tearing apart of nearly 600 acres 
of good, productive farm land is outrageous. This huge development should not be rushed through the planning application just 
because the government award for a new road has been granted and Wiltshire Council happen to own a considerable part of the 
land in question. There needs to be a complete revision of planning permissions as we can no longer afford to ignore its impact 
on the environment, farming and wildlife and smash through some of the loveliest countryside in the Marden and Avon Valley. 
The size of these plans are appaling and due consideration should be prioritised in an honest and accurate manner. 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
One of the main objections will surely be the negative impact on the natural world. Farming, animal and bird life, plant life, the 
environment and nature itself will be adversely affected. Owls, kingfishers, herons, snipe, woodcock, hares can be seen along 
this beautiful valley and surrounding farm land. 
All will undoubtedly be at greater risk once road and several river crossings and the proposed huge numbers of houses are built. 
This urban sprawl will eventually connect Chippenham along the A4 corridor to Forest Gate, Derry Hill and ultimately Calne. The 
insatiable appetite for developers and some land owners alike to build on every possible centimetre in this area must not be 
allowed to proceed unchecked - it is destroying our lovely rural Wiltshire countryside. Lame excuses that objectors are simply 



NIMBYS as a reason by authorities to dismiss opposition opinions is no longer relevant – people DO care at plans such as these 
in our over populated and over developed little country. Chippenham has had way more than its fair share of new housing 
recently. It is totally disproportionate for Chippenham to be extended by a massive 7,500 houses. 
It should be acknowledged that all workable farming land is becoming more and more important, valuable and relevant, 
particularly since Brexit. The ability to grow our own food is more vital than ever. Land along Stanley Lane to the River Marden 
(and elsewhere along the route) is registered “Good Grade 3 land” under the Agricultural Land Classification Survey and is 
capable of growing quality grassland, arable, horticultural and break crops and must be acknowledged as such. Much of the land 
in question is level, easily worked and has good rainfall amounts to grow many different crops. At present much of this land is 
only marketed by owners and their agents on an annual or short term grazing licence, including Wiltshire Council, which 
precludes professional farmers to invest the longer term cropping and rotational programmes – farming is a high investment and 
decades long planning business. Presumably this licensing approach in several instances is adopted for financial reasons - 
development land is staggeringly more valuable than agricultural land. It would appear the statutory requirement of the 
agricultural production element has been, at best, glossed over, and worst ignored. All development proposals over 20 hectares 
has, by law, to be supported by a detailed survey of the agricultural land to support all planning applications. Has such a survey 
been carried out? I should like to comment that the much loved peaceful, unspoilt, beautiful countryside along Stanley Lane used 
by so very many walkers, cyclists, joggers, horse riders would lose this route for ever. The popular cycle track with several 
proposed river crossings at the Chippenham town end would be adversely affected with new development on both sides of the 
new road. 
We are undoubtedly living in a very different world since Covid, Brexit and increasing population numbers. Working from home, 
less travelling to far away offices, the need to reduce the carbon footprint and public concern for the environment are relatively 
new conditions that will impact on modern life and must not be ignored or trivialised. 
The days of the 1960’s and 1970’s of smashing through the countryside with new roads, by-passes and development as land 
taken was considered of minimal importance are now over. More and more people are aware of how valuable the environment, 
wildlife, clean air and our lovely countryside is to us and future generations. 
I fully support the “Stop Urban Sprawl and Destruction of Wiltshire Countryside” project and confirm NO to the three New Road 
options. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We would like to express our vehement objection to the Future Chippenham distributor road and the additional planned housing. 
We feel that Chippenham does not need extra roads or extra houses and that having been given the grant you are trying to rush 
it through without fully understanding the need or sufficiently engaging the people that it affects. 
Additionally, having an extra road and houses built goes against the councils own declaration of a climate change emergency 
and its plans to reduce emissions by 80%. It stated that it will develop a woodland and tree planting policy’, develop a ‘green 
infrastructure network’ and ‘develop a new carbon reduction strategy’. Clearly, the development of the distributor road and new 
houses is in direct contradiction of these aims. Not only will building the new road increase emissions but it will also destroy 
precious green fields that make living in Chippenham so wonderful! If we wanted to live in an inner city we would move to Bristol 
or London but we love the countryside - do not take it away from us!  
 It feels like the council is trying to dupe and deceive its constituents and residents, who care very much about the environment 
and the area we live in, all of us are doing our best to make the world a better place for future generations and it feels like you are 
throwing it back in our faces! I feel that you have not treated us with respect or understanding, for example we only found out 
about the plans through a YouTube video, this is no way to consult with or engage residents and get them on board with your 
plans!! 
Surely the money can be used for more appropriate projects such as climate change initiatives or youth projects rather than 
unnecessary projects that would damage and destroy the local area. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No Support For Further Expansion Of Chippenham to the East 
Please add this letter to the growing pile protesting against expanding Chippenham across open country across the River Avon to 
the East. 
I vehemently object to the expansion of Chippenham and the way it is being presented to the public. 
a) The need for extra housing in Chippenham has been exaggerated. The strategy of dumping a large proportion of the County's 
extra housing in one place (Chippenham) is damaging and disproportionate. 
b) The number of new houses goes up by the month. Adding even more on "contingency" is wholly inappropriate. 
c) Building on green fields across a beautiful river valley is an act of environmental vandalism. Far better to invest in the existing 
towns themselves and bring their hearts to life. 
d) Wiltshire has an environmental policy and one designed to address climate change. Both these policies will be undermined by 
building a new town on open countryside across the River Avon valley. 
e) In the aftermath of a pandemic finances should be husbanded and not wasted on White Elephant schemes that reek of old 
thinking. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think the predicted scale of growth is excessive and needs to be lower. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I don’t think it is possible to re energise the town centre without ample parking at a reasonable cost. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I am against site 1 on the grounds of destroying the countryside. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The loss of wildlife habitats and destruction of areas of natural beauty. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
I think there is a need for the A350 to be linked to the A4 at Pewsham from the Lackham roundabout, with completion of the 
dualing of the A350 west of the town. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am totally against the Eastern Link road traversing green field areas. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Well done on this plan for Chippenham.  I think it makes sense to allow Chippenham to grow significantly on the eastern side.  I 
agree with using brownfield land but not if employment land is lost.   
The provision of 5ha of employment land is woefully short of what is needed.  There has been a big shift away from shopping on 
the High Street to online and the 'Last Mile' is delivered from employment land via mini distribution centres.  There is a significant 
shortage of this land in Wiltshire stretching back many years but this will become a bigger issue over the next year or two.  Jobs 
will be lost from Wiltshire's high streets to neighbouring counties via the distribution centres.  Make sure the distribution centres of 
the future are in Chippenham and Trowbridge etc not in Somerset  or Berkshire.   
More sports and leisure space needs to be provided by the big developers as part of their house provision.  Get kids outside and 
off the screens and out of trouble by being active and playing sport and other generations having the space to be outside.   
Otherwise well done. 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
More employment and sport/leisure space. 
Building stone should only come from local quarries not that horrible red brick stuff from anywhere and nowhere. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
yes 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Employment land 
Sport/leisure space 
Building materials - local stone only 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
5ha of employment land is way short of what is needed to keep jobs in Chippenham and not be taken by neighbouring counties 
offering distribution centres for online shopping and business orders. 

 
Further comments 
 

A ban on red brick buildings! 
Follow the good developments with Cotswold style stone in recent developments in Sutton Benger and Sherston. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P123 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Firstly, I object to the number of houses being proposed for Chippenham. The council has failed to account for this number of 
houses being needed in Chippenham to meet local demand. It can only be possible that such a high number of houses will be 
used to accommodate people moving into Wiltshire rather than being local homes for local people. Inevitably this will lead to 
more people relocating to Chippenham and commuting to work, especially given Chippenham’s transport links to the M4 and the 
mainline railway and the proposed road being built to serve these houses. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The plans to build houses do not place biodiversity at the heart of such plans. How will such housing include green spaces to 
encourage and sustain wildlife? Instead, I suspect that this will be just be an afterthought and will do little to protect the 
environment. 
Building houses on such a scale will increase the risk of flooding as it will create impermeable surfaces which will increase 
surface run-off. Associated drains from the development will also increase the flow of water into surrounding rivers. This will 
impact the flood plains to the north and south of Chippenham making flooding incidents more frequent and more severe. 
The site being proposed will surround the extremely popular Sustrans cycle path and building houses around the path will make 
cycling less appealing to people. At present the path allows people to access open countryside and encourages cycling. This 
needs to be protected. 
An increase in housing will lead to Increased traffic congestion making the current traffic problems in Chippenham worse. It will 
also lead to a decline in air quality impacting on people’s health and an increase in noise pollution. 
Building along the Marden Vale will encroach on villages such as Bremhill and Tytherton Lucas. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
There is no mention of the requirement for developers to build eco-homes or low carbon homes, thus tackling the climate 
emergency.                                                                                                                                                           Post-Covid we are 
likely to see more office spaces becoming vacant as people choose to work from home and these should be repurposed as 
housing. This plan does not take this into account and thus the numbers of houses being proposed is unsubstantiated. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P124 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The housing will be built on greenbelt land. This will result in the destruction of the countryside in particular the Avon and Marden 
valley and will result in lost habitats and decreasing biodiversity. Wiltshire Council has declared a climate emergency but the 
building of houses on such a scale is at odds with this. Building this many houses will affect the environment and contribute to 
climate change as enormous resources are used to build such large-scale developments. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



We're starting from the wrong end. It appears that we are starting with a housing target and then trying to find ways of justifying it. 
The first priority should the vision for Chippenham, then everything else should follow from that.;. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
They are no worse than the alternatives, but too much of them is on the Avon flood plain. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Find a way of developing the sites that doesn't result in more motor traffic. Is that possible? 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Apart from the fundamental question why we need development on this scale - which doesn't seem to have been articulated - we 
need to ensure that all aspects are implemented and not deferred as "aspirational". 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P125 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Having read the Chippenham Gazette and Herald’s article of February 25th 2021, I am in total agreement with it that the Wiltshire 
Council’s planned new by-pass and housing for 7,500 is truly appalling. It is typical of the urban soulless sprawl that has already 
destroyed so much of our beautiful countryside. We should fight any attempts to make it even worse than it already is. 
The lovely Marden and Avon valley must be protected for the enjoyment of all. It is a wonderfully unspoilt area for wildlife, the the 
natural environment, plant life and agriculture, appreciated by so many locals who walk, run or cycle along Stanley Lane, the 
cycle path and adjacent lanes.  
I cannot understand why Wiltshire Council should think that Chippenham might bear the burden of 20% of the entire development 
programme for the whole of the very large county. They have applied to develop 600 acres, which would be devastating for one 
town to lose such a huge area, even more so when so much of this land is rural, farmed, unspoiled and critical to the local 
environment. I am not in the very least surprised that Chippenham council voted unanimously against the proposition. 
The proposed road options in the consultation document are all totally unacceptable and I say NO to option A, B and C and the 
attached 7,500 housing planning application. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P126 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Too larger scale of growth. Lower brownfield target 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Climate change. Possible flood risks. Damage to established natural habitats. Traffic congestion and pollution. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
None 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flood plains. Greenfield sites. Farmland, unspoilt river landscapes. Heritage. Traffic congestion and pollution, dust and noise. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Impact on wildlife, pollution, noise and present housing. Town too carved up into estates and roads. Community feeling 
destroyed. Countryside ruined. Respect to the present inhabitants of Chippenham. We do not want all of the disruption! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No, except leave Chippenham alone. Improve the roads we have already. Why is this all being done now, while we are in 
lockdown still? 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P127 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes, there should be a brownfield target. It should be over 50% of the total growth. It should apply to all parts of the Chippenham 
area. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Carbon neutral development. Houses to make and store all the energy they require. Employment in the area. Eliminate, the need 
for cars i.e. need public transport. Access to Chippenham station using public transport. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield land close to town centre. . Residents will use some land to west of Hardens Farm. Land to east of Pewsham ring 
road. Land to N.E A3350 (south). Showell area. 'Green' homes. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Carbon neutral houses. Solar panel roods. Heat pumps. Well insulated, minimal energy used from grid. Batteries to store 
electricity. Electric car charging points. Minmal hard standing allowed by houses (such as concrete or tarmac). Ability to work 
from home. Easy access to Chippenham Town Centre. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Local employment. The basic size of the town and what it can support and still retain its character as a market town. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Facilities to ensure people can work from home. Local recycling facilities for glass, paper, tins etc 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P128 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Having read the document provided by WCC in respect to the Chippenham plan I would like to put forward the following 
objections and register my concern about and rejection of the plans. 
The United Kingdom has international obligations regarding a reduction of carbon dioxide emissions, bio-diversity of plant and 
animal species and the protection of named species. At a time of global concern about climate change it is more than 
disappointing that Wiltshire County Councils response and contribution to the national programme is to: 
A) Build new road links which will encourage more traffic onto the roads. The housing which will infill between any of the 
proposed new routes will result in an increase in vehicles in the Chippenham area. Many houses are no multi-car households and 
these cars will be used for commuting / transport of children to school / travelling to supermarkets even though the plan states 
increased bus and walking / cycle route provision. With a link road built the Pewsham bypass may well see increased traffic into 
the town centre. 
B) Cause the destruction of established high value agricultural land, hedgerows, trees and a recreational asset to the people 
of Chippenham. Soil disturbance, which will be on a massive scale, results in the release of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere 
where it will contribute to global warming. I strongly believe that farming should remain a part of the landscape between 
Chippenham, Calne and Derry Hill and question the need to destroy these trust farms in their present form. Although the plan 
outlines mitigation for habitat loss there can be no comparison between the bio-diversity that hedgerows / mature oak trees in this 
area support to that which the community orchards and woodland planting will provide. Orchards need skilled horticulturists to 
manage them if the trees are to remain productive and healthy. I wonder if this is built into the plan. The canal, and both rivers, 



support a diversity of wildlife habitats and camera footage has recently confirmed the presence of otters in the River Marden. This 
countryside on Chippenhams doorstep is easily accessed without the use of cars and has proved itself more valuable than ever 
during lockdown and the COVID-19 pandemic. In my opinion, destruction of this resource takes Chippenham away from being a 
market town to an area of urban spread. We choose to live in market towns because they offer the benefits of urban life but are 
surrounded by countryside that is easily accessible. It is clear that the visual impact of the proposed development will be 
considerable and the requirement to build extended bridges / viaducts over the rivers is a clear example of this. The presence of 
a renewable energy site in the area is also of visual concern. In theory I would welcome its contribution to reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions, however I fear that any benefits may be outweighed by the increased emissions as detailed previously. 
C) In choosing to exclude the stated requirements for new housing developments in Wiltshire, the council is trying to change 
the very nature of this part of the county and actively destroying the green areas that make it a desirable place to live. The 
creation of 2 new suburbs is an excessive response to the housing needs in this area and like many I would welcome increased 
funding and efforts from the County Council to improve and enhance our town centres and improve existing roads rather than 
create an urban sprawl.  
There clearly is a need for housing, especially properties that allow young people to enter the housing market, but I question the 
density of the developments as currently planned. As a commuter between Calne and Chippenham, driving on the Pewsham 
bypass and through the town centre every day (I am a keyworker), I question the need for the road expansion on the basis of the 
very limited delays I sometimes experience 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P129 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The proposed growth is way out of proportion with the rest of the country. 
In general we should be focussing on long term human well-being rather than growth. Growth does not always automatically lead 
to well-being and tends to lead to over-exploitation of natural resources to the benefit of the few. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



I think that farmland and countryside is being significantly under-valued. It may be difficult and perhaps unhelpful to put an actual 
pounds sterling figure on the value of the rural environment, but that doesn’t mean it has no value. I’m sure there are many things 
and people on whom we could not place a monetary value, but are nonetheless essential to our well-being. 
As Britain currently imports around 80% of our food and drink ingredients we will need farmland for food security following Brexit 
and the looming climate emergency. This land also acts as a carbon sink and flood mitigation. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Building should be limited to brownfield sites and those which already have planning permission. Any new developments must 
take into account the declared climate emergency and the council’s commitment to be carbon neutral by 2030. If no such 
accounting has been done, a development must not go ahead. If the value of the land in its current form for food security, climate 
change mitigation and public health have not been considered, the development must not go ahead. These considerations 
should be documented and shared with the public as part of the consultation process. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
- First, what is the total carbon dioxide released during the building of the site. 
- Second, what future carbon emissions does the development lock in? For example if the main form of transport available is via 
a dual carriageway, this forces people to travel by car (electric vehicles cannot totally solve this problem!), or if the site itself 
generates emissions, these must be budgeted and count against approval. 
- How is local wildlife impacted by the development? 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 



Consider the effect every possible development has on the WC target to be carbon neutral by 2030 and beyond. As it stands, 
most developments would individually make this target unachievable. 
The need for new housing has likely changed dramatically in the last year due to the COVID pandemic. Many more people are 
working from home and there are opportunities to repurpose unused office and retail space into housing or community projects. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
We should absolutely be making sustainable transport the easiest and most convenient form of transport. We should be moving 
towards a situation where motor vehicles are not seen as the default option, but one used by those with physical disabilities or 
heavy loads to deliver. This won’t happen through nice words about sustainability or painting the occasional bike symbol on the 
road. It needs joined up networks that think about end-to-end journeys and actually allocating space away from motor traffic 
towards cyclists and pedestrians. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P130 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The number of houses proposed and the scope of the associated road are completely disproportionate the needs of 
Chippenham. Build on brown field sites. Densify the town – in the post COVID world there will be spare offices to convert to 
housing in city and town centres. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Instead of 7500 houses and a road, Wiltshire County Council should create a strategy to transform the south and east of 
Chippenham into both a conservation area actively promoting pollinators and wildlife by encouraging wildflowers and tree 



planting, and as a public amenity by developing it with paths, cycle tracks and picnic areas. We should be safeguarding the 
countryside for future generations and protecting wildlife and pollinators. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Build on brown field sites. Densify the town – in the post COVID world there will be spare offices to convert to housing in city and 
town centres. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Protecting wildlife and nature. 
Wiltshire sticking to its own Carbon Zero targets. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Yes. Instead of 7500 houses and a road, Wiltshire County Council should create a strategy to transform the south and east of 
Chippenham into both a conservation area actively promoting pollinators and wildlife by encouraging wildflowers and tree 
planting, and as a public amenity by developing it with paths, cycle tracks and picnic areas. We should be safeguarding the 
countryside for future generations and protecting wildlife and pollinators. 

 
Further comments 
 

Instead of 7500 houses and a road, Wiltshire County Council should create a strategy to transform the south and east of 
Chippenham into both a conservation area actively promoting pollinators and wildlife by encouraging wildflowers and tree 
planting, and as a public amenity by developing it with paths, cycle tracks and picnic areas. We should be safeguarding the 
countryside for future generations and protecting wildlife and pollinators. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P131 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Since I moved to Chippenham there have been many new developments, Riverside Drive, Cepen Park, and The Cattle Market. I 
think it is time to stop and make a reassessment of what housing we really need and not just respond to targets imposed from 
Government. If development is needed Brown-field sites should be considered first. The figure should be lower. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Developing link roads from A4 to A350 doesn't improve Chippenham but provides roads for people to drive through. I am 
opposed to developments in Chippenham. The council should stop and think before it does anything because development over 
the last year have been ill thought out and wrong. I'm thinking of the multi-storey carpark on Salders Mead to name just one. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
There should be no new development on rural sites or in the floodplain. This will cause problems in the future. Climate change 
will effect everyone. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
This council is not looking to the future. Climate Change is the issue that we are all going to have to face. We need to think of 
new ways to combat this, renewable local businesses, better public transport and cycle links. If footfall in the high street has 
declined maybe this could be redeveloped for housing and small shops not growing outside the town. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I think it is a shame that Wiltshire Council seem unable to look to the future with imagination. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P132 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Where does the scale of growth come from?  It feels dreamt up by an out-of-date and out-of-touch Council  There should be a 
brownfield site target and it needs to be twenty times higher. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Your references to climate change and carbon reduction ARE UTTERLY MEANINGLESS.  What on earth do they mean in this 
context?  You are proposing to decimate an area of countryside, increase traffic by bringing more people and cars into the area 



and in so doing INCREASE carbon emissions. The place shaping priority you miss is the one where the road and the houses do 
not get built.  Please listen to the global discourse on our existential threat. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I don't agree.  These are beautiful areas of countryside much loved by local people.  Have you even walked these areas?  
They are humming with wildlife, rich soils, ancient trees and complex ecosystems. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Not building on them!  Why haven't you given the local people the option to say no to ANY development?  Please explain.  You 
will be accountable for a devastation of greenfield sites. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

You haven't considered the environmental and climate impact.  There is nothing more important.  If we don't have a functioning 
environment - clean air, farmland soil locking up carbon, trees reducing carbon, green spaces for people - there is no point living 
here, in a new suburb or in the town centre. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

This isn't really a consultation with local people.  This is a fait-accompli.  Wiltshire Council has decided it will build this road and 
these houses and this is a charade of asking local people so that you can say you've consulted us.  But, will you act on the 60%+ 
of local people's opinions which oppose this development?  Or just ignore us, because you have 'consulted' us, so your job is 
done.  This development must not go ahead.  Please listen to us. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P133 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is totally excessive.  To build 7,500 more homes will add a disproportionate amount of residents to the 
population of Chippenham and the surrounding area. This amount of housing is not needed for the current residents of the town, 
so is asking us to accommodate huge number of new residents. The jobs for this many people do not exist in or close to 
Chippenham, so this will cause an increase in the number of people commuting elsewhere to work, thus increasing 
environmental pollution.   
Why should Chippenham have to accommodate such a large number of houses, when other towns of similar size are only being 
expected to incorporate much smaller numbers?  Are we being singled out for the fact that Chippenham is conveniently close to 
the M4 and the railway station is here?  The aim should be to spread the burden, and for all towns involved to seek to provide 
sustainable employment within the towns themselves, thus minimising the need for people to commute. 
A brownfield target should definitely be set .In the light of the changes caused by Covid 19 a review should take place of which 
brownfield sites / town centre buildings could be reused/repurposed to minimise the greenfield sites used.  This would also allow 



for re-envigoration of the town centre, which would in turn open up more environmentally friendly modes of transport - cycle paths 
etc, as it would reduce the need for people to travel longer distances to work. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The need for quality employment in the town should definitely be the first priority, as the town centre particularly will benefit from 
being re-envigorated.  However, preserving the market town character will not be well served by the scale of housing expansion 
proposed, as the number of people then trying to use the town will swamp it.   
None of the proposed roads will ease the traffic sufficiently in the town centre, as a distributor road limited to 30mph will simply 
turn into a car park at certain times of the day, so traffic will still go through the town centre. 
There is a real danger that the proposals ( houses and road) will simply turn to Chippenham into a second Swindon, destroying 
once and for all the market town character, and allowing the creeping urbanisation to spread into the surrounding villages.  The 
need to maintain green spaces, and contain Chippenham within its boundaries should be prioritised, not more schemes such as 
Birds Marsh creeping out along all the major routes into the town.  Full utilisation of brownfield sites within the town area should 
be used first. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Firstly I do not believe that we should be building anywhere near the number of houses that are proposed.  Even half of the target 
as stated seems unnecessarily high.  Reducing the number would limit the need for areas to be concreted over. 
As stated above, renewed assessments of brownfield sites should be made first, especially as Covid 19 will have changed the 
bases of assessment quite dramatically.  More people are likely to be working from home in the future, so some offices etc 
should be repurposed/adapted to provide housing before greenfield sites are used.   
With regards to the sites shown, it is well known that some of the land is effectively flood plain, so in light of the more extreme / 
intense weather patterns we are increasingly experiencing it would seem madness to build on any land prone to flooding. 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Availability of local employment to minimise the need to commute. 
Availability of local services infrastructure ( schools, medical centres, leisure facilities etc) to minimise traffic movements needed. 
That they are not on floodplains or areas which flood from time to time. 
Minimisation of impact on traffic flow for people already in dwellings nearby. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The main issue which seems to have been ignored is whether the scale of growth proposed is necessary or desirable!  Why is 
the assumption made that bigger means better, especially on the scale that is currently in the plans??? 
I don't think that many residents of Chippenham or the surrounding area want to see our town become a mini Swindon. 
The other thing is that the way in which consultation has taken place has effectively ruled out many people from being able to put 
their point of view.  Most of the process has required access to a computer and the internet.  Whilst  I appreciate that the times in 
which we live are unusual, it is very undemocratic to take such major proposals forward knowing that a significant minority of the 
residents concerned are unlikely to be able to make their view felt. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

Related to the undemocratic nature of the way the proposals have been taken forward, it seems extremely divisive to have 2 
processes on which replies are required, one for the road and another for the planning.  Surely the two go hand in hand and so 
should the public's response mechanism?   
The decision making process also seems extremely rushed.  We keep being told that the reason for this is because work on the 
road has to be finished by a certain date, but one gets  the impression that this is almost tantamount to pressure from 
Government to the effect that money for road infrastructure will only be on offer if we simply accept the huge number of houses to 
be built.  If the funding all hangs together, why are the two issues not being considered together?  Is  the speed of decision 
making directly linked to the desire to take the cash, no matter what the consequences for the town? 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P134 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The proposed scale of growth is out of proportion to the size of the existing Chippenham.  Whilst I accept that some modest 
growth is essential recent development to the north of the town (Bird's Marsh etc) has already increased the size of the town and 
in my view further major development is unwarranted.  I do not believe that there will be sufficient local employment for the 
residents of these additional homes and that will inevitably lead to further traffic congestion and environmental damage.  
Preference should clearly be given to brownfield sites over agricultural land.  Although that may not be as attractive to large scale 
developers the local authority could do more to encourage small scale development. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
The most important missing priority is the preservation of existing agricultural land for its original intended use and for amenity 
development.  The aim of respecting identities of individual villages is completely incompatible with the scale of proposed 
development that will inevitably change Tytherton Lucas, East Tytherton and Langley Burrell. 
Given the national aim of reducing carbon output, it is self-evident that this can only be achieved by reducing travel and 
especially private car use.  Whilst the introduction of electric vehicle may ameliorate the carbon output, the elctricity still has to 
come from a somewhere and inevitably some will come from carbon sources.  If there is to be less traffic there is no essential for 
the link from the A350 to the A4.  Even if such a link we required it could be achieved in a much more envirnmentally intrusive 
manner than the current plan. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I think the map is the most clear illustration of the folly of these proposals if they were to be carried out in full.  A simple glance at 
the map shows the size of proposed development in relation to the size of the existing town that would almost double it and 
destroy any hope of maintaining the current character of Chippenham. 
The land in areas 1 and 2 to the east and south of the town is clearly shown to border a flood zone whereas land to the west and 
north does not.  Given the increased risk of extreme weather events resulting from climate change it appears to me to be folly to 
propose building on land that is currently a flood zone or even land adjacent to it.  As climate events increase (as all predictions 
suggest) the current flood zones are only ever likely to expand.  In addition the simple fact of building on land increases the risk 
of flooding no matter how good the flood pretection systems installed. 
Given that fact that zones 3, 4, 5 and 6 have by far the best existing road infrastructure I can see no reason to build further roads 
to provide access in other areas.  Doing so simply uses more green landscape when such use can be avoided. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Damage to the local environment is by far the most important factor.  All building should be restricted such that damage is 
minimised.  If environmental damage is limited the second most important is the danger of floding and the misery that would 
cause to both residents and business.  Third, easy access to major routes and public transport. 



 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The swamping effect of the development and the deleterious effect on surrounding villages.  I do not either think the issue of light 
pollution is considered enough.  Current industrial development in the town has already imposed significant light pollution on 
surrounding villages.  The thousands of street light necessary for the development would make it even worse. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Clearly there has to be some development and housebuilding.  However the scale should be proportionate I do not believe that 
has been properly taken into acount. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P135 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
the council should use brown field sites for example, Langley Business park which appears to have lots of space that is unused. 
The housing companies using the excuses that it cost more is a weak excuse to determine their pofit but appears the council bow 
down to use and allow beautiful green space to be destroyed. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The town is too small to accommodate over 7500 homes 3-4 people in each, 2-3 cars and limited space in town and limited 
parking 



The council have failed to use the river Avon as a focal point to enhance the town (Chippenham 2020) never happened. 
Shops, restaurant over the river, boat taxis up the river, again never happened. 
The road network is poorly managed, Bridge Centre is littered with pot holes, uneven road services, poor tarmac repairs. The 
A350 Melksham to Semington, pheasant roundabout in Chippenham, old, pot holed roads. The council cannot look after its 
current roads so should not be building a new one, ie the new not required bypass. 
The wording of ''unlocking green fields'' is purely psychological jargon for destroying. But this wording is used to try pacify some 
locals. 
This will do nothing to pacify congestion. How will people get to town?, drive and try park. Increase to town Centre congestion. 
The town centre is barely 200 m long , with most shops coffee, charity, and phone shops. 
Majority of people come into town for Wilkos. 
The house will be poor quality, limited garden space, no parking as most people have 2-3 cars. Cars on roads. No solar paneled 
house, no electric slots on house for the future of electric as theses housing companies will just put them up fast, small, poor 
quality, squeezed in and use the ''AFFORDABLE HOMES'' which the council will think appease them. 
Just look at Birds marsh, twisting, tight roads, small gardens, not suitable but you will allow this 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, Where will Chippenhams green space be??? 
The old Brunel tracks which is now a very popular walk and running space will be a road. 
This is a small Swindon with houses and no jobs, everyone will commute others 
The farms will be destroyed as would the old Brunel track, history, green space, clean space destroyed and gone forever. 
wildlife from badgers to foxes and deers, destroyed.  
Farmland destroyed, crops, hay, corn fields destroyed. 
The excuse the council will appease by will be asking the housing companies to have green space, but they will say '' green 
space within the builds'' however they will destroy hundreds of acres to try sell their house by having less than 1 acre?? 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 



do not build. 
As above, wildlife, free green space  for families to ride walk, enjoy 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
I believe the council are aware of all theses issues and will build and develop anyway. 
This consultation is just a process but we are all aware it will happen. 
PLEASE walk along theses tracks and fields and see what you are about the destroy, stand up for the people of Chippenham. 
Would you allow your local town fields and countryside to be destroyed 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Have a public consultation by post and allow us to vote. 
DO YOU WANT CHIPPENHAM GREEN FIELDS SITES DESTROYED---YES OR NO--- 
DO YOU WANT CHEAP, TACKY, POORLY BUILT HOUSES--YES OR NO--- 
DO YOU WANT A BYPASS THAT RIPS THROUGH THE COUNTRYSIDE AND INCREASE OUR CARBON FOOTPRINT--YES 
OR NO 
Yes this maybe a bit petty (as above), but it there is no other way to consult the council and show my frustration and of many 
others. 
A simple vote--Do you want a bypass in CHIPPENHAM---Yes or NoDo you want 7500 homes built on Greenfields around 
CHIPPENHAM--Yes or No 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P136 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The idea that we should build over so much farmland and countryside, when the Council and the Government have both declared 
a climate emergency, is outrageous. Build on brownfield sites by all means, but leave the countryside alone. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Tackling climate change should be the overriding priority. The proposed plan for new housing to the east of Chippenham with 
easy access to the M4 will only increase commuting and car use. The proposed distributor road will increase traffic and pollution 
around Chippenham, and is only necessary if the new housing development, which I totally oppose, goes ahead. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not! We can't criticise people for clearing vast swathes of the Amazon and then build over large areas of farmland and 
countryside around Chippenham. Climate change is an existential threat to millions of species, including our own. We must do 
everything we can to stop it and preserve biodiversity. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The damage you are doing to the environment and the effect that this will have on future generations. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The value of having easy access to the countryside and being able to enjoy the natural world, which has been shown to have a 
beneficial effect on peoples' sense of wellbeing. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This plan would be catastrophic for the environment and makes a mockery of the Council's declaration of a climate emergency. I 
am 100% opposed to it. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P137 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is disproportionately high and should be materially lower. No evidence has been provided to support or 
substantiate the employment need or the associated land. There should certainly be a more ambitious brownfield target - this is 
likely to become a necessity post COVID with closures in the town centre and environs. Chippenham otherwise risks becoming 
hollowed out, making it an unappealing place to go. Moreover there is only an aspiration rather than a plan to increase local 
employment in the Chippenham area so the hope to reduce out-commuting even among current residents is unsubstantiated, let 
alone the new population from the additional 9225 homes. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
The priorities don't represent a coherent joined-up plan. Creating a vibrant town centre is critical to the future desirability of 
Chippenham but these priorities are minor tweaks of an old model rather than a thought through new vision. As noted before the 
notion of reducing out-commuting is entirely aspirational and there needs to be more concrete ideas as to how it will be achieved. 
The idea of improving access to the Avon valley is nice but makes a nonsense of the hectares of countryside that the Plan is 
going to build over 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Firstly the build is on the two main flood plains in Chippenham. Given climate change and the increased incidence of flooding 
in the UK, as well as the impact of the huge housing areas on water dissipation, this is a major risk to the new homes. This risk is 
underlined by the fact you are having to 'mitigate' climate change, and there is evidence that this typically does not work. 
Secondly Sites 2 and 3 are no currently served by a main road and what is proposed is a distributor road - whereas the West of 
Chippenham already has a dual carriageway which has no housing to the west. Sites 5 and 6 are very small, but it is unclear why 
the desired area cannot be made to the West which doesn't have the flood risk and already has better access into Chippenham. 
This would be a much simpler solution than developing to the East of Chippenham where you are creating a new problem that 
will need to be solved. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
1. Does Chippenham actually need these houses? 
2. Flooding. Question the wisdom of building near an existing flood plain, the cost of mitigation (including building two huge 
bridges) and the future cost of remedial action when homes are flooded 
3. Carbon footprint. The analyses didn't show a full view of the carbon impact - the building stage alone is damaging with 2 
bridges, new roads and thousands of houses. But there is little evidence that people are reducing their car use and unless the 
hope of less out-commuting is realised this will materially increase carbon emissions in the area 



4. Impact of COVID. This was obviously unforeseen but it is critical to urgently review the lasting impact of COVID on towns, 
ways people live and work. As it is inevitable that this will have a material impact on the shape and success of the Plan and 
where the best sites should be 
5. Destruction of beautiful countryside. This has been largely ignored and there is no evidence that people are moving to suburbs 
rather than town centres or villages 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Two fundamental questions:  1) Does Chippenham need a new distributor road and will this actually fix the problems? 2) Are 
9225 extra dwellings required in Chippenham, especially given what we already know about a post COVID world? 3) Is the 
current Plan for the expanded Chippenham suitable for the 21st Century or rather one that is already out of date? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
1. Building so many additional houses will exacerbate the carbon footprint, and so the Council will find itself spending even more 
to mitigate that 
2. Creating suburbs rather than proper communities is not what people want 
3. The link between the A4 and A350 would be much better served by enhancing existing infrastructure from the South and West 
rather than through a distributor road which is supposed to serve the local housing rather than be a by-pass 
4. Start by properly evidencing the regeneration of Chippenham town before building roads and houses that may well never be 
used 
5. The financing of this is unclear and as a council tax payer, what comfort can I have that I won't end up footing the bill for 
overruns? 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P138 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale and location of the proposed growth is wholly inappropriate for Chippenham, and would nearly double the town's 
physical footprint within just 15 years. With the majority of the development proposed to be on greenfield land, the question 
regarding a higher or lower brownfield target is irrelevant, as small tweaks to the percentage of brownfield land involved would 
have little impact on the overall unsuitability of the proposed scheme. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The priority missing from the proposal is the need for Chippenham residents to have easy access to green space in the 
countryside by foot and bicycle. Such access is already blocked to the north by the still-incomplete Birds Marsh development and 
to the west by the A350. The proposal in its current form would cut off access to the east and south as well, entirely dividing 
Chippenham from the green fields surrounding it. This missing priority might be achieved by pursuing the development of Sites 4, 
5, 6 and 7, which are much better served by the existing road network than Sites 1, 2 and 3, and where development would not 
cut off access to the countryside. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, because building on these sites would cut off Chippenham’s remaining access to the countryside and damage the cycle route 
leading east of Chippenham. This cycle route is highly popular with people of all ages, including joggers, dog-walkers, and 
families taking toddlers out for walks and older children out for bike rides. The tranquillity of the surrounding countryside is an 
essential element of its appeal, and its traffic-free nature ensures that it is safe for children and other inexperienced cyclists. 
The proposed major works in Site 1 include a high-traffic “spine road” and other infrastructure elements that would intersect the 
cycle route at several points, as well as a large housing development that would surround it. These aspects of the scheme would 
be hugely detrimental to Chippenham, substantially reducing residents’ access to vital, and health-supporting green space. 
It would be more appropriate to build on Sites 4, 5, 6 and 7, as access from Chippenham to the countryside is already restricted 
in these directions and new residents in these areas would have easy access to the M4 without the major road works that would 
be needed to facilitate longer commutes from Chippenham's east and south. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should not be built on at all. They should be retained as vital green space within easy access of Chippenham town 
centre, and alternative sites should instead be developed to the north and west of town, where access to the countryside is 
already severely restricted and where new residents would benefit from easy access to the M4. 
 



 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Like thousands of others in Chippenham, and millions across the UK, I have found that the pandemic has given me a fresh 
appreciation of the vital role that open, green spaces play in supporting my mental and physical health. Because I (again like 
thousands of others) do not own a car, and am unwilling to risk my safety and that of key workers by using public transport, for 
the past year my only access to green space has been by foot or bicycle. The proposed scheme wholly fails to take into account 
the need for Chippenham residents to have easy access to vital and health-supporting green space. It would render the 
countryside south and east of Chippenham as inaccessible as the countryside to the north and west already is, entirely cutting off 
the town from the green fields that surround it. It would be far better to build on the areas labelled 4, 5 and 6. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The world has changed tremendously since this plan was first put forward. It makes no sense to proceed with it now without 
making alterations that take into account (among other things) the changing nature of the High Street, changing patterns of work 
and travel, and the newly-visible importance of easily accessible green space in supporting citizens' physical and mental health. 
The Council's planners should return to the drawing board and come up with an alternative plan for Chippenham's development 
that is suitable for the post-pandemic future, not the pre-pandemic past. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P139 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is completely inappropriate, pretty much doubling the sizes of the town. CPRE research has found that the 
number of houses agreed already exceeds what the area can cope with - no new grwoth should be allowed. The Covid 19 
pandemic and climate crisis should properly be taken into consideration and I feel this hasn't been done. Public opion has 
changed and our natural landscape has become even more important, particularly around towns. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



No, these are completely the wrong policies. Start thinking about the mental health and wellbeing of your current residents, find 
ways to make getting around in and between towns easier wtihout a car, not by building more roads - our countryside is precious 
and we have all been enjoying it and appreciating it more - one it is gone it cannot be brought back - it needs to be valued, not 
built on. Make sure we can access the countryside easily from our towns by letting us keep it on our doorsteps - don't turn our 
current townscape into a large urban jungle which will reduce the quality of the environment and our mental and physical health 
further. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No - don't build on any 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Don't build on them 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
A proper green policy to value the countryside and keep the size of towns at the present rate - thereby valuing the health and 
wellbeing of your current residents. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please don't build any more housing developments - it will be to the detriment of Chippenahm and the surroudning area - the 
housing is not needed 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P140 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Far too many houses are being considered - they are not needed or necessary. No new houses to be built 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No - look at how residnets feel - times have changes - we do not need these houses. I have spoken to so many Chippenham 
residents who feel the same way. The countryside around our town is important - climate change is happening  - lots of houses 
aren't being sold which tells you we don't need any more houses. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No - do not build any more houses 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
None - do not build any more houses 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Think of current residents and how they feel - Covid has changed a lot of things. The council is meant to be looking at being 
carbon neutral - how can building more houses with more people and more cars help this aim? People do not want more 
development in Chippenham - they feel hemmed in as it is - no new housing developments - please 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I reiterate - new housing developments for Chippenham 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P141 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is above that which is required by Chippenham. The impact on the local area will be very detrimental. 
Chippenham already has poor road layouts which impact on people. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No, in my view particularly given the severe impact of COVID and Brexit on all spheres of life. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, they are taking away green spaces. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not be built. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P142 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The increase of 5100 homes to 2036 seems much too high.  
The government and Wiltshire Council need to explain why so many additional houses are needed when: 
− there is already a huge bank of sites with planning permission (around 1 million houses) which developers are not progressing; 
and 
− concreting over additional swathes of countryside will accelerate climate change and worsen the climate emergency.  
Further, the “Standard Method” for allocating housing targets to councils is another spurious Government formula - for example, 
does it level up housing expansion between the North and South of England? 
Wiltshire Council has voluntarily increased its own baseline target by almost 5,000 additional houses without sound justification - 
rather than adding to the target Wiltshire Council should be pushing back on these numbers as other local authorities have done. 
There absolutely should be a brownfield target and I would expect this to be higher than that currently mentioned. 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No mention is made of redeveloping the centre of Chippenham. It is an historic market town with much potential for improvement 
to restore its character and vibrancy. And post Covid, many offices and retail outlets in the town centre are likely to become 
available for redevelopment into domestic dwellings, thus maximising use of brown field sites. Such sites can be relatively high 
density, provide affordable homes and removing the need for yet more car ownership. This would reduce the need for greenfield 
sites and miles of tarmac. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
These sites are huge - Individual development land parcels have been combined into very large potential development areas or 
“sites” and the overall assessment may not be sufficiently representative of their distinct areas (e.g. the river valleys). Indeed, 
creating such large areas for potential development may have been contrived to support the £75m Distributor road business case 
(i.e. a circular argument that the road is needed for 7,500 houses, which need the road). Wiltshire Council needs to listen to local 
voices opposing the Distributor road (in fact, the Distributor road should not have been consulted on until after this Local Plan 
Review has been responded to). 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Part of Site 1 (East of Chippenham) lies within Bremhill Parish. Bremhill Parish have a Neighbourhood Plan which was adopted in 
Feb 2018 and protects land between the North Rivers cycle path and the River Marden from development. The Emerging Spatial 
Strategy promotes green infrastructure and access to the countryside. 
The unspoilt countryside between the North Rivers cycle path and the River Marden is protected in the Bremhill Neighbourhood 
Plan and should not be developed. 



Over 5,000 people objected to the potential closure to the cycle path last year showing that it is much appreciated by the existing 
inhabitants of Chippenham for access to the countryside. The proposals would have development on both sides and a road 
crossing it, as well as destroying the countryside that people access around it. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
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 these 
would reduce private car journeys from rural communities and allow people to work and live in their local area. 
The draft Local Plan aspires to reduce out-commuting, and the associated carbon footprint, by matching increased housing with 
increased local employment. Currently 67% 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 new housing development at 
Chippenham will attract people who work in Bath, Bristol, Swindon, Reading and London, generating huge quantities of carbon 
emissions as a result. Wiltshire Council’s arguments about reducing carbon emissions simply don’t stand up. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The South and East of Chippenham contains high quality agricultural land and is surrounded by particularly beautiful countryside 
and river valleys - substantial natural assets - which would be 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. 
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. 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. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think this scale of development is outrageous. Chippenham is a small market town and this development will make it another 
Swindon. Yes OF COURSE there should be brownfield targets. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I’m happy for the town centre to be enhanced with greater employment opportunities etc. I would support improved access to the 
River Avon. We should be pursuing a green agenda to preserve the environment for future generations, not wrecking it by 
building thousands of houses. We should respect and preserve individual villages in our beautiful, rural county. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
We should not be building on this scale - it’s utterly inappropriate. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They shouldn’t be built on. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Everything is missing - there is no respect for the environment and the natural world. It is shameful. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P144 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Higher 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Wouldn't more employment opportunities in the town lead to more people commuting into the town?  Wouldn't employment be 
better located where it is easily accessible from the motorway/A350? (As is happening at J17) Good public transport links to 
these sites could then be provided from the town to encourage people not to drive. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  Why not chose areas with existing road links, such as 3, 4, 5 and 6, and maybe some sites further out towards the M4?  The 
proposed road to feed areas 1 and 2 will have a devastating impact on unspoilt stretches of the Avon and Marden river valleys. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
No amount of new parks or amenities could compensate for the damage caused by the new road and the loss of countryside.  
The river crossings will destroy some beautiful stretches of the river, especially between Rowden Manor  and Reybridge. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Preserving the character of a historic market town.  People are attracted to Chippenham because it isn't Swindon! 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I understand the need for new housing, but it feels as if the availability of funding for the new road has completely distorted the 
requirements.  We are being rushed into a massive expansion of the town to justify the road, when we should be looking at 
whether we can satisfy the housing need without ruining the river valleys and countryside which many people in Chippenham 
value very highly. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P145 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think development should be on brownfiled land, particularly the numerous ex military bases in the area. I object strongly to the 
proposed Eastern Link and all the new houses on the Avon Floodplain proposed. It will overhelm the area. The infrasctructure will 
be unable to cope with all the extra people. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
See my earlier comments 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Providing enough infrastucture to support all these extra residents 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes open spaces and green transport. The council should get the Chippenham to Lacock cycle re-opened. Also to make 
Chippenham High Street more pleasant, it should be PERMANENTLY pedestrianised. Outside of office hours it's a rat run with all 
the boys races whizzing through. It is not needed, there is plenty of capacity on other roads. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I think it is time Wilts Council became more green in its policies and encouraged walking, cycling and public transport. No more 
new roads. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P146 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The proposed scale of growth appears to be wholly excessive and I have not seen evidence of the need for this level of 
expansion to Chippenham. I believe brownfield development and targets should be preferred over greenfield wherever possible 
and am surprised the brownfield opportunities in the town aren't higher than stated in the plan. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The priorities of addressing climate change and achieving carbon reduction are mentioned as applying. However I can't see how 
building thousands of extra houses on green field and riverside sites in addition to new roads respects this priority at all. As a 



resident of Chippenham for over 10 years I personally value and spend more leisure time in the green spaces to the South of 
Chippenham than I do in the town centre. I am not opposed to making improvements to the town centre, nor to improving the 
cycling and walking infrastructure of the town, but these concessions cannot make almost doubling the suburban sprawl into a 
positive development for the town and residents. As Chippenham is on the Bristol to London train line and close to the M4, and 
has significantly cheaper housing than many of the larger towns and cities within commuting distance, I have doubts about the 
huge housing development being filled by people who would work locally and invest in local town amenities and community. In 
any case I strongly believe that the current environmental crisis demands that we bring about a radical shift in the relative 
priorities of economic growth and consumerism as balanced against human health and planetary wellbeing. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
As I am opposed to the whole scale of development then no, I do not agree these sites are the most appropriate on which to 
build. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Preservation of green spaces, minimising air pollution, including renewable energy generation and minimising the loss of local 
agricultural production. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Recognition of the changing demands of the 21st century and proper appreciation of long term goals. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P147 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Not less than 75% should be on Brownfield sites. Hopefully such sites will have easier access to local services and have access 
roads in place 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These are possible correct but are you convinced that the Town centre will ever be able to attract multi nationals and local traders 
at the current high cost of rates and rents , coupled with a mass movement to buy online (both regular weekly food shops and 



other commodities } due to covid. This plan needs to be looked at in view of such changes nad a more effective discussion with 
all local electors  to find what they want. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
These 2 developments will enclose the current Pewsham development.This is totally unacceptable and will make the locality 
seem to be an inner city development. why are so many homes being built in Chippeham  ??  
It seems that the County council is trying to build a new town 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

The loss of current countryside /nature / leisure space readily available to  current residents for leisure and ell beingThe poor 
drainage in parts of 2 bordering the ring road /river fields and also in the fields to the south of the A4opposite  the Platinum 
Garage. This also encompasses reains of the old canal Fileds hers are continually flooded when we have thetype of heavy 
rainstorms noe experienced,Planning permission to develop here has been refused in the verey recent pass. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Employment is not very well defined. It will not just turn up.Chippenhams record of business leaving the town ( Westinghouse 
Brakes , Avon -VMS ,  Herman Miller ) all gone to towns in witshire . Obviously these towns are more anxious to offer preferable 
terms. Planning is also not helpful. We seem to find reasons not to grant planning rather than fight to provide and acceptable 
offer to potential investors, e.g., The Range 

 
Further comments 
 

The plans for Chippenham seem to be to for a potential dormitory town . People  here wonder why other towns in the County are 
able to offer new employment opportunities ,  whilst we see old employment areas being turned into retail and hotel complexes.  
I now see Chippenham as an expanding dormitory town , and would like to see more attention to providing more employment for 
locak people. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P148 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private individual 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think the projected scale of growth is over estimated. More brownfield sites need to be identified for reuse and made the target. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Some of the priorities are commendable but the continued inferred statement that Chippenham centre is a congestion black spot 
is wrong. Maybe traffic queuing for possibly 20-30 minutes at peak time and made worse at times by so called traffic flow 
improvements that cause more problems and don't work. The river avon and marden valleys are currently adequately accessible 
by cycle paths and B roads and should stay as open wildlife greenbelt not become  reduced wildlife corridors. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I do not agree. These areas are predominately greenfield and flood plains. There will also be a requirement for extensive 
bridges and raised roadworks for access and this construction cannot be  environmentally friendly or carbon neutral. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should not be built on by their very nature of being extensive greenbelt and offering existing wildlife habitat and offer 
existing carbon capture. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
You have missed the fact that most people who already live around Chippenham and in outlying villages are here because of the 
countryside that surrounds them. Your plan should not aim to destroy this habitat or environment simply to build more houses for 
more people who the existing infrastructure to rail links etc cannot support. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Chippenham plan seems to anchor around and focus detail on the building of a new road across productive greenbelt land, 
with no evidence of carbon costs and the loss of historic heritage. There is little mention of what benefits Chippenham town 
centre can expect. More houses and more people will not access the existing infrastructure without extreme irreversible damage 
to what we already have and appreciate. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P149 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is appalling and there should be a brownfield target of finding as much as possible. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The priority is to not build on green belt and to make sure that anything built is built with green technology eg solar panels. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  It is all the green sites which surround Chippenham.  It is deeply depressing.  During lockdown I and others have come to 
really appreciate the countryside and to see it being proposed to build so many houses on it is unimaginable. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I can't consider it but if it is done I hope it will be affordable housing with good green energy with the heating etc green.  Outdoor 
spaces and good facilities. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Churches.  They have provided well needed help recently and will be relied on more in the next few years. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I think that this whole idea is dreadful and  don't agree that this number of houses is necessary. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P150 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Maybe 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Importance of retaining the town's small town identity. More housing would inevitably lead to increased congestion on the town's 
road,& extra pressure on Chippenham's already stretched  infrastructure & town facilities. e.g the one leisure centre (Olympiad). 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I most certainly o not. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The enormous loss of wildlife, loss of open space critical for the ability for many, many  people both local & visitors to the area, to 
maintain physical as well as essentially, mental health. All the more crucial, now,& going forward ,in the light of the Pandemic & 
suture situations of a similar nature. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
countryside's needs 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I strongly oppose the huge over development that is being aimed at Chippenham. 
Evidence suggests Chippenham has already sacrificed more than it's fair share of much needed green space for extra housing, & 
I really do not see why Chippenham should be  expected  to give up such a vastly disproportionate amount of the Wilshire 
allocation for housing. I view this as completely unnecessary. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P151 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Higher 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
All good priorities. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The east side is not appropriate.  Beautiful  countryside will be ruined and lost forever.   Will make Chippenham far too big. 
Please keep as a market town - not a sprawling urban area like Swindon. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
NO, PLEASE NO! 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please listen to the views of residents, our local council and our local MPs. I do not know ANYONE who thinks it is a good idea to 
build an excessive number of new houses on the eastern side of the town. If they are REALLY necessary, there has to be a more 
suitable location. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P152 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Home ownee 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes, new road us needed as well as targeted regeneration of the town centre which is appalling. Facilities and investment lag 
behind those of other towns... Corsham... Trowbridge. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes as this retains the town centre in the middle of Chippenham rather than yet more building to the west. The two priorities 
should be new link road around the eastern side and housing within it. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Retaining as much of the natural features of the land as possible. Having the least impact on those who live in the areas as 
possible. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The culture of the town centre, creating an interesting hub of places that people actually want to visit. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This plan and it's implementation needs to be moved on a pace. For too long Chippenham has had little or no development and 
is being left behind. There is not enough housing for either the young or those who want larger properties. Rail link improvement 
just makes the problem worse. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P153 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is far too high compared to that which Chippenham can sustain (environmentally, socially and economically). 
It would impact negatively on the character of the market town of Chippenham, creating a 'doughnut'  effect. There is no credible 
evidence to support the suggestion that 20% of Wiltshire's new homes up to 2036 should be built in Chippenham. This is even 
more so the case now as a result of the monumental changes that the Covid pandemic has brought to society including 
increased home working, the economic decline with resultant closure of shops and businesses, the increased value that people 
place on our green spaces/nature/environment. Of even greater importance and influence is the ongoing climate and ecological 
emergency which requires us to rethink the way that housing development is delivered along with its supporting infrastructure 
which MUST encourage increased dependence on sustainable modes of travel. The number of houses suggested for 
Chippenham could not be supported by local employment, leading to even more out commuting with accompanying traffic 
congestion. The excessive number of homes would inevitably require significant development on greenfield sites with consequent 
climate/ecological damage. New homes should be created as far as possible on brownfield sites, with increasing opportunities for 



this as retail spaces and offices become vacant. The brownfield target should be ambitious with this number reducing the number 
of homes to be built on greenfield sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Generally agree with these priorities (except 5) but with the following comments:  
No 5: a new road linking A4 and A350 will NOT be beneficial as research shows that more roads lead to more cars. In particular, 
as this road would rely on the building of 7500 homes for its construction, the resultant number of additional vehicles would add 
to traffic congestion in the town centre (particularly as many commuters would travel to the station to reach their place of work 
which couldn't possibly be local for such large numbers of people).  
No 2: unfortunately it is already too late to retain many of the national traders present in the town centre prior to the Covid 
pandemic eg Argos, Edinburgh Woollen Mill, Peacocks, Dorothy Perkins, Bon Marche, Clintons, Burtons. 
The Cocklebury Road area has in my opinion (and that of many, many residents of Chippenham) NOT been improved by the 
insensitive building of a multi storey car park in such a prominent position adjacent to Monkton Park. Air quality is at dangerous 
levels on Station Hill. Travel to the station by sustainable means must be facilitated as opposed to encouraging more cars by the 
provision of yet more car parking spaces. Considering bus lanes, 'Park and Ride', working with providers of bus services to 
increase their frequency and reach may help to achieve this. 
No1: an important priority, though not realistic to expect that sufficient employment opportunities will be deliverable for the 
inhabitants of the huge number of homes envisaged for Chippenham, particularly in light of the fact that so many businesses 
have ceased trading over the past year, leaving vacant premises. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NO I DO NOT. 
Wiltshire Council has declared a climate and ecological emergency; building on these sites would be contrary to that declaration. 
The construction of the distributor road required to unlock this land for housing development alone would create an unacceptable 
level of carbon emissions. The required housing development would further damage the climate, releasing massive quantities of 



sequestered carbon. Flood risk would increase even with SUDS, with the Environment Agency predicting periods of increased 
rainfall and a general increase in extreme weather events. There would be  loss of precious habitat and biodiversity; of high 
quality and versatile agricultural land; of the beautiful and precious landscape of the Avon and Marden Valley so highly valued by 
local residents; loss of the relative peace and seclusion of the much loved Chippenham to Calne cycle/footpath and the path 
alongside the Wilts and Berks Canal. The character of Chippenham would be damaged by the building of 2 huge suburbs, 
bringing increased traffic congestion but no economic benefit to the town as the suburbs' inhabitants would largely be commuters 
spending their time and money where they worked eg Bristol, Bath, Swindon, Reading, London. 
Other proposed development sites eg sites 6&7 should be revisited and a more thorough and objective Sustainability Appraisal 
conducted. The major road infrastructure is already in place, the agricultural land is of lesser quality/versatility, there are minimal 
flood plains on site. 
There should be greater emphasis on developing brownfield sites. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As with any site for development, consideration should be given to minimising damage to the climate and to achieving 
biodiversity net gain. Of importance for any housing development are: Sustainable building methods; carbon neutral 
development; sites for renewable energy generation; access to green spaces(including play areas) and green corridors; access 
to local infrastructure eg schools, surgery, community hall, local shop, pharmacy, veterinary surgery etc; local employment; easy 
access to sustainable modes of transport including buses, footpaths and cycle paths; plentiful and strategically placed electric 
vehicle charging points; green buffers to be maintained. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Education: I understand that there is existing capacity and/or potential for expansion at the secondary schools in Chippenham, 
contrary to the statement in the Settlement Profile document. 
Local economy: the town centre now has increasing vacant retail units (as part of the national trend that has developed during 
the pandemic). There is an increasing number of vacant employment sites in Chippenham eg on Bumpers Farm. 



Health: there should be provision of suitable space for dental and veterinary surgeries. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The proposals for Chippenham (and very possibly the whole of Wiltshire) in the Local Plan Review must be revisited and 
reconsidered in light of the unprecedented changes resulting from the Covid pandemic and to a lesser degree Brexit. However, 
above all, consideration must be given urgently to the creation of a climate change impact assessment for all proposed 
developments and how this aligns with and can be measured against Wiltshire Council's carbon reduction targets. We owe this to 
our children, grandchildren and future generations. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P154 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of the growth should be far lower - particularly the East of Chippenham. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I do not want the scale of the development. It will have a devastating effect on the countryside to the East of Chippenham, 
climate and wildlife. Current residents will lose the ability to explore unspoilt countryside which is so important for mental health. 
Residents will be subjected to higher levels of pollution to the detriment of their physical health. The proposed new road will not 
alleviate all of the congestion, the development will in evitably increase traffic, which will be caused in and around the town 



centre. As a resident of London Road I am already concerned regarding the pollution of traffic and the disturbance of the traffic 
noise. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Residents ability to enjoy living in the town, access to unspoilt countryside, wildlife, climate, reduced pollution. Damage to mental 
and physical health. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Do not build 7500 houses - or anywhere near this number- Chippenham residents do not want or need it. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P155 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Individual 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I believe your Calicut actions are wrong. The figures are too high. Please address the concerns raised by Any Conroy, planning 
Officer for ChippenhamTown Council, in his report to the Town Council. I also think there are more brownfield sites available than 
you calculate, and a need to factor in the vacating of premises post Covid that will become available over time for change of use 
to residential. When figures have been openly and honestly negotiated with the town council here in Chippenham it should be left 
entirely to the Town Council to decide over time where these houses should go.  
Finally I feel strongly that you should not, in a time of climate emergency, be building on any green field sites. You should be 
conserving our natural capital, building our biodiversity ensuring the social and leisure needs of Chippenham residents are met 
by retaining our access to the countryside, and not down grading the value of these for building a sustainable future. Hidden 
agenda’s of short term commercial and financial gain shine through all your glossy aspirations and presentations and it’s just not 
good enough!  
 



 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I am glad to see an overarching priority to address climate change and achieve carbon reduction. This is definitely the primary 
priority. But the aim should be for zero carbon. I cannot however, see that the place shaping priorities for Chippenham are going 
to achieve this.  
There is not enough employment in the town to ensure a sustainable contained community where people live and work locally. 
Employment should be a priority and housing needs should follow from this. The fact that employment sites on previous 
developments have yet to be built out would suggest that businesses are not interested in in coming here. This needs to be 
addressed first. I would like to see a thriving green economy develop here.  
The priority of improving the town centre is very encouraging to see but you should be looking at our preposed neighbourhood 
plan and working with the town council for guidance on how this should be achieved. I cannot see how it can be achieved by your 
plans.  
There are already a network of footpaths and cycle paths and I understand that our neighbourhood plan will outline how these 
can be extended and improved throughout the town.  
We do not need to hemmed in green corridors, we already have beautiful green river valleys, woods and open countryside that 
we do not want to loose.  
We do not need a road that links the A4 to the A350. We have a perfectly good ring road on the other side of the town. The 
distributor road will only create more traffic congestion air pollination and noise, especially when people try to access the 
motorway and railway station for their commute to work.  
You show no respect for the individual identity of Bremhill parish. They have a perfectly good neighbourhood plan which 
addresses their needs and you seem to be completely ignoring this. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
These sites should not be being built on by their very nature of being green belt and flood plain. Where viaducts, bridges, 
extensive drainage and flood mitigation will be required at massive carbon cost. I see no carbon calculations in your plan. This 



needs to be addressed. I suggest that this would show how astronomical they would be. Add to this the fact that we need this 
land for food production, as wildlife habitats, for building biodiversity, carbon capture and as a leisure and wellbeing amenity for 
local people and you may see why I am completely opposed to your proposals. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These are beautiful river valleys in green belt and should not be being built on at all. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
You have missed the fact that most people who live here are here because of the countryside that surrounds them. Your plans 
will destroy this beautiful countryside simply to build more houses for people for whom there will be insufficient employment and 
infrastructure. It will just build a huge dormitory town on the edge of our town and we will loose any sense of community 
cohesion, 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P156 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Government requirements and no more. Evenly distributed around Wiltshire. Do not allocate another Council estimated 5100 
houses in Chippenham. Wiltshire councillors should not be volunteering more houses than the government demands in towns 
they don't live in. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



1) Wiltshire council are planning to provide new employment opportunities for the new housing schemes. Please expand on how 
you intend to provide  at least 7500 jobs for the new houses? Really, how? The new houses will result in 7500 commuters so 
don't pretend that the new housing areas will provide some level of sustainability. 
5) Everyone now knows that the new Linking road will be a feeder road that does nothing to address congestion. Do not justify a 
new road when it will be used for housing feed. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, I don't agree. The site plan justifications and considerations were biased in favour of sites 1 & 2. For example, site 5 had 
increased traffic pollution as a negative reason, but site 1 & 2 did not, and these sites require a new road to be built.  
Site 5 was stated as having difficult infrastructure in order to access the town because the A350 is in the way. However, Site 1 
requires a 75 million pound road to be built. Surely some clever people can work out how to put a road or 2 over or under the 
A350 for less than 75 million. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Local opinion of where and how many houses above the government requirement should be built. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes, consider local opinions and then don't bend their comments to suit Wiltshire council's pre-defined plans. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



The whole Chippenham review has been affected by Wiltshire council's leaders arbitrary decision to build a feeder road with 
funding that requires more houses built  than the government requires. This is forcing building in Chippenham's best natural 
areas, destroying the local farmland and increasing congestion and pollution.  There has been no consultation on these decisions 
that would allow the process to be stopped and restarted with local input.  
We assume that Wiltshire council are employed to look after our best interests, to improve the town and protect the environment. 
This plan with the feeder road is so far from that assumption that one has to wonder what the underlying reason could be. In this 
case, Wiltshire council have failed us. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P157 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Government requirements and no more. Evenly distributed around Wiltshire. Do not allocate another Council estimated 5100 
houses in Chippenham. Wiltshire councillors should not be volunteering more houses than the government demands in towns 
they don't live in. The houses in addition to what Chippenham has to take should be fairly distributed amongst all towns in 
Wiltshire. The brownfield site figure should be higher and use made of commercial land that should be transferred to housing as 
Virgin Media in Trowbridge is doing to make it into apartments. 240 is VERY low when the VirginMedia building is going to take 
104 in one building. So it doesnt take many buildings to convery to make 240 over 10 years. There will be many buildings over 10 
years where current commercial sites can be made into homes. 2400 would be more realistic after the Covid means more people 
will work from home and there will commercial properties available. Already a commerical site near the River Avon is being 
converted from offices to apartments - 240 is FAR too low. 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes they are the right priorities other than No 5. The road will NOT be a more resilient local network for addressing local traffic 
congestion as the road will be a 20mph with tight roundabouts to stop traffic speeding through the housing estate, lorries will be 
banned and other than locals, all traffic will still be sent through the town as it will be quicker so every stat nav will send everyone 
through the town. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, I don't agree. The site plan justifications and considerations were biased in favour of sites 1 & 2. For example, site 5 had 
increased traffic pollution as a negative reason, but site 1 & 2 did not, and these sites require a new road to be built.  
Site 5 was stated as having difficult infrastructure in order to access the town because the A350 is in the way. However, Site 1 
requires a 75 million pound road to be built. Surely some clever people can work out how to put a road or 2 over or under the 
A350 for less than 75 million. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Local opinion of where and how many houses above the government requirement should be built 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes, consider local opinions and then don't bend their comments to suit Wiltshire council's pre-defined plans. 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
The whole Chippenham review has been affected by Wiltshire council's leaders arbitrary decision to build a feeder road with 
funding that requires more houses built  than the government requires. This is forcing building in Chippenham's best natural 
areas, destroying the local farmland and increasing congestion and pollution.  There has been no consultation on these decisions 
that would allow the process to be stopped and restarted with local input.  
We assume that Wiltshire council are employed to look after our best interests, to improve the town and protect the environment. 
This plan with the feeder road is so far from that assumption that one has to wonder what the underlying reason could be. In this 
case, Wiltshire council have failed us. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P158 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think the target is unrealistic and due to Brexit and COVID the need for housing needs to be reassessed.  Brownfield sites 
should be made a priority when looking at building. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
If the above plan was to go ahead you will destroy Chippenham as a Market town and it would be a commuter town.  The link 
road is not a bypass, but a feeder road to open up land for building. 



The River Avon valley is very important and would not withstand the type of development proposed.  Do not destroy the precious 
countryside surrounding Chippenham. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  The land earmarked is prime agricultural land which should be used for that purpose. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They shouldn’t be built on. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
I think you need to come up with a new plan. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I think your trying to replicate what’s been done in Melksham with the feeder road and the house building.  It doesn’t seem to 
have improved the town and how much more employment has been generated.   Please don’t make the same mistake in 
Chippenham because once you build on the land you can never return it to what it is today. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P159 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
It should be considerably lower! 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Agree mostly with these points. We need to invest in the town rather than building roads and more houses 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Zones 5, 6 and 7 are good spots to build house as they are closer to the motorway which would be better for commuting. 1,2 and 
3 are too close to flood planes and take up a lot of prime farmland. They are also the wrong side of Chippenham for anyone 
looking to commute to work therefore increasing congestion through the town centre which is a bottom neck as it is. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The farmland they will be consuming and also if they are too close to flood planes. Near the flood planes there is also very 
saturated land when wet weather sets in. They could be problems later down the line if houses were to be built there. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P160 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local Resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The housing target allocated to Chippenham is much too high (at 9,225 and equivalent to 20% of the total number for Wiltshire), 
bears no relation to Chippenham’s actual housing needs and is predicated on substantial numbers of people relocating here, in 
order to commute back out, causing more congestion and significant damage to the climate.  Much greater emphasis should be 
put on developing brownfield sites rather than greenfield sites.  Greenfield sites are being lost on a massive scale because of the 
challenges that brownfield sites cause, but in the current situation of a global climate crisis we must not take the easy option.  We 
have to turn the tide on climate change and delivering carbon neutral development, this has to be the priority.  The brownfield 
target should be much greater. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Addressing the climate crisis and achieving carbon neutral development has to be a top priority with greater awareness being 
raised amongst the public. Improving the resilience of the town centre is important, but now is the time to be innovative, the 
pandemic crisis has forced people to change the way they live for the past year and as we move forward we need to seize the 
opportunity to innovate.  When restrictions allow town centres need to become vibrant social gathering places that are catalysts 
for integration and building communities.  Focusing on regenerating the River Avon and enhancing a green corridor would be 
very positive. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield sites are the most appropriate to be built on. Sites 4, 5, 6 and 7 appear to have less impact and do not destroy as 
much greenfield areas. I would strongly object to development at Site 3, Site 3 has significant impact on the setting of the listed 
buildings buildings at Showell Farm and is within the parish of Lacock, close to Lackham.  This would seem to be a particularly 
insensitive proposal for a development site.  It is also in complete contradiction to the commitments of the Planning for 
Chippenham document where the illustrative plan demonstrates care to preserve the countryside heritage setting to Showell 
Farm.  Site 2 would also have a massive impact on the existing greenfield areas and countryside heritage setting of Showell, 
Lacock and Lackham and Site 1 is also inappropriately large and would impact on a significant area of greenfield land.. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
If these sites are to be built on, ensuring that the existing listed buildings and heritage sites such as the listed buildings at Showell 
Farm have their settings protected is critical. The balance of green open areas incorporated within the development is key to 
ensure appropriate development with access and amenity for local communities, provision of public footpaths and cycle paths.  
Aswell as any development being truly sustainable and carbon neutral. 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The proposals to develop large suburbs to the East (Site 1) and South (Site 2) would have a severe adverse impact on the town 
and cause unacceptable damage to the local environment through the destruction of high-quality farmland and wildlife habitat in 
the Avon and Marden Valley. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Chippenham Site Selection Report refers to sites 726994, 726994, 454a, 473, and 808 as all being sites that are to be taken 
forward for further consideration.  I have strong objections to all of these sites being considered for further consideration, 
particularly site 454a.  The statement in the report ‘Showell Farm is a large multi yard farmstead with good survival of significant 
buildings. If this site were developed in combination with sites 473 and 726994 sites development wrap around farmstead 
causing complete loss of setting.  Farmsteads have a fundamental relationship with their surrounding hinterland and mitigation 
likely to be very difficult.’  Showell Farm includes a number of listed buildings whose setting is critical to the heritage they 
represent.  I strongly object to these sites being developed. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P161 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Nil 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
No.  However, there should be someone of a commercial background who is able to assess potential brownfield sites, perhaps 
even before they come onto the 'market' 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I agree in principle with the above.  My additional comments with respect to paras. 1 & 2: 
1.  Given the total revisions in working practices forced upon the populous by the Covid-19 virus, it is clear that, once it is under 
control, the new 'normal' will not be like the 'old normal'.  Home-working has become the norm for many, but the design of 



dwellings has not adequately provided such facilities (especially if two or more of the household have been so home-working).  
Therefore home designs must change to reflect this.  The clear result is that homes must be bigger, which means less dense 
developments, contrary to proposals elsewhere.  
Further thought should be given to encouraging 'living above the shop', not just in reality but also figuratively, i.e. any business.  
We seem to fixated in separating dwellings and work places in the UK, whereas in continental Europe, it is much more the case 
of having ones dwelling above or adjacent to one's business, be that farming or a small machine shop or even a large factory.  
The benefits are clear: no commuting required; provision of local employment for others, further reducing commuting;  a constant 
presence on-site will reduce the likelihood of criminal activity. 
2. Developing the Bath Road Car park/Bridge Centre site as a mixed-use scheme: This could be enhanced by reducing the area 
given to access roads, viz. if a road was to be constructed from a new roundabout at St Lukes Drive on the A4, down to another 
roundabout on Ave. La Fleche just West of the existing Avon River bridge, much of the traffic currently circulating the Bridge 
Centre would disappear. This would also be further diminished once the new spine road (5) is built from the A4 to the A350 (both 
north & southwards).  While our current cinema has undergone a successful upgrade, we cannot compare with, say, Trowbridge, 
in the facilities offered there.  (Is it too radical to propose the demolition of Bewley House; redevelop the area with the adjacent 
car park, with multi-level car parking and a bowling alley, 'eateries', etc, to enhance that area in conjunction with the Bridge 
Centre/Bath Rd.  area?) 
While this paragraph refers to the Town Centre, there appears to be very little proposed for public/community buildings in the new 
developments. If one assumed just two occupants per dwelling, we are looking at potentially 18,450 additional people looking for 
leisure/community/places of worship facilities. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Having read the selection process, a lot of the areas are quasi 'infill', being adjacent existing transport corridors, etc. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Adequate buffer zones must be placed between the existing hamlets and villages adjacent to these new developments.  While 
that has been stipulated in the document, the Council must be firm in their resolutions to preserve same and not be persuaded by 



CIL/S106 payments, etc. to reduce such buffers, particularly say in area 7, which is less than an 'infill, and on the eastern side of 
area 1. 
The creation of a large public park on the west side of area 1 is to be commended.  However, as it is in a flood zone, there is 
potential for disruption of usage if flooding occurs, with the inevitable clean up required.  I would also suggest that this area be 
fully managed.  The success of John Coles park, particularly during the Covid crisis, is testimony to the benefits of management. 
Flood zones and valley bottoms must be avoided, thereby avoiding high insurance costs for building owners. Hillside 
development allows for better plot arrangements (see next paragraph) and natural gravity drainage, thereby avoiding sewer 
pumping costs. 
Given the practical results that will inevitably arise in terms of buildings' architecture in response to the declaration of a Climate 
Emergency, the Council will need to ensure that all developments serve to enhance the holistic environment of those who live 
and work in them.  Therefore, e.g, buildings' orientations should be to maximise solar gain - for (roof-mounted) PV electricity 
generation all year round and passive heating in the Winter.  Greater overhangs of roofs will be required for Summer shading and 
protection of walls from increased rainfall, potentially reducing the density of dwellings. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The allocation of areas for self/custom build is to be welcomed.  While currently only ~15% of the total UK new homes are 
self/custom built, in Europe it is between 50 -80%!   From my own professional experience both here and in  Germany, it is clear 
that self-builders build to a higher standard than the mass-produced offerings from the major developers.  Therefore, given the 
greater sustainability implications of self-build, the Council should be promoting the concept by alerting potential self-builders and 
allocating a greater area of development land for self-build homes.  (NB The concept of a 'housing ladder' is unknown in Europe.  
Sadly, the major developers in this country have reduced the acquisition of a house to no more than that of a disposable 'white 
good'.  Unfortunately, this has been exacerbated by Planning Policy.  Would it not be a 'feather in Wiltshire's cap' if the county 
became known for its championing of quality, sustainable, self-built homes?) 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



While much has been mentioned about renewable energy generation, it has largely been assumed to be PV-generated 
electricity.  District heating has also been mentioned, but no indication of its primary energy source stated. While large biomass 
boilers are now very efficient and burn very cleanly, questions are now being asked about the sustainability of the creation and 
transport of the wood pellets!  The alternative of burning domestic refuse has another set of 'challenges', not least, as a number 
of recent municipal cases have shown, the complexity of their build and successful and efficient operation, not to mention the 
constant flow of HGV's delivering the raw material.  (I am sure that Mr Crapper at Wootton Bassett would be able to provide 
salient advice.) 
However, there is an alternative which appears to have been completely ignored, that of water.  The River Avon flows adjacent to 
two of the major development areas. There are two sources: dynamic, i.e. its movement could be used to generate power via 
turbines (which now have been developed to be more efficient for  low 'head' situations);  latent heat: heat pumps could be used 
to extract energy from the water.  (Studies would have to be carried out to determine the effect on the overall river water 
temperature, so as not to upset the natural balance in the ecosystem.) Given that a water-to-water heat pump is 1100 times more 
efficient than an air-to-water heat pump, it makes perfect sense, where feasible, to use this technology. 
It is likely that, in the first few phases of development, that air-to-water heat pumps will be installed in many homes.  However, if a 
'fabric-first' approach is adopted and enforced by the Council to a standard well above Building Regulations' minimum standards, 
it can be shown that such 'active' devices will not be required.  (In considering sustainability, the embodied energy that goes into 
every pump (containing a motor, with its copper and rare earth minerals), aluminium heat exchanger and associated pipework, 
etc, has a knock-on effect somewhere across the globe.  The same is also even more prescient in provision of storage batteries. 
It is also inevitable that most buildings will have some form of PV array.  Given the advances in manufacturing, these need no 
longer be 'bolt-on' panels on the roof, but the roof covering itself.  This change in the architecture will need to be accepted by not 
only 'Joe Public' but also by Planning officers and Councillors considering the various schemes.  While the British public are 
generally fairly 'laissez faire' in most aspects of life, it is the opposite when it comes to the built environment. Education 
campaigns may be required! 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P162 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Not Applicable 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Chippenham has already taken more than proportionate share of new housing. Expansion on this scale is not needed. This 
extent of development would harm Chippenham. Future needs likely to be lower than previous estimations since COVID 
pandemic. Brownfield sites should in any case be used before even considering Greenfield. Of all Greenfield sites, development 
on this land near rivers should be avoided. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



These priorities are now outdated as whole employment landscape has changed since COVID pandemic where far more people 
may continue working from home and hence amount of office/business premises may be less and residential demand may also 
change ( eg people who once sought to live near M4/main line railway may now be looking at other locations as priority is simply 
internet connectivity not road/rail transport to city. Any development on the scale suggested will lose any remaining trace of 
market town character.  
Type of development of Bridge centre area needs to be reviewed in light of post-COVID landscape. On-line shopping has 
advanced by approx 10 years by some estimates so attracting (surviving) national chains is less likely than before. Priority for 
Bridge centre should be short link road from St Likes Drive to Avenue La Fleche as this would significantly reduce through traffic 
around this road complex regardless of any other changes/developments - currently only daytime through link within Chippenham 
is between Bridge Centre roundabout and traffic lights by Gladstone Bridge.  
I have this afternoon walked on green fields in and around the river valley - there is easy access to them in many places in 
Chippenham at present. This would be lessened not improved by further development. 
 As regards footpaths, cycle ways and public transport, the Calne rail route should be preserved at all costs both for it's current 
use as a path/cycle route and also to make future reinstatement of the rail route when it becomes viable (this is a longer term 
goal but the Better Transport group have it on the list of potential lines to be reopened - it would be an appalling error to reduce or 
remove the feasibility of this for future generations). 
Whilst considering Calne, which is itself growing significantly (hence the potential future viability of the rail route), as evidenced by 
the response from Calne residents and those of Tytherton Lucas, the development suggested would be detrimental to them and 
alter their relationship to Chippenham. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
4,5,6 + west portion of 3: still green field but preferable to 1-3, also larger 'green corridors' needed along water courses + 
Biddestone Lane for walkers/cyclists & Vincients wood area. 
1-2 + main area of 3 are river valley and the least appropriate area to build in the whole area for the multitude of reasons (many 
already stated by CAUSE). It is RIVER VALLEY!! Regardless of theoretical modelling etc, building here WILL be detrimental to 
wildlife, eco systems, flood risk and local public amenity (rural walking, cycling etc. as opposed to spaces in close proximity to 
development). Global climate change is increasing flood risk and most of this area assists with controlling rainwater flow, either 
by absorbing it or by providing safe flow/flood areas. 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Sites 1+ 2 should not be built on under any circumstances. 
3,4,5,6 see notes above. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Community facilities - meeting hall etc. Derriads farm was supposed to be for this when Cepen Park built but Wiltshire Council & 
its predecessors have failed the communities that it was supposed to serve. There is, according to a resident of Drakes Cres. that 
I spoke to yesterday, no 'community' around there. Original residents used green area for BBQ, but once weather unsuitable this 
ended and community has declined to non-existent. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The road proposal and development proposals are all detrimental to Chippenham and surrounding area. There are better 
options. 
There is currently business development taking place near M4 J17. At Weston Super Mare they have put housing near the 
Motorway junction - what residential development is being planned near to J17? 
Hullavington Airfield -is this Brownfield? Has this been considered? Close to M4 (and railway -Badminton Line - if station 
reconstructed). 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P163 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too high and should be lower. Yes there should be a brownfield target 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
A major priority should be keeping the character of Chippenham as a market town. The preservation of the countryside around 
the Avon and Marden valley should be a priority. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Development sites 1,2 and 3 will desecrate the surrounding countryside which should be preserved. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The character of Chippenham as a market town not a big urban conglomeration. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The preservation of the surrounding countryside. Brownfield sites need to be examined in further detail 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
There is no need for an Eastern bypass and the huge number of houses planned. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P164 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Number is far too high and largely on green field land.  You must focus on brownfield land #climateemergency. This scale of 
developing is not needed, not wanted and not sustainable. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities are fine and all nice words but this needs to be done without and before any new developments. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. This is all green field. The sites are too large, Chippenham does not want this scale of development. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites must not be built on. Where's any care for the environment, local ecology and wildlife, Chippenhams access to the 
country side. We do not want this, it's not needed and not sustainable. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The environment, wildlife, nature, farming for a sustainable future. Chippenhams population s mental health. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This proposal should be thrown out with the contempt it deserves. You've been underhand and devious in presenting this and 
using it to secure HIF funding without a care for the environmental impacts and what chippenham actually needs or wants. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P165 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The growth suggested is too much there is not enough facilities as it is and the congestion as a commuter town is already 
crippling 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The existing towns people Need facilities not more  housing and traffic for commuters to buy -  its cheap for them because of lack 
of facilities 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Not to build on them 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Proper traffic management a better facilitated town centre, youth facilities and encouraging businesses and employment to the 
town 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This proposal is all about money and not for the good of the town. These proposals offer existing folk nothing. It’s cheap housing 
for commuters. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P166 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The target for brownfield development should be much higher. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
A big distributor road around Chippenham would adversely affect other small towns such as Calne in the Marden Valley, where 
the air quality is already a major concern. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites 2&3 would change the nature of the town and destroy farmland & recreation areas. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Preservation of access to countryside for residents. New suburbs are not wanted. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The risk of changing the nature of the town. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The scale of the proposed development (both roads & the number of houses) is disproportionate and poses a threat to the 
environment and the loss of the snall market town identity of Chippenham. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P167 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Personal response as local 
resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Figure should be lower, Whilst Chippenham is a sensible town to use for growth, this should be proportionate across Wiltshire 
and should not be detriment to the carbon footprint of the town, nor the surrounding wildlife 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
There should be better consideration of the new priorities of residents now that many are working from home; Houses should not 
be built in areas that solely consider proximity to road networks as a benefit; The Avon rive is very accessible by foot or bike and 



making it more accessible by road defeats the point. Improved cycling and walking infrastructure in and around the centre and 
reduced rent rates for small businesses to thrive within the centre will help support the town as a place to socialise. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not when you consider the entirety of Wiltshire as an option. Repurposing current office sites that are no longer heavily used due 
to residents working from home should be considered in preference. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The floodplain around the river Avon should be kept as such and not be compromised or reduced as this will not only affect new 
houses but also existing. The impact of cutting off the river valley area to wildlife by not allowing access or sufficient greenway 
corridors from outer countryside will be severe. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Reassessing major road schemes based on realistic projections of future traffic volumes taking into account local and national 
climate change policies and longer- term changes in work patterns as a consequence of COVID-19. 
Encouraging a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport, investing in cycling and walking 
infrastructure and improving infrastructure for electric vehicles; 

 
Further comments 
 

I understand new housing is needed. However, I believe that building smaller communities with significant stretches or wildlife 
and greenway corridors separating them encourages outdoor living, appreciation and active lifestyles. Building major road 
byways first, to provide future houses with access is a very backward way of thinking. We should be looking at new ways to meet 
the housing need based on current circumstances, not those of 5 years ago. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P168 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Not applicable 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too high. The CPRE (campaign for the preservation of rural England) has identified Wiltshire has exceeded 
its housing targets by 40% over the 2017 - 20 period. A target of 240 homes on brownfield sites is reasonable: any new housing 
on greenfield land is both unreasonable and unnecessary. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
With the exception of point 5, these are the right priorities. If point 4 is to be honoured then the threat to the sustrans cycle route 
403 brought about by the housing proposals must be lifted. Point 5 is unnecessary as the A4 already connects with the A350. To 



relieve congestion at the Bridge roundabout, a short road could be built from near the bridge over the Avon at Westmead to the 
A4 near the hospital. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Both sites are inappropriate because they will necessitate the destruction of farms and fields. In the wake of Brexit, Britain will 
need more, not less, agricultural land. No housing should be built on agricultural land. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Destruction of open countryside, destruction of green fields, destruction of agricultural land, destruction of farms. If, despite this, 
housing is built, can Wiltshire Council at least protect the sustrans 403 cycle route which uses the disused Chippenham to Calne 
railway? Point 4 above provides for preservation of such paths. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
You have missed agriculture in the list above. If we don't plan for food production we risk starvation. I must also add that the 
sustrans 403 cycle path should be included in "Sport and Leisure Facilities" - another reason to protect it and possibly even 
improve it. How about an extension along the disused Wilts and Berks canal to Lacock? 
 

 
Further comments 
 

In the wake of huge opposition to the housing plans, Wiltshire Council should respect that. Another consideration is the enormous 
housing expansion over the last thirty years (Pewsham estate, Cepen Park etc. .). The knock on effects of two suburbs on the 
nearby town of Calne, which has a poor road network and high levels of air pollution should also be considered. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P169 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
It isn't clear what the predicted need is based on. It appears far too many based on predicted population growth of Chippenham 
alone. Therefore, it appears Chippenham has been allocated far too much of the overall percentage deemed necessary. By 
allocating too many houses in Chippenham more people will need to commute, which is likely to outstrip the road capacity, 
infrastructure and schooling. This is also counter to the Council's promise to drive down emissions. It is recommended that the 
predicted housing for the County is distributed more evenly. There are a vast number of brownfield sites in Chippenham that 
could accommodate far more houses that the Council target of 240. What is this figure based on? It is imperative that all the 
brownfield sites are developed before any greenfield sites are developed. The target should be that 100% of viable brownfield 
sites are developed before any greenfield sites.. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
While these aspirations are laudable, there is little evidence that the Council is actually following them. the recent proposition of a 
ring road connecting the south and east of Chippenham (the distribution road) doesn't appear to have a cycle path built in to the 
design. Many cycleways are intercepted by new roads without overpasses or additional safe cycleways. The idea of reducing the 
existing levels of net out-commuting is again laudable, but not realistic when it has such good connectivity to London and Bristol. 
We benefit by bringing wealth to the Town by attracting high-earners; while trying to enable people to live and work locally is 
beneficial, we shouldn't focus on numbers of commuters as the KPI.  
The absence of sustainability, carbon neutrality, protection of historic and heritage locations/buildings is of concern. These should 
be the first priorities in such an historic part of the world. History and climate should be protected above all other! 
In light of the Pandemic, we are likely to see significant changes in work patterns; what is the Council doing about ensuring that 
the increasing populations (especially in the remote areas) have suitably fast internet connectivity. With a likely enduring need to 
reduce travel (other than for essential work), there is more demand for disparate green spaces, cycleways and footpaths.    
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
It is exceptionally concerning that your prose above mentions that 'Land around much of Chippenham is being promoted for 
development by landowners or prospective developers'; this will always be the case as individuals try to benefit from the sale of 
the land. This should not factor in the Council's decision calculous; however, the fact it is mentions above means that it is being. 
the council should consider the overall plan based on need and what is best for the area. It appears that all areas should be 
smaller than they are for the current housing need. 
Rather than 'colouring in a map' and 'filling in the gaps', which is clearly the rationale applied here, a more intelligent approach 
needs to be adopted in order to preserve historic areas/dwellings and preserving important green spaces.  
Overall, it appears the approach the Council has taken is not sympathetic to the area. 
The A350 acts as a natural boundary for development; developing areas 5 and 6 are the most reckless strategy of them all; this 
will likely see Corsham and Chippenham connecting in years to come. The village of Lacock also needs similar protection from 
an ever-growing Chippenham. How will the Council protect our region in many, many years from now, when we are no longer 
here? 



Proposing development in Site 3 contradicts the commitments of the Planning For Chippenham document; where it states that 
'Showell Farm is shown as remaining an a countryside 'heritage' setting and protected by new woodland planting to the east'. 
This plan above is in direct contradiction to that agreed plan: 
'Showell Farm is a large milt-yard farmstead with a good survival of significant buildings. If this site were developed, in 
combination of sites 473 and 726994 sites development wrap around farmstead causing complete loss of setting. Farmsteads 
have a fundamental relationship with their surrounding hinterland and mitigation likely to be difficult'.  
Overall, the answer is no, the Council should be developing all of the brownfield sites before looking at greenfield sites. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Protecting heritage sites and buildings. The provision of 'greening' and screening of development to preserve the hinterland. All 
development needs to be sustainable and carbon neutral. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Why is Chippenham being identified for the lions-share of the County's development? This is at odds with the needs and 
resources of the rest of the County. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I have a strong objection to any development around the historic and the good survival of significant Listed buildings in Showell 
Farm (areas 726994, 454a, 473, 808). These areas should not be taken forward for further consideration. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P170 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Adding 5,000 houses onto Government figures is not acceptable.  Putting 20% of the allocation for Wiltshire in Chippenham is 
unsustainable, we have provided more than our share of the allocation for the period of the consultation through Birdsmarsh, 
Methuen Park, Langley Park, Rowden Park, The old police station, the old vauxhall garage and many other projects.  We need 
time as a town and community to reassess after the pandemic and  stop the building for this period. 
The figures in the emerging spatial strategy are 2 years out of date, I have been told nobody knows how many houses have been 
built in Wiltshire in the last 2 years, how can you know your requirement if you don't know what you have already built?  
Brownfield building needs to be included for the whole of Wiltshire in the numbers, I don't understand why they wouldn't be 
included, they are new homes.  We have 3,588 houses for sale in Wiltshire at the moment, 246 in Chippenham alone and many 
more currently being built all across Wiltshire, Malmesbury have 1,000 houses being proposed on a new site and their residual 
was 95 in 2019, why are the figures for Wiltshire not being monitored as a whole so if for market reasons more houses are 



required in Malmesbury for Dyson these should be taken off the numbers for Wiltshire rather than over building as shown by 
CPRE, Wiltshire Council has overbuilt by 40% already. 
Any further developments should be on brownfield sites and included in the figures, we desperately need the old college site 
developed for affordable housing, it is an eyesore boarded up and graffiti covered for anybody arriving by train into the town.  The 
Bath and London road entrances to the town have large plots with derelict houses on damaged by fire and left for years 
decaying, giving more bad impressions for people arriving by car.  The Bridge centre site has proved over the last 6 years since it 
was demolished that retail companies are not interested in it and needs to be used for affordable housing.  The Old College and 
Bridge Centre sites are ideal as they would provide central housing with the train station, bus station and amenities within walking 
distance alleviating the need for cars and will bring people into the town centre for socialising.  Due to the pandemic and online 
shopping there are also many properties in the town centre that are empty and can be used for housing. 
Good Energy pulled out of their new offices being built opposite the station due to working at home being such a success, this is 
another site we can use for affordable housing, we will also see many other companies following this example to reduce costs 
and freeing up office sites for housing. 
We have many other derelict and vacant houses which need to be put back into use as they have the road and utility  facilities in 
place. 
A Climate Emergency was declared by the Government and Wiltshire Council in 2019, as we are so ahead with our building 
numbers we should stop building other than on brownfield sites, even just the diggers coming in are causing excessive carbon 
being released into the atmosphere from the greenfield sites, take this period to reassess, births are down over the last 8 years in 
England and Wales 15.3%, reflected in the drop in primary school places in required in Chippenham.  Deaths are up 14.9% over 
the last year compared to the last 5 years, deaths are still rising from Covid and new variants, we do not know the effect of 
delayed treatment for heart problems, cancer and other diseases which will result in further increases in deaths over the coming 
years. 
We have 37 business premises and plotscurrently vacant and growing by the week due to the pandemic, we do not need more 
business land. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1 Due to working at home and the 37 vacant business plots and premises on one website we do not need additional employment 
land.  Following the pandemic very few businesses are looking to expand or take on new premises at this time, for this period no 



land needs to be allocated to businesses above the over 37 units already available.  Good Energy pulling out of building their 
new offices proves this.  The pandemic has shown that businesses need to be adaptable and keep overheads to a minimum.   
2 - Preserving and enhancing the special historic character of the Town Centre - There is a statue of a cow in Borough Parade in 
memory of the cattle market that used to be in Cocklebury road, it links the town to the farms in history and goes against 
destroying the County farms owned by Wiltshire Council to get people into farming, Chippenham is a market town of history and 
shouldn't be changed to a settlement 
- The development so far of an expense awful multi storey car park opposite the train station when we already had 6 car parks for 
the station is totally against the ethos of the area and the community needs, the train station is in a central location with listed 
buildings on the routes to it, it is the busiest in Wiltshire and cannot take the traffic coming into the town centre for the train 
station. 
3 & 4 We already have a great network of green infrastructure that Wiltshire Council don't seem to realise we have.  It is not 
practical to cycle to the station carrying all your work clothes, arrive at work sweaty and change into work clothes and be 
professional so it just brings more cars into the centre. 
5 The money is only available for the road with the extra houses, we have rejected the houses for Chippenham so the road is not 
available.  The road is only to address traffic congestion for new residents not to assist existing residents so not applicable 
without the houses. 
6 We have seen from the webinars a high importance put on the landscape for the villages and incorrect information that we have 
not got views and a wonderful landscape from Chippenham, we have fabulous views of the fields all the way to Bremhill and the 
white horse at Cherill.  Photographs emailed separately as evidence. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, as stated previously we have already met our share of the houses for the period and destroying Grade 3A farmland owned 
by Wiltshire Council for short team monetary gain is unacceptable, needed for local food to meet the climate emergency targets.   
The area is home to extensive wildlife habitats and a delicate ecosystem of farmland which needs to be preserved.   
Hardens Farm is a listed building dating back to 1781 with various listings on HRE which needs to be protected.  The  community 
use the area for socialising and exercise along the 7 mile cycle path to Calne which needs the open space around it for health 
and well being, destroying the landscape when we already have enough houses is not acceptable to the residents of 



Chippenham.  We have a detailed explanation under CP12 of how the county farms can be enhanced and many examples of 
similar local farms that have achieved it and are very successful 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The utter destruction of a community and the destruction of a source of local food needed for years to come as we are in a 
climate emergency. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The residents of Chippenham needing natural open landscapes for exercise and wellbeing, which double up for local food and 
outdoor community projects. This is needed now more than ever when working at home which will continue after the pandemic.  
For the wildlife not to be destroyed, the UK is one of the most nature depleted countries in the world.  By overbuilding houses and 
an unsustainable amount of houses proposed for Chippenham when we have already built our share and have many brownfield 
sites can be used rather than greenfield sites you are destroying Chippenham's community and we will not be able to get it back.  
If this project goes ahead I will have to get in my car and drive to the countryside when currently thousands of us enjoy this area, 
the future of our town is in the hands of people who don't understand it which is unacceptable. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please don't destroy Chippenham Thank you 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P171 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think it is far too high.  What is the justification for more than doubling the number of homes?  That many will change the whole 
character of the town.  We will lose far too much of the precious countryside which surrounds Chippenham and is so valued by 
the people who live here.  I have heard that it's equivalent to building a new town the size of Calne, which is ridiculous.  The 
number of new homes should be no more than in the current strategy.  There should be as much brownfield development as 
possible, so I would assume a target would help achieve this.  I think the land around Chippenham's train station should be 
redeveloped as there are a number of large disused buildings on the opposite side of Station Hill. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
To comment on these priorities: 
1.  What does this mean in practical terms?  More local employment is generally a good thing but not if that means building over 
the countryside.  The level of out-commuting is likely to reduce post-COVID as people work from home more, so future plans 
should take this into account.  Chippenham is very well located for commuting and that is an advantage for the town. 
2.  These seem sensible. 
3.  What does this mean in practical terms?  Some more footpaths in some places may be welcome, and another crossing point 
between Westmead and Lacock would be good, but the river valley should be left as it is and not turned into some kind of 
"infrastructure corridor".  This suggests to me an unnecessarily high level of interference. 
4.  This sounds like a good idea although I am not clear what it means in practical terms. 
5.  I think this is completely unnecessary and is at the heart of my resentment over the plans to build so many new homes.  All 
three of the roads proposed as part of "Future Chippenham" would destroy the countryside and completely change the character 
of the town.  As a resident of Pewsham one of the things I like the most is to be able to walk from my home into the countryside, 
and these plans would ruin that.  I would hate to see any of those roads built.  As for its requirement, it has been made clear that 
it is not to ease traffic congestion.  The road would be single carriage with housing all around it.  Even if it was to ease traffic 
congestion, I do not see the need.  I have lived here for close to five years and the worst I have ever seen it is to be queuing for 
five minutes to get to the Bridge Centre roundabout, which is perfectly acceptable to me.  There is no need.  It feels like Wiltshire 
Council is trying to force the people of Chippenham to accept enormous, unnecessary growth to their town, with no clear benefit 
or justification, just so they can access some government funding.  I do not wish to see taxpayers' money spent destroying my 
town and its precious surrounding countryside.  It must also be said that the best way to achieve emissions targets is by not 
building over the countryside in the first place. 
6.  This sounds like a good aim, but not if it is used as a justification for building only within the immediate vicinity of Chippenham.  
The proposed plans would have as big an impact on surrounding areas such as Pewsham as they would on a village which 
would be "swallowed up" by growth of a nearby town. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, I absolutely do not.  Development of these areas would fundamentally alter the character of Pewsham and indeed of 
Chippenham as a whole.  They are extremely valuable to the people who live here.  There are many walking paths which offer 
routes out into the countryside.  They are important wildlife areas, with deer, bats, owls and hares among the many animals that 



inhabit the areas - and those are just ones I've seen.  The "preferred development sites" are far too big.  If they were all built on, 
the town would pretty much double in size!  This would have a serious impact on the climate, ecology and biodiversity of the area 
- not to mention the health of the existing residents.  Areas 5, 6 and 7 would have far less impact on fewer people, as there are 
already very few routes into these areas given that the A350 is there.  It is not the same with the land south of Pewsham Way as 
there is the cycle path, the canal towpath and the beautiful walk through Westmead towards the town centre: one of the best 
reasons for living in Pewsham.  Similarly in area 1: there is the river valley walk, the road past Hardens Farm and the old railway 
path to Calne.  Building in areas 1 and 2 would seriously risk destroying what makes living here so good.  It must not be allowed 
to happen. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Development of these areas would fundamentally alter the character of Pewsham and indeed of Chippenham as a whole.  They 
are extremely valuable to the people who live here.  There are many walking paths which offer routes out into the countryside.  
They are important wildlife areas, with deer, bats, owls and hares among the many animals that inhabit the areas - and those are 
just ones I've seen.  The "preferred development sites" are far too big.  If they were all built on, the town would pretty much 
double in size!  This would have a serious impact on the climate, ecology and biodiversity of the area - not to mention the health 
of the existing residents, due to increased pollution and loss of green space.  As per the previous answer:  Areas 5, 6 and 7 
would have far less impact on fewer people, as there are already very few routes into these areas given that the A350 is there.  It 
is not the same with the land south of Pewsham Way as there is the cycle path, the canal towpath and the beautiful walk through 
Westmead towards the town centre: one of the best reasons for living in Pewsham.  Similarly in area 1: there is the river valley 
walk, the road past Hardens Farm and the old railway path to Calne.  These must be preserved and not become paths through 
housing estates, or "green infrastructure corridors" if that is what such things are called now. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Impact on existing areas.  Pewsham is surrounded by countryside on almost all sides and that is a huge part of its appeal.  It is 
not just a suburb within a greater development, it is much more like a village which is close to a town.  It has its own 
characteristics and these must be preserved. 



Impact on biodiversity. 
Pollution and environmental cost of developments, 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am absolutely dismayed at the scale of the plans for future developments in Chippenham.  I have not seen any justification for 
the amount of new housing that we apparently "need", and I have not seen anything that will potentially benefit me as an existing 
resident of the town.  These plans seriously risk ruining everything that makes living in this town special.  They cannot be allowed 
to happen. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P172 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Retired 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
If it keeps developers off green space 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities in wrong order,biggest employer moved out of Chippenham,so no need for relief road. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Infrastructure 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Listen to the ppl that live here 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P173 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I would like to add my objection to the proposed road and housing "development". Instead of development I would use the words 
devastation, damage, eradication and elimination.  Are you aware of climate crisis?  
This goes against all environmental issues and green ideals. There are hundreds upon hundreds upon hundreds of new houses 
around Chippenham, most of it on greenfield sites such as Birds Marsh  to name only one, and more property "development" 
everywhere you look , including greenfield sites around Corsham, Melksham, and  Calne to name just 3. 
Who are the extra 7500 houses for? Ironically, for the people who now realise how green spaces and nature are vital for human 
health as well as wildlife, flora and fauna, who are moving out of their cities and large towns to the "countryside" decimating it in 
the process. 
Increased traffic congestion, air, noise and light pollution and massively increased risk of flooding. It doesn't make any sense. 
Stop. Stop now. Please. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P174 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): none 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The overall figure is way to high and way above what a fair share is for Chippenham.  The destruction of the countryside and 
damage to the natural environment is unacceptable.  I accept new houses have to be built and would expect a significantly higher 
target on brownfield sites and to minimise how much is built on green field sites and to keep any growth in proportion to the 
requirements of the town which this proposal does not do 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



These priorities will not be achieved if the proposed houses are built, it is clear that Chippenham could end up as a dormitory 
town and the level of pollution from increased traffic and travel is unacceptable. It is incredulous to suggest that the overall plan 
would reduce net-outcommuting 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
None of these sites are acceptable, the destruction of countryside that these proposals will bring are far in excess of what is 
needed, it will not only ruin the local environment - it will change the character of the town irrevocably. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should not be built on.  The mitigation that would be needed to protect natural habitats for wildlife and the inevitable 
increased flood risks are such that the development on this scale should not be allowed.  It will also destroy the places that 
people have discovered through lockdown as we have embraced the countryside around the town 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Mental Well being 
 

 
Further comments 
 

I have little trust in the process but am following it to ensure I have been heard.  It appears clear to me that with the Chippenham 
Town Council being unanimously against the housing plan that Wilts Council have to listen rather than ignore those that have 
been elected by the population of the town.  The amount of houses needs to be proportional which it clearly is not and much 
more challenging on increasing brownfield numbers 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P175 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am writing to voice my opposition to the New Town proposed east of Chippenham and the New Road that is being rammed 
through to support it. 
Even if you don't live in Chippenham you can't have failed to notice the scale of opposition to these proposals. This opposition is 
not just from Michelle Donelan MP, James Gray MP and the town councils of both Chippenham and Calne, but also from 
thousands of local residents. 
And the concerns they share are obvious. 
Building a New Town about the size of Calne outside Chippenham on open countryside is an act of wanton environmental 
vandalism. Green field damage to the beautiful River Avon valley on this scale is old-thinking, pure 1970's, from a time when we 
knew no better. 
The scale of the development is totally unjustified. It's huge. Every month new numbers are released claiming to state how many 
extra properties should be built on these lands and these numbers only ever go up. They are in their thousands and climbing. 
Pushing the New Road through with untimely haste, before the Local Plan for the housing has been aired let alone agreed, is 
wholly inappropriate. It's justification is feeble and much mocked. Will a local distributor road with 20mph speed limits and zebra 
crossings really help traffic congestion in Chippenham? 
Wiltshire Council has been describing itself as "land owner and potential developer" of the fields that the New Town will be built 
over. This has raised the question of a conflict of interest, one that is proving very hard to answer. How can Wiltshire County 
Council guarantee to be even-handed, and to be seen to be even-handed, when it is a primary financial beneficiary? 



And many are also asking why financial risks of this scale are being taken at all when, in the midst of a pandemic, wiseheads are 
husbanding their resources. 
Perhaps it's the time to take stock and look ahead, not backwards. 
Where we work and the way we work, where we shop and how we want to live, is changing before our very eyes. Now is the time 
for clear thinking, for strategic leadership, for putting old ideas behind us and investing for the future. For investing in our town 
centres, listening with an open mind, and not being dragged down by tired  old ideas. 
As Councillors you are custodians of Wiltshire's future, stewards not just of your own corner but also of the whole county in all its 
ancient, magnificent glory. 
If you really believe that pushing ahead with this New Road and building a New Town across the River Avon at Chippenham is 
the right thing to do then you should support it. 
But if you have doubts about the level of environmental damage... if the near unanimous local rejection of these ideas gives you 
pause for thought... if you have concerns about committing to a white elephant of a project that is hated and reviled and will ruin a 
town for the next generation... if you aren't crystal clear that this proposal won't lead to ever more commuting and the further 
hollowing out of one of Wiltshire's finest market towns... then please give pause... and please do not support the Chippenham 
Local Plan. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P176 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I believe there is no requirement for housing growth in Chippenham, the town in surrounded by large housing estates and already 
has considerable housing stock, particularly with the addition of the Birds Marsh development. The proposed new developments 
are predominantly to be built on greenfield sites, Chippenham is surrounded by the green fields and a rural environment that 
originally attracted me to live here, further erosion of these spaces with unnecessary housing developments would urbanise what  
is a rural town. I don’t want Chippenham to become another Swindon. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



There is a need to address the congestive road infrastructure around the town centre, to enable this a new route traffic to towns 
and villages west of Chippenham should be considered as these currently have to travel through Chippenham town centre. I am 
not convinced that the proposed options for the new “bypass” address this problem. 
Unfortunately due to the COVID19 pandemic and the resultant increase in internet shopping, it is unlikely that our town centre 
retail businesses will survive and lead to further unoccupied premises. To address this a reinvention of the town centre needs to 
be considered, independent shops can only survive if the footfall increases, therefore creation of more leisure facilities catering to 
people’s interests and pastimes rather than purely shopping maybe the only realistic option. The council needs to reconsider their 
“mixed usage” planning in order to find new and innovative ways of reinvigorating the town centre. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I don’t agree. Sites 1 & 2 are greenfield sites that are regularly used by residents to access the countryside for walking, 
cycling, fishing. This is where Chippenham’s main footpaths and cycle routes are, any building in these areas will destroy the 
access residents have to these. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As above I am completely opposed to any building on sites 1 & 2, for the reasons stated. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
I have already answered relative to transport infrastructure, more leisure facilities and reinvention of the town centre and 
preservation of our green spaces. 
 

 
Further comments 



 

 
As already stated I am opposed to the proposed housing and road infrastructure plans. There has been little consultation with 
Chippenham residents and the Chippenham Town Council is opposed to these proposals. I feel Wiltshire Council need to engage 
more with local residents and the Chippenham Town Council, rather than pandering to the targets set by Central Government. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P177 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Chippenham has being spoilt by the growth of housing that has enveloped the town over recent years and continues to be 
expanded.  NO green sights should be used for building, and certainly no new road network. In my opinion, no more than 200 
homes purely on brownfield sights in the next 10 years, 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
With regards to points 3 & 5 above, no existing countryside should be used for new or upgrade of the current road network. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not support the development of ANY green field sites for development purposes. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
We need more green space not less,  do not support the destruction of great countryside for development purposes, 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
More recreational facilities in and around the town centre, we have poor facilities that do not support the current population, let 
alone an increase. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please do not allow this country market town to be destroyed. The quality of living here has certainly diminished over the past 20 
years. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P178 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
9,225 new homes for Chippenham is FAR too many for the town to absorb. Yes new homes are needed, but this number does 
not reflect local need; it will encourage more people to the area who will be working elsewhere, thus encouraging more 
commuting and travelling, exacerbating traffic, pollution and contributing to climate change.  
Smaller developments could make more use of small brownfield sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



These are great priorities which cannot be reconciled with the provision of 9,000+ new homes and the resulting loss of 
countryside. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I appreciate the need for new development, but the total of these sites more than doubles the size of Chippenham! I cannot agree 
that these sites are the most appropriate as they will completely change Chippenham from a market town into a mini Swindon.  
They would destroy much of the beautiful countryside which surrounds the town and which attracts people here. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Any new buildings must be environmentally sustainable and friendly. They should have renewable energy supplies, should use 
as many materials which are sustainable as possible, and should include means for people to use climate friendly transport as 
the norm. There should be green open spaces for children to get outdoors and ALL EXISTING hedges, trees, waterways etc 
must be conserved.  
There must be NO destruction of natural habitats! 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Local heritage sites should be preserved and enhanced. Eg Wilts & Berks Canal. Chippenham has very few heritage sites which 
have the potential to attract visitors, this is one which could play an important role as does the Kennet & Avon Canal in Devizes. It 
must not be ignored. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P179 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
ACCEPTABLE 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
THE WHOLE SCHEME TO EAST OF TOWN IS RELIANT ON THE RAIL CROSSING BEING SECURED BY THE 
DEVELOPERS OF RAWLINGS GREEN DEVELOPMENT. SURELY NETWORK RAIL WILL REQUIRE A BETTERMENT FEE 
BASED ON WHOLE DEVELOPMENT AND NO PROVISION IN YOUR PROPOSALS FOR THIS. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
YES 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
YOUR DETAILED SCHEME PROPOSALS ARE ADHERED TO. THERE SHOULD ALSO BE PROVISION FOR SOCIAL 
HOUSING AS QUITE A PROPORTION OF POPULUS WILL ALWAYS BE UNABLE TO BUY 'AFFORDABLE' HOUSING. BEING 
THAT A LARGE AREA OF THE LAND IS COUNCIL OWNED THEN THIS SECTION OF COMMUNITY, WHOM PAY COUNCIL 
TAX, SHOULD GET SOME OF THE BENEFIT 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING OTHER THAN IMPROVEMENTS TO  GREEN AREAS IN EXISTING SOCIAL HOUSING AREAS 
AND PEDESTRIAN/CYCLE DESIGNATED AREAS IN EXISTING AREAS.. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
SOME OF MONIES SHOULD BE SPENT ON ADDITIONAL CAR PARKING IN TOWN CENTRE 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P180 
 

 
Consultee code: Statutory Body 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Wessex Water 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of development is significant and will require major investment in networks, treatment and possibly water resources.  
We will require clear guidance from Wiltshire Council as to timescales and direction of phasing to consider strategies and 
investment.  Outline strategies must be included as part of the masterplanning process so a holistic approach for the efficient 
phasing of infrastructure can be realised.  Easements to be agreed where infrastructure currently crosses the sites.  The 
screening of the sewage treatment works must allow for the works to expand as needed.  Residential development must not be 
within 3OUEm3 contour or above or as agreed by Wessex Water. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P181 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is nothing short of ludicrous.  You will turn Chippenham into another Swindon.  Where are all the people in 
these new homes going to work?  Chippenham will become a commuter town.  Yes some new houses are necessary but not at 
this scale.  We need planning for new housing developments where these is genuine need, not developments that are driven by 
out dated top down targets. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Yes I agree with all of the above, however you make no mention at all of mitigating the effects of climate change.  As I said 
previously development on this scale will mean so many more cars on our roads, cars taking people to jobs elsewhere because 
they don't exist in Chippenham. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
NOT AT ALL!  Sites 1 &2 are ludicrous - we will lose so much green space, 2 country farms, and the very countryside that makes 
Chippenham a good place to live in and around.  How can development on this scale be necessary.  Just look at the map!!! 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
1. Avoiding building houses where this creates car dependency and people will need to commute long distances to their places of 
employment 
2. Introducing planning policies that require housing and commercial development to be built to zero carbon standards in 
settlement designs that are genuinely sustainable, avoiding building on greenfield sites wherever possible. 
3.Reassessing major road schemes based on realistic projections of future traffic volumes taking into account local and national 
climate change policies and longer- term changes in work patterns as a consequence of COVID-19. 
4.Creating a planning framework that promotes renewable energy generation, including making specific provision for onshore 
wind generation (the lowest cost form of electricity generation), which is not currently mentioned anywhere in the Plan. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land, which helps sequester carbon and ensure local food production and 
future food security, including the Council’s own County farms. 
Introducing planning policies that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed developments, in advance, against 
the Council’s carbon reduction targets. 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I cannot state how strongly I feel that WCC needs to introduce a policy framework that comprehensively addresses the urgent 
need for material, year on year reductions in carbon emissions, in line with the Council’s democratic and legislative obligations. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P182 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): The Showell Protection 
Group 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): The Showell Protection Group 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
There are two entirely separate questions here and they should have been posted separately .  
SCALE OF GROWTH - There is no 'requirement' for a further 5,100 homes. This is a political decision to re-shape Chippenham 
and satisfy the Wiltshire Council Strategy. The existing target of 4,510 is, in itself, more than sufficient to meet ambitious growth 
needs for Chippenham. 
BROWNFIELD SITES - The current proposal suggests just 240 houses to be built on brownfield sites against an overall target of 
5,100 during the period of the Plan, a mere 4.7% of the target. This is a shamefully low target and shows a lack of vision and 
creativity in the planning. 
The target for building on brownfield sites should be significantly greater. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Point 5 of the shaping priorities for Chippenham appears somewhat disingenuous with its focus solely on traffic congestion.  
The clue is in the name being given to the road – a ‘distributor road’. What is actually being ‘distributed’ between the A4 and 
A350? The only purpose of this road would clearly be to facilitate the building of thousands of new houses to the south of 
Chippenham.  
The Wiltshire Council Leader, Philip Whitehead has already publicly stated that without the housing development. and the money 
generated from the associated community infrastructure payments from the developers, there will not be money for town 
development.  
A detailed traffic analysis needs to be undertaken to justify the huge cost of this proposed distributor road before any decision is 
made given its enormous environmental impact. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Why are you asking for comments on the appropriateness of 7 sites as shown in the Consultation document diagram when the 
accompanying narrative makes it abundantly clear that there are already ‘preferred options’ for two new suburbs to the east and 
south of the town? Clearly the decision is already made. 
The new ‘Site 3’ is a mix of three different sites (473; 808; 454a) each with specific characteristics. The Showell Protection Group 
believe that site 454a should be excluded from Site 3 as it serves a distinct heritage role. Our rationale for this view is offered in 
our responses in the Concept Plan consultation document. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It has been difficult completing the two questionnaires due to conflicting information in the two reference documents. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P183 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Personal 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of the proposed developments is totally disproportionate to the size of the existing town and far greater than most of 
the rest of the Wiltshire towns (Salisbury and Trowbridge excepted). This is bound to increase carbon emissions as car 
dependency increases unless employment opportunities and amenities are included within the developments. The suggested 
total of only 240 houses on brownfield sites is an extremely tiny fraction of the total meaning that acres of natural habitat and 
farmland stand to be destroyed. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Whilst it is positive that the town centre should be a place for people to go for a variety of reasons the current parking cannot 
cope with the proposed increase in population and routes into the town will become even more congested. Assessments carried 
out pre Covid may no longer be valid so employment cannot be guaranteed as the economy struggles to stay on an even keel. 
4/5 refers to well connected footpaths and cycle ways through into the surrounding countryside which is positive yet current 
proposed feeder road routes slice across several of these. Replies to questions about this in a recent meeting suggested that 
some intersections may  have traffic controls. Hardly  a peaceful, healthy walking/cycling experience. 
In all aspects of the plan there must be recognition and addressing of climate change in order to achieve the targets which have 
been set. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, they are both subject to flooding and further development is likely to increase this. They are greenfield sites, including farms 
and a great deal of natural habitat for wildlife. Together with the footpaths and cycle paths they are an important for recreation 
and exercise as well as beneficial to residents mental health. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Habitat protection where possible, preserving all rights of way so that they continue to flow, not broken up with junctions. 
Provision of good public transport links to minimise increase in traffic pollution. This to include noise pollution as well as 
emmissions. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Effect on environment, habitat and residents wellbeing.  
How any plans will affect the zero carbon targets set. 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
Available statistics prior to the plan being drawn up are probably based on pre Covid assessments. Employment. lifestyles, 
travelling  and working situations are now very different and may well never return to what they were. Therefor predictions of 
future need should be realistically reviewed and not be based on outdated statistics. This must be strongly linked up with all 
aspects of climate change to make a maximum contribution to achieving at leat carbon neutrality. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P184 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
This scale of growth is much too large. The growth seems to be far in excess of both the projected increase in the Chippenham 
population, particularly as this is mainly projected to fall into the older age groups, and far in excess of national population growth 
trends. I could not find a reasoned argument within the proposals to justify such as large amount of growth. Given the impact of 
new buildings on carbon emission and the environment, new developments need to have a very strong justification. Even highly 
efficient new buildings run on renewable energy will have a carbon cost from their build and the reduction in greenfield land. 
In recent years, Chippenham has been developing as a commuter town due to its transport links. With the triple impacts of brexit, 
covid and the climate crisis, I think we will see dramatic shifts in how people work and live, with much less travel. We need to 
evolve the economy of Chippenham to be circular and sustainable. More people will be working locally or remotely, with many 
people working at least part time from home, and many businesses will be reducing their office space. This will provide more 
buildings and brownfield land that can be repurposed.  



The brownfield target should be as high as possible. The greenfield land around Chippenham is a precious resource for farming, 
carbon sequestration and increasing biodiversity. As our climate becomes more uncertain, we will need this land to produce more 
food locally and protect us from flooding and other climate impacts. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
In respect to the policies above: 
1. The priority for new employment opportunities should emphasise encouraging economic enterprises that are part of a circular 
economy (https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/circular-economy/concept) within Chippenham, taken into account 
'Doughnut Economics' (https://doughnuteconomics.org/). There are lots of resources and ideas available to help local economies 
develop more sustainably. 
2. Development of the town centre should include making it into an easier destination to access by walking, cycling, and public 
transport. This could include spaces for parking bikes safely, better public toilets, and much improved local bus services. The 
length of the journey to Corsham by bus, for example, is ridiculous. A clean and efficient local bus service that is much more 
regular that helps connect the edges of Chippenham to the centre could make a big impact on reducing the amount of traffic 
around the town centre and on the demand for parking. Also, there is a need for many more charging points for electric cars.  
The town centre needs more community spaces for local groups to meet and organise. This will be vital in developing a strong, 
resilient community to meet the challenges ahead. Frome, for example, has a community fridge for food-sharing, and a library of 
things to share resources. Other community spaces, such as community food gardens and orchards, would be really valuable in 
making the town look attractive and creating a supportive atmosphere. 
3. This is an important point. 
4. This work needs to make sure that people living on the outskirts of Chippenham can easily and safely walk or cycle into town. 
This could make a big impact on traffic reduction and air quality. 
5. This should be reassessed based on realistic projections of future traffic volumes taking into account local and national climate 
change policies and longer- term changes in work patterns as a consequence of COVID-19. I am not convinced there will be a 
need for this road if we invest in much better public transport and improved walking and cycling routes. Building new roads will 
always encourage more car use, as it will inevitably make journeys easier and quicker and reduce the barriers to people choosing 
to drive. 
In addition to these priorities, the local plan needs to include: 



- Improving air quality 
- Encouraging a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport, investing in cycling and walking 
infrastructure and improving infrastructure for electric vehicles 
-  Protecting and enhancing the carbon absorption properties of the natural environment (that of our natural capital and carbon 
sinks), including significant increases in tree planting, also helping to improve biodiversity 
- Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land, which helps sequester carbon and ensure local food production and 
future food security, including the Council’s own County farms 
- Introducing planning policies that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed developments, in advance, against 
the Council’s carbon reduction targets 
Most importantly, the plan as it stands falls far short of the approach and urgency needed to tackle the climate emergency, and 
relies too much on an assumption of business as usual. It needs to be rewritten and include at its heart: 
- a policy framework that comprehensively addresses the urgent need for material, year on year reductions in carbon emissions, 
in line with the Council’s democratic and legislative obligations, and the advice given by Client Earth https://2912b012-09d1-
4857-9589-b6408ce7e8c6.filesusr.com/ugd/7bda60_9d6e814288bb4f1a8b7d671e412b6421.pdf 
- the recommendations on planning made by the Climate Emergency Task Group https://2912b012-09d1-4857-9589-
b6408ce7e8c6.filesusr.com/ugd/d71e9e_e08220ad060747b2a2e76f0ae1562cf6.pdf 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites 5 and 6 are the most appropriate as they are close to existing road infrastructure. Sites 1 and 2 include valuable farmland 
and sites of biodiversity around the river valley. As stated earlier, the amount of growth proposed for Chippenham is far in excess 
of what is proportional or sustainable. Chippenham Town Council is against proposals to build a road between the A4 and A350, 
and the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan survey which showed lots of local concern about over-development and urban sprawl. 
These proposals seem to be designed around pressure from national government to connect the A4 and A350 and meet 
disproportionate and unrealistic housing targets. The main beneficiaries will not be the people of Chippenham, but property 
developers and land owners, including Wiltshire Council. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 



 
Avoiding destruction of the natural environment, making use of existing infrastructure as much as possible, setting strong 
planning framework to ensure zero carbon homes and locally produced renewable energy. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The section on green and blue infrastructure contains important points. There is an urgent need for more allotments and other 
community growing projects. 
Housing needs: 
The housing needs projected in this section seem completely out of step with the huge growth in house building proposed. I could 
not find a current figure for the number of houses in Chippenham, but based on our population I am guessing it is between 10-
20,000. Adding another 9,000 to this, even over the longer time period, is a huge change and would need a very strong rationale 
that I have not seen presented. 
Local economy: 
The priority for new employment opportunities should emphasise encouraging economic enterprises that are part of a circular 
economy (https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/circular-economy/concept) within Chippenham, taken into account 
'Doughnut Economics' (https://doughnuteconomics.org/). There are lots of resources and ideas available to help local economies 
develop more sustainably. 
The town centre needs more community spaces for local groups to meet and organise. This will be vital in developing a strong, 
resilient community to meet the challenges ahead. Frome, for example, has a community fridge for food-sharing, and a library of 
things to share resources. Other community spaces, such as community food gardens and orchards, would be really valuable in 
making the town look attractive and creating a supportive atmosphere. Economic opportunities will naturally grow through this 
type of community engagement. 
Transport: 
This section should be rewritten with an emphasis on reducing levels of traffic rather than building more roads. We cannot 
continue to grow car use. Development of the town centre should include making it into an easier destination to access by 
walking, cycling, and public transport. This could include spaces for parking bikes safely, better public toilets, and much improved 
local bus services.  
Urgent improvements are needed in public transport. This could include opening up other local stations, such as Corsham, and 
reinvigorating the bus network and provision. The length of the journey to Corsham by bus, for example, is ridiculous. A clean 



and efficient local bus service that is much more regular that helps connect the edges of Chippenham to the centre could make a 
big impact on reducing the amount of traffic around the town centre and on the demand for parking. Finally, there is a need for 
many more charging points for electric cars.  
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Anyone I have spoken to in Chippenham is vehemently against the amount of growth proposed, particularly to the east and 
southeast of Chippenham. I cannot see how this is of benefit locally, nationally, and definitely not in terms of drastically reducing 
our carbon emissions in the short term. 
The plan as it stands falls far short of the approach and urgency needed to tackle the climate emergency, and relies too much on 
an assumption of business as usual. It needs to be rewritten and include at its heart: 
- a policy framework that comprehensively addresses the urgent need for material, year on year reductions in carbon emissions, 
in line with the Council’s democratic and legislative obligations, and the advice given by Client Earth https://2912b012-09d1-
4857-9589-b6408ce7e8c6.filesusr.com/ugd/7bda60_9d6e814288bb4f1a8b7d671e412b6421.pdf 
- the recommendations on planning made by the Climate Emergency Task Group https://2912b012-09d1-4857-9589-
b6408ce7e8c6.filesusr.com/ugd/d71e9e_e08220ad060747b2a2e76f0ae1562cf6.pdf 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT 
The vast majority of people of Chippenham do not want an additional 5,100 houses built around the Town to satisfy a Council 
target for the entire County.  
Wiltshire’s continued policy to locate 20% of the new housing for the entire County in Chippenham vastly exceeds the natural, 
and desirable, growth of the town and can only encourage inward migration and outward commuting. 
Figures released by the Office of National Statistics in March 2021 show the UK average household occupancy as 2.4 persons. 
5,100 additional houses therefore represents over 12,000 additional people living in Chippenham. This scale of development 
massively increases the pressure on the town and fundamentally changes the character of the area. 
The Council should stick to its current target of 4510 new homes. 
BROWNFIELD SITES 



Using the Councils own figures over 95% of the development is scheduled to be built on greenfield land with just 240 houses 
scheduled to be built on brownfield land. At a time when we all face the challenge of global warming it is almost inconceivable 
that vast areas of greenfield land should even be considered for development.  
A much higher target for brownfield development should be set. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The ‘shaping priorities’ are laudable but limited in terms of detail and ambition. Chippenham needs a creative task force capable 
of thinking ‘outside the box’ to come up with an ambitious town centre development scheme and sources of funding. 
Shaping priority 5 - linking the A4 and A350 - There is little evidence presented that this road will do anything to create a more 
resilient local traffic network. What it will do is facilitate the development of 2,415 new houses in Sites 2 and 3. It is clear that this, 
and the £75 million HIF grant is the primary reason for the road and the Council needs to be open about this. 
The Wiltshire Council Leader has stated that he believes the Site 2 and 3 house building with its associated community 
infrastructure payments will be a key source of funding for town centre development. However, with a highly likely funding gap for 
road development and the need to fund green infrastructure (let alone other community facilities) on the sites it is hard to see how 
this will be achieved.  
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Question 9 suggests that equal consideration is to be given to each of the 7 sites shown under the ‘Preferred develop sites’ 
section of the Consultation document ‘Planning for Chippenham’.  
However, in the remainder of this document the only sites promoted are sites 1, 2 and 3 with detailed concept maps given for 
each. 
It is clear that the Council have already discounted other sites which are viable. For example, site 6 is already connected to the 
primary road network thus requiring no new major road infrastructure. Furthermore, the site scores higher than both Sites 2 and 3 



in the Council own ‘sustainability performance’ table published in the ‘Chippenham Site Selection’ report published as part of the 
consultation. 
Why are we not being asked to view and comment on a concept map for this site and others? 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Although the Local Plan will set the development context for the next 15 years (25 to 2045) it will form the framework for 
Chippenham for the rest of the 21st century. Children born in Chippenham today now may well still be living locally in the 22nd 
century. 
All development needs to be visionary.  
Global warming will profoundly impact of how we live and development needs to have environmental considerations at its heart. 
Development should touch the earth lightly and be as sustainable as we can make it. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Why is there no reference to the potentially huge employment site at Junction 17 of the M4 and it's potential impact on the 
nearest town, Chippenham. 

 
Further comments 
 

It is regrettable that the Consultation process for Chippenham has been very confusing. This appears to be due to two main 
reasons: 
ONE - The Local Plan Consultation has focussed on two main documents –Planning for Chippenham and the Chippenham Site 
Selection Report. These two documents have clearly been produced by different teams with limited coordination in that they 
appear contradictory. For example, in the 'Planning for Chippenham' document land to the south and east of Showell Farm is 
shown as ‘heritage’ land with provision for the possibility of renewable energy installation whilst in the 'Site Selection Report' the 
same land is proposed to be taken forward for housing development. Which set of proposals are we meant to have commented 
on? 
TWO - Running the ‘Local Plan Review Consultation’ at the same time as the ‘Future Chippenham’ Consultation has been 
confusing with potential consultees not aware that they need to respond to two separate, contradictory, Local Plan documents as 
well the ‘Future Chippenham’ Consultation which is predicated on accepting the Council’s proposals for over 9,000 new houses. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think the number of houses to be built set out in the strategy bears absolutely no relation to the number of houses Chippenham 
needs. The number of houses and location of houses should be based on employment, not on some random number. The figure 
should be MUCH lower that 9225. Why are you proposing to build nearly double the houses in the new strategy? How have you 
calculated that figure? I know you have been assigned a figure of houses to build from central government, but building 
unnecessary houses and destroying greenfield sites in order to satisfy some arbitrary requirement is completely irresponsible and 
inappropriate. The 'scale of growth' should be decided by Chippenham (who have rejected the Future Chippenham proposal- 
both housing numbers AND roads) not by Wiltshire Council. Of course there should be a brownfield target! Any new houses 
should be built on brownfield sites to regenerate parts of Chippenham and make use of existing amenities, connectivity from 
being in more urban areas and community, rather than destroying Greenfield land, both for environmental and social reasons. 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. Yes, employment in the town is important. Why are you building houses if you know that people will begin to commute 
outwards because there isn't employment? Your housing numbers should be based on employment-need!! Attract businesses 
into Chippenham, get people jobs, and then regenerate brownfield sites with zero-carbon houses if there is a need for housing.  
2. Improve the resilience by confronting the climate emergency!! Make Chippenham carbon-neutral. Require all new 
developments to be built to zero carbon standards, and build on brownfield sites wherever possible. Stop building houses on 
floodplains, as you have already planned. Stop selling off our best farmland to developers e.g. county farms, we can use that to 
improve food security and as a carbon sink. Make it safer for people to walk and cycle from the edge of town towards the centre. 
Stop prioritising cars over people. 
3. Yes, create more cycleways and walkways to allow people access to the River Avon. In the same vein, don't build new homes 
in the Avon and Marden Valleys as per Future Chippenham! 
4. YES 
5. No, it is well-known that building more roads (and houses that are surplus to need) = more cars = more congestion! You must 
focus on active travel and public transport to nudge people into using their cars less which then reduces congestion, reduces 
emissions and improves air quality.  
6. Stop expanding Chippenham via building on Greenfield sites and destroying buffer zones between Chippenham and the 
villages. We don't want to become an outpost for Swindon! We don't want to absorb the villages. 'Respect' the villages by 
preserving their boundaries.  
I know you mention climate change at the top of this page, but you really need to embed it into every priority. As per the recent 
National Trust report, Chippenham is going to have serious issues with slope failure, overheating, soil upheaval amongst many 
other things. You must embed carbon reduction into all priorities because it is the top priority. Stop focusing on growth for the 
sake of growth. 
All of these priorities are not met in the Future Chippenham plans. Your plans MUST be informed by the priorities, otherwise what 
is the point?  
You might achieve these 'place shaping priorities' by a) listening to Chippenham Town Council and b) not predetermining the 
Local Plan by imposing Future Chippenham on Chippenham. The local plan is the best and LAST chance for WC to address 
climate change, and put measures into place to reduce carbon emissions- which is in your power! 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  
1. It is CLEARLY a floodplain. Flooding is only going to get worse and more intense as climate change inevitably worsens. Why 
would you put residents and their homes at risk? It's irresponsible. 
2. It is HUGE, the size of Calne bolted onto Chippenham. Where is the justification for the size of plot or the number of houses 
proposed? 
3. It is our best farmland- a vital carbon sink, site for potential employment, hope for food security. 
4. You would destroy biodiversity in the area, it is an important wildlife corridor. 
5. You would destroy greenspace which so many people LOVE and use for physical and mental health. 
6. You are going to exacerbate car dependency and lock in these transport emissions, putting WC further off course from 
becoming carbon-neutral by 2030.  
7. These commuter enclaves are not going to give anything to Chippenham/become part of the existing community because they 
will not be working here, they will be working in places like Swindon and Bath.  
I sound like a broken record, but these plans are fundamentally flawed. I am shocked that they are even being considered! 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

Whether there is a need for the quantity of houses suggested, your own goal of becoming carbon neutral by 2030, the 
environment, destruction of valuable farmland, the absorption of villages and loss of character, the loss of sense of community, 
the overburden of amenities, the list is endless. Questions like this one suggest that you are going to completely ignore my 
outrage at these proposed developments and carry on building regardless. Questions like this undermine residents' trust in the 
council. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

I think you need a section called planning for RESILIENCE or planning for CLIMATE CHANGE. Name the issue rather than 
obscuring it in 'energy' and 'green and blue infrastructure'. Furthermore, I hope you actually incorporate these topics in your 
planning for Chippenham rather than just writing them down. 



 
Further comments 
 

The Plan covers the period up to 2036, a period in which the world needs to take decisive action to reduce carbon emissions if 
we are to avert the devastating consequences of uncontrollable climate change. The Council voted in 2019 to seek to reduce 
Wiltshire’s carbon emissions to net zero by 2030.   
The proposed Local Plan, and proposals for Chippenham, fail to include any meaningful measures to achieve material reductions 
in carbon emissions, and indeed the proposed approach to development, particularly housing and roads, will significantly 
increase the county's and Chippenham's emissions. 
The Plan must include specific measures to reduce emissions, including: 
• Planning for new housing developments where there is genuine need, rather than being driven by out-dated, top-down 
targets;  
• Avoiding building houses where this creates car dependency and people will need to commute long distances to their 
places of employment; 
• Introducing planning policies that require housing and commercial development to be built to zero carbon standards in 
settlement designs that are genuinely sustainable, avoiding building on greenfield sites wherever possible; 
• Reassessing major road schemes based on realistic projections of future traffic volumes taking into account local and 
national climate change policies and longer- term changes in work patterns as a consequence of COVID-19; 
• Creating a planning framework that promotes renewable energy generation, including making specific provision for 
onshore wind generation (the lowest cost form of electricity generation), which is not currently mentioned anywhere in the Plan; 
• Encouraging a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport, investing in cycling and walking 
infrastructure and improving infrastructure for electric vehicles; 
• Protecting and enhancing the carbon absorption properties of the natural environment (that of our natural capital and 
carbon sinks), including significant increases in tree planting, also helping to improve biodiversity; 
• Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land, which helps sequester carbon and ensure local food production 
and future food security, including the Council’s own County farms; 
• Introducing planning policies that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed developments, in advance, 
against the Council’s carbon reduction targets. 
As a 23 year old, I can assure you that my 'Future Chippenham' or indeed my 'Future Wiltshire' does not look like the one WC 
has planned, and I really really hope as my representatives, you take decisive action and use the local plan to protect our futures 
rather than continue on in a destructive way. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Much lower; this figure appears to have been inflated in order to justify the HIF bid. 
Yes an ambitious brownfield target should be included requiring brownfield to be developed first in order to reduce donutting and 
provide more homes closer to the town centre - a sustainable community. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Building more roads means that people will drive on them. While there is a desire locally to address traffic issues in the town 
centre; adding 7.5K houses in order to justify a distributor road to serve them cannot in any way solve this problem. Redesigning 
traffic flows at the Bridge Centre is probably the best possible use of that site.  
We should make much better use of employment land for small businesses, start-ups and high value employment. Not umpteen 
supermarkets and retail parks; and the warehousing at Junction 17 was a sadly missed opportunity. 
Surrounding villages told us that they do not want Chippenham to expand out and out, encroaching on valued countryside and 
useful agricultural land. There has been more than enough housing development; two thirds of people already commute out of 
Chippenham to work. Further housing development would not make Chippenham a sustainable community. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Development on these sites would encroach on the river valleys and flood plains of the Avon and Marden rivers. 
No mention is made of redeveloping the centre of Chippenham. It is an historic market town with much potential for improvement 
to restore its character and vibrancy. And post Covid-19, many offices and retail outlets in the town centre are likely to become 
available for redevelopment into domestic dwellings, thus maximising use of brown field sites. Such sites can be relatively high 
density, provide affordable homes and removing the need for yet more car ownership. This would reduce the need for greenfield 
sites and miles of tarmac. 
• Individual development land parcels have been combined into very large potential development areas or “sites” and the overall 
assessment may not be sufficiently representative of their distinct areas (e.g. the river valleys). Indeed, creating such large areas 
for potential development seems to have been contrived to support the case for the £75m distributor road. But this is a circular 
argument that the road is needed for 7,500 houses, which need the road - and Chippenham needs neither. 
• Each site has been scored against various criteria but the scores are all close, which does not provide a clear case for the 
chosen sites. Essentially any site could be justified by such subjective methodology. 
• The selection criterion to “link the A4 to the A350” is unjustified and unfairly biases the selection of sites to those to the South 
and East of Chippenham. This criterion appears to have been included to justify the £75m distributor road.  
• Including 2 large sites (i.e. the site to the East as well to the South) is simply not justified at this stage and increases the impact 
on climate change and destruction of the countryside. It seems that they were both been included to justify the £75m distributor 
road. 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Consider  
- the full carbon cost of the housing development - building and ongoing 
- the contribution to flooding risk downstream in the Avon 
- that these developments would be suburbs for out-commuting, not sustainable communities 
- that these developments would irrevocably destroy green spaces and farmland; and damage much loved heritage in the form of 
the Chippenham-Calne cycle track and the Wilts and Berks canal including the refurbished Pewsham section. 
- the made Neighbourhood Plans of neighbouring parishes such as Bremhill 
- and where is the consideration of alternative locations in Wiltshire? 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
A high level of out-commuting already takes place. 
Transport needs to be accessible, frequent, cost effective for passengers and run late enough into the evening to be sustainable.  
Investment in the centre of Chippenham should be prioritised. Sorting out the traffic flows at the Bridge centre would be better 
investment than the proposed distributor road. 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The government assessment for Wiltshire needs is below (by a few thousand) that which the Council seeks to provide.  The 
government figure is probably an over assessment so the Council should certainly not exceed it.  Or is the Wilts figure merely to 
access CIF funds? 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The Council has done very little to improve the town centre as a result of developments to date.  Currently proceeding 
development (as of Nov 2018 - CTC Neighbourhood Plan) of 3442 dwellings, 13.68Ha employment, 2 local centres, 3 primary 



schools, 1 hotel and 1 discount foodstore has produced CIL monies for Wilts C but nothing on the ground for Chippenham.  It is 
difficult to believe that another 5100 dwellings by 2036 will produce anything more.  The Council is judged by actions, not words.  
The above are all valid priorities but it is probable that nothing will actually happen.  As an example the Council, in points 2 and 4, 
pledges improvements to the Railway Station area and ensuring connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists.  North Chippenham 
and Langley Park developments (both currently proceeding) contribute an additional 1150 dwellings, 1.27Ha employment, 1 local 
centre, 1 primary school and 1 hotel to the use of the existing access to the north side of the station.  The Council (the Highway 
Authority) has not made any improvements to the hazardous approaches through substandard highways of Old Road and Union 
Street.  Pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles (and soon disabled users) all have to mix in these streets. 
The resilience of the town centre does need to be recovered but if, as is likely after the Covid shock, the mix of uses changes 
then redeveloping car parks which may be needed for extra residents is very short sighted.  In fact the possible increase in town 
centre residents could reduce the need for outlying housing.  Air quality in the Bridge Centre area should be addressed before 
development there.   
Point 5 does not identify which A4 link (A350 north or A350 south) will address town centre congestion.  A 450m long road from 
the existing spur at the hospital, Rowden Hill to Avenue La Fleche would remove A4(E) to A350(S) traffic from the Bridge Centre.  
Quite cheaply.   
Point 4 does need to be addressed but specifically to improve access to public transport and the town centre.  A cycle path along 
the distributor road in an inadequate provision for the town. 
The Council should also promote the sustainble rail transport link already present in the A350 corridor by ensuring easy 
cycle/pedestrian links. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. 
Sites 1 and 2 include much adjacent productive countryside a large proportion of which will have to be protected for green areas, 
flood plain, overhead cables etc according to the sprawling housing layouts presented.  All this land has to be maintained and I 
question who will foot the considerable bill for this.  Will the Council extract developer contributions to cover its carrying out this 
task in perpetuity and therefore not contributing this money to the advantage of Chippenham town?   
Areas 3, 5 and 6 are capable of much more efficient land use with minimal river frontage and ready access to existing roads. 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The above topics have been covered but sustainable transport not adequately enough.  Chippenham (certainly not with a 
population of 65000ish which the plan to 2046 would envisage) cannot provide employment for all these residents.  Transport 
links are therefore vital and relying on the A350 and its car use is not sustainable transport.  By train east/west links are excellent 
but north/south links are poor. The local plan totally fails to address this merely expecting the A350 to provide car (and bus) 
transportation links.  This is not sustainability in action and will not meet the Council's sustainability goals. The council should 
promote the  only existing rail link between most of Wiltshire's towns.  Salisbury, Warminster, Westbury, Trowbridge, Melksham, 
Chippenham and Swindon.  And connections (but poor ones) at Westbury for more... 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
1.  Any "distributor road" with no fronting houses should have a 40mph speed limit. 
2.  Please ensure you publicise the answer to the question of who will pay for the maintenance of all the proposed green areas. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The figure should be much lower. Why has the number of homes to be built been increased by 5,000 homes? This appears 
completely unjustified and based on no evidence of requirement. Chippenham is being allocated far more share of homes in 
Wiltshire than is proportional. Why is this? The suggested volume of house building is not commensurate with size or nature of 
Chippenham - it will completely destroy the character of the town not to mention vast swathes of surrounding countryside. What 
evidence does the Council have for the demand for this housing? 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



You have dismissed environmental concerns in your statement saying they apply equally everywhere - this is nonsense; they are 
particularly important when you are proposing the destruction of natural woodland, marshland and countryside. 
1 - Completely irrelevant given the global shift we have seen in a COVID world. With a shift to homeworking even a small 
reduction in commuting completely undermines the need for such additional housing. 
2 - Please explain how building more houses achieves this? 
3 - Building a huge volume of houses and destroying natural spaces can hardly be explained away as improving access! 
4 - This proposal goes hand in hand with the new road - this statement and the road are not compatible! 
6 - Urbanisation and the swallowing up of rural settlements in to a sprawling commuter town can hardly be called respecting 
individual identities of villages. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Neither should be built on. Both involve the destruction of valuable areas of countryside which is vital in combatting climate 
change - how is this proposal compatible with your declaration of a climate emergency? 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

There is no justification for the destruction of the countryside around Chippenham. The proposal to build so many homes is 
utterly arbitrary and cannot be explained by the council. This proposal directly contradicts efforts to decarbonise and is 
incompatible with the Council's declaration of a climate emergency. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Brownfield should be used first 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Priorities look good to me 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Amenites for the people who live in these houses 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
OK 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
NONE 
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth is way to high. 
Yes, there should be a brownfield target and it should be higher than that stated 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
6 is massively important, I wouldn't want to see any villages swallowed up by urban sprawl. 
5 I do think its important to improve through routes in chippenham, but again if fewer people are likely to be regularly commuting 
post pandemic maybe its need is reduced. 



4. Public transport development is important but is pointless if it isn't affordable or doesn't offer the right choices 
2. Afraid to say I've never seen chippenham Town centre as vibrant in all the years I've lived here and I currently can't see that 
changing. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not sure about showell Farm, seems too green belt to me 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The impact of any such development on the transport infrastructure 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Can't think of anything right now 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P192 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Higher 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
This will not change the Town centre for the better, increased numbers of houses results in more car journeys that will seek out of 
town venues because of congestion and car parking charges. Priority to limit the percentage proportion of housing in the area is 
lacking, 20% of the whole allocation for the county all around one town is grossly excessive. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Sites 1, 2 especially destroy Greenfield and areas of beauty as well as cycle paths, and the natural landscape that attracts 
visitors for leisure and recreation. To create a housing area this large virtually joins Chippenham to Calne. There is also the 
assumption that all this land is available to build on, when some of it is privately owned. Judicial reviews which inevitably will 
happen, will incur costs to the council which will be passed on to the council tax payer, which will attract dissatisfaction. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They are substantially reduced so it negates the need for the distributor road which will destroy the current landscape forever. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Where has the 'demand" for housing and employment been identified?, There is no guarantee that businesses will relocate to this 
area, creating employment opportunities. To put so many houses in this area will not provide enough employment so the car 
journeys will be massive as people travel along the M4 corridor where employment is already established 
 

 
Further comments 
 

The proposed road which will primarily service the housing is not a viable option. It will not serve as a link due to its size and 
proposed speed limit, also Housing on that road will not want Lorries etc using it as a link from the A350 to the A4/M4. This 
proposal does not address any development of leisure centre facilities within Chippenham, It also creeps alarmingly close to 
village areas in the outskirts of Chippenham. one field as the 'green boundary' is not good enough. The Housing should be 
concentrated to the north of Chippenham as links and facilities are already present. the south and east are areas unsuitable due 
to the landscape qualities for leisure and recreation and  the river which will require unsightly viaducts and bridges. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P193 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think that it is unacceptable that Chippenham should have to carry 20% of the proposed housing needs of Wiltshire. The figures 
do not represent the actual housing needs for Chippenham and will moreover encourage people to move to the area in order to 
commute to work away from the town, causing increased pollution and urban sprawl  which will detract from the special character 
of this market town. The Avon and Marden valley consisting of precious farmland and ecologically valuable country side will be 
irreversibly damaged by these developments. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The top priority, in this time of acute climate change crisis should be environmental - the reduction of greenhouse gases. The 
suggested new road, urban sprawl and reduction of ecologically important green spaces implicit in this plan, along with the fact 
that the housing developments will increase commuting away from Chippenham, go completely against this most important goal. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No greenfield sites should be built on at this time of acute climate emergency.  ONLY brownfield sites should be targeted across 
the county. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not be built on for the reason given above. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
A healthy and unpolluted environment should be top of the list with access to and preservation of valuable surrounding 
countryside to support this.  Preserving the character of Chippenham as a medium size market town with clear boundaries and 
the facilities to support that, as listed above (rather than the urban sprawl that is being proposed) 

 
Further comments 
 

Chippenham and Calne Town councils are right to object unanimously to the currents proposals. Chippenham should not be 
made to carry 20% of the total housing requirements for Wiltshire. The current proposals, in creating urban sprawl, will work 
against maintaining and developing the character of the historic town centre and will moreover create more traffic and pollution 
for all living in the town. These plans have not been sufficiently worked through and do not take into account the heightened 
awareness of the climate crisis since they were first suggested. Loss of the precious ecological habitat around the town will be 
disastrous for its inhabitants in the long term and work against the crucial need for reduction of greenhouse gases which is the 
main priority at this time. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P194 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is totally disproportionate and absolutely no rationale is given for this doubling of homes from the 2006-2026 
plan.  No other part of the County has anywhere near this level of growth proposed - indeed most areas are predicted a 
reduction.  This proposed scale of growth will fundamentally change the nature of Chippenham and offers no benefits to current 
residents of the town.   
There should be a clear and ambitious brownfield target,  particularly in light of changes in work pattern and economics resulting 
from covid.  Brownfield development will reduce environmental impact, revitalise the town centre and remove the need for the 
proposed destruction of vast swathes of countryside 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
The focus should be on creating local employment opportunities before increasing housing.  Chippenham is effectively a 
commuter town with most people working in Swindon, Bath or Bristol resulting in very high levels of travel and associated 
environmental impact.  If employment opportunities are not increased (and historically attempts to do this have not been 
successful) then commuting will increase with consequent negative impacts on environment, air quality and congestion.  
It seems ironic to talk about improved access to the River Avon valley and  improved footpaths and cycleways when in fact the 
proposals will devastate the Avon and Marden valleys and destroy many well established cycleways and footpaths.  
The suggestion that linking the A4 to the A350 will address traffic congestion in the town centre is an extremely misleading one 
as the road will be  a distributor road for 7500 houses - thereby creating thousands of traffic movements every day. The road will 
not be suitable for HGVs and will create far more congestion than it relieves.  
The plan will  massively reduce the distance between the town and villages in the east, thereby reducing their identities. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Sites 1 and 2 are not appropriate to build on and were indeed specifically excluded from the previous plan.  These sites will 
hugely increase the footprint of Chippenham,  destroying vast swathes of open countryside and farmland with the pursuant 
impacts on wildlife, biodiversity and access to green spaces for wellbeing.  Sites 5 and 6 are adjacent to the existing trunk road 
with easy access to the M4. It would seem that the inclusion of sites 1 and 2 relates directly to the HIF bid and proposal for a 
distributor road.  Therefore it would appear that this proposal is an attempt to predetermine the local plan.  Access to green 
spaces has become even more important with the increase in home working and many Chippenham residents access the 
footpaths and cycleways to the east of the town. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 



All developments should be designed in line with the Public Health England Spatial Planning for Health guidance and consider 
the walking environment,  sustainability and transport priorities.  Wiltshire Council has declared a climate emergency and a 
commitment to be carbon neutral by 2030. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The impact of the proposals on the very character of Chippenham.  The proposals do not offer any benefits to the current 
residents of Chippenham but are detrimental as they destroy vast areas of open countryside which are essential to the health and 
wellbeing of the population.  
The conflict between the HIF bid and this plan needs to be seriously considered as it would appear that the HIF bid has become 
a determining factor in the proposals.  The fact that the two consultations are running at the same time is the source of significant 
confusion to the public and my experience as a resident has indicated that many people will not have realised that the two 
processes are separate and will therefore think that responding to the Future Chippenham proposal will also affect the local 
planning process.  It is impossible not to conclude that the huge increase in housing allocation has been put forward in order to 
meet the criteria for the HIF funding.  There is a conflict of interests in the various roles of Wiltshire Council within these 
proposals. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The conflict between the HIF bid and this plan needs to be seriously considered, as it would appear that the Future Chippenham 
proposals are being used to predetermine the outcome of the local plan.  The fact that the two consultations are running at the 
same time is the source of significant confusion to the public, and my experience as a resident has indicated that many people 
will not have realised that the two processes are separate and will therefore think that responding to the Future Chippenham 
proposal will also affect the local planning process.  It is impossible not to conclude that the huge increase in housing allocation 
has been put forward in order to meet the criteria for the HIF funding.  There is a conflict of interests in the various roles of 
Wiltshire Council within these proposals. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P195 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Local resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of housing growth proposed for Chippenham is completely disproportionate compared to the rest of Wiltshire (a 104% 
increase in allocation compared to the 2006 – 2026 plan). This is particularly disproportionate given that Chippenham has, to 
date, built 92% of the housing allocation in the existing plan, significantly more than most other urban sites in Wiltshire. There 
should be a reduction in newbuild housing in Chippenham and a focus on using brownfield sites for housing and employment 
uses with a challenging target set. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
There should be a focus on employment opportunities for the existing population before any significant increase in housing is 
considered. Currently Chippenham is a commuter town and policies should seek to ensure people work and spend locally, with 
green travel options, rather than commuting to work with Chippenham just being a residential base. 
The A4 - A350 link road is not currently necessary, particularly if there was a focus on employment development near the 
motorway.  
There is currently a parallel proposal for the Future Chippenham distributor road and associated housing and employment 
opportunities, and it is notable that the government funding that this scheme would attract requires an additional housing 
allocation for Chippenham which has been reflected in the current proposals. I believe this to be inappropriate as the road 
scheme is, in effect, a speculative development. The need for housing and employment development in Chippenham should 
relate to the local needs, and not be directly influenced by the road proposal / consultation. At present the proposed road scheme 
appears to be having a disproportionate impact on the housing allocation and plan proposals and I believe this represents a 
significant conflict of interest for Wiltshire Council. 
Chippenham currently does not have enough land allocated for energy production and this should be reflected in the proposed 
plan with an increased allocation being made available. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No - the focus should be on brownfield development,  or land which is close to the existing station and transport hubs. This would 
encourage walking, cycling and other green travel, with a subsequent impact on physical and mental health, air quality, and 
population wellbeing. 
The plan should avoid developing away from the current conurbation boundaries and thereby producing a “green gap”. Any such 
gap will automatically become a prime target for speculative planning applications and future development, as it will be seen to 
be within the effective boundary of Chippenham (caused by the proposed new road and associated development). 
If additional housing / commercial land is needed, the most appropriate sites appear to be 
In terms of development locations my preferred locations would be sites 1,3 and 4.  Development in area 2 should be avoided as 
it breaks a significant access from Pewsham and the town centre to the surrounding countryside including the canal, riverside 
walks and access to Lacock. If site 1 is chosen the cycle and pedestrian access to Calne should also be protected. 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Continuing access to the countryside, green travel options, reduced reliance on motorised transport. Minimal visual impact and 
minimal impact on the character of Chippenham. 
All developments should be designed in compliance with the Public Health England Spatial Planning for Health document and 
consider the walking environment, food environment natural and sustainable environment and transport priorities.  The wider 
indicators of health should be fully considered, and housing density and layout should reflect the need for green space, 
communal living, healthy transport alternatives (increased activity meaning less pollution and improved cardio vascular health).  
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The proposals would completely change the character of Chippenham and destroy vast areas of open countryside, recreational 
use land and farmland with no benefits to current residents of Chippenham. Additionally Chippenham is being allocated a 
disproportionate amount of housing compared to the rest of the County with no defensible rationale. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
In the Emerging Spatial Strategy, you identify that most new development should be in principle settlements,  but in the current 
proposals Salisbury and Trowbridge see a reduction in development compared to the 2006 to 2026 plan.  Similarly, you identify 
that Market towns have the potential for significant development that will increase the number of jobs and homes.  In practice 
however the current plan proposes very little development in these areas, with the exception of Melksham.  This is a missed 
opportunity to spread development opportunities across Wiltshire and represents the “lazy” option of simply focussing on 
Chippenham.  I believe this will increase inequality of investment and opportunity across Wiltshire, and appears to be unduly 
influenced by a funding opportunity related to the proposed A4 – A350 distributor road. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P196 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Far too high. The people moving in to Chippenham are not from this area and the houses being built are not affordable to first 
time buyers or lower income families 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Taking note of what residents want in Chippenham. Preserving the countryside and green spaces for the environment and future 
generations 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Environmental issues 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Environmental protection 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P197 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is completely out of context for Chippenham which should always remain a small market town. Any 
development should be in line and to the % scale of UK general population growth. Chippenham should never become another 
Swindon. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Bringing in local employment is fine but MUST precede any house building. Adding major roads should be ONLY THOSE WHICH 
ARE NEEDED TO BYPASS CERTAIN JUNCTIONS such as the Bridge Centre roundabout. This means ONE short link road 



from near the old courthouse over the river roundabout to Lackham. DO NOT UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCES BUILD A HUGE 
RELIEF ROAD JUST AS AN EXCUSE TO BUILD INSIDE THE NEW BOUNDARY. NONE OF THE 3 EASTERN ROAD 
OPTIONS ARE NEEDED. THEY WOULD ALL DESTROY THE BEAUTIFUL COUNTRYSIDE NORTH AND SOUTH OF THE A4 
THAT WE CURRENTLY ENJOY. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not, it is easy to see that this would nearly double the size of Chippenham and be TOTALLY OUT OF SCALE AND 
INAPPROPRIATE. All building should be in line with population growth of the wider UK population. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
DO NOT EVER DO IT TO THIS SCALE. EVER. Any building should be modest and over generations, not over the small period 
of time stated. DO NOT BUILD NEW ROADS AS A WAY TO JUSTIFY NEW HOUSES INSIDE THE BOUNDARY. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Scale and time. No town such as Chippenham should ever be considered for development in this scale. This is a complete 
destruction of the town and the surrounding natural countryside. Absolutely the wrong thing to even consider. DO NOT BUILD 
THE UNECESSARY NEW ROADS. 

 
Further comments 
 

I was born in Chippenham and chose to bring up my family here. If I wanted to live in a concrete jungle surround by major roads 
and unable to walk to the countryside I would live in Swindon or Bristol. NEVER, EVER CHANGE CHIPPENHAM FROM A 
SMALL COUNTRY MARKET TOWN. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P198 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No. What about our countryside and wildlife. We have built loads of houses on birds mash and more the other end of 
Chippenham. We don't need more! 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. I don't agree with any plans to keep expanding Chippenham 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The wildlife and countryside being disrupted in the process 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Spend what money we have on making our town better with what we already have, not building more roads and houses. Better 
shops and places to go for children are needed and we already have space for this in Chippenham without using more land 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P199 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Chippenham resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale is too large to preserve the character of Chippenham as a historic market town. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The maintenance of greenspace around the town should be the overarching priority. Also, looking at ways of reducing car usage 
through shared car ownership and improved rail and bus networks. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I don't agree and brownfield sites should be looked at more widely across N Wiltshire rather that focusing on the 
environmentally valuable surroundings of Chippenham. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Any building on these sites will undermine appropriate development for the historic market town and for the valuable local 
environment. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes - Climate Change; changing patterns of work since Covid and the desire/need to work from home; easy access to nature; a 
close examination of the likely age profile of Chippenham over the coming years with new housing developments near the station 
which will primarily be for younger people; appropriate facilities for older people who are living longer; the need to nourish a 
distinctive character for Chippenham within the wider environment of Wiltshire. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I agree with the statement of Chippenham Town Council objecting to the proposed developments, and in particular that it seems 
completely unfair that Chippenham should be expected to take on 20% of Wiltshire's total new housing.  Within the statement of 
Wiltshire Council it is incompatible both to say that they wish to promote the character and use of the historic town centre and at 
the same time propose a development that will clearly undermine this. It will lead to the main shopping areas being outside the 
Western ring road, and if the scale of the development to the East and the new distributor road are accepted, including large 



amounts of new housing in this direction, new shopping facilities will inevitably be created to the East between Chippenham and 
Calne. This will result in people doing the majority of their shopping outside the town centre and will run contrary to the 
redevelopment of the town centre as an attractive place for shopping and leisure activities. This plan has not been thought 
through in the light of greater appreciation of the environmental crisis. Building new housing both to the west and east of 
Chippenham on green field sites is damaging to the environment and runs contrary to an appropriate balance between housing, 
work and leisure. It does not take account of changing work patterns following the Covid19 pandemic. Rushed plans never make 
for good long-term decisions! 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P200 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Retired teacher presently 
working part time as online tutor 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Lower.  I am appalled at the whole situation.  I have lived her since 1998 and love my county.  Wiltshire Council meekly accepts 
total uncontrolled immigration into the UK and you tell the residents to just accept that we must accept the situation and accept 
thousands of new houses.  You intend to cover our countryside in concrete and tarmac regardless.  Build flats in the town if that 
is our only alternative in this disgusting situation. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We don't need another road.  We don't need these houses. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I don't agree.  I don't want this development. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
How much countryside is going to be wiped out - unwanted urbanisation. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Councillors who care.  They are missing. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No point.  You will ignore me regardless just as you will ignore everyone who has filled in this formed and feels the way I do. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P201 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is disproportionate to the size of the town and will adversely affect its character. The growth already planned 
and/or in progress is already too much for the town. High quality employment opportunities in and around Chippenham are 
scarce and it is hard to see why employers would move here. Chippenham will become even more of a commuter town with no 
other role. 
The brownfield target is too small. Building should be encouraged on brownfield sites and NOT destroying prime agricultural land 
on which we depend for our food. Open spaces are important for mental health. These will be forever lost if building is allowed in 
greenfield sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
The A4 and A350 are already connected at the Sainsbury's roundabout. Additional road links, particularly to the south of the 
town, will destroy natural open spaces to the greater detriment of society. The east-west links would be improved if the Bridge 
Centre were redesigned to optimise traffic flow. This may result in the removal of the car park located in its centre. 
Cycle paths will to be suitable for all bicycle types and should be given priority at side road junctions, unlike those on the 
pavements along Hungerdown Lane, for instance. It is impractical for cyclists to stop at every side junction, which is why the 
cycle routes along the side of the carriageway are still necessary. 
Improvements to the railway station, although welcome, are more likely to encourage commuting out of Chippenham. There are 
better, more professional, employment opportunities in Bristol, Bath, Swindon, Reading, London etc. than in Chippenham. 
Improvements to the railway station will not redress the balance. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, they each destroy natural open greenspace. The connecting road from the A350 to the A4 does not appear too dissimilar to 
those considered and rejected in Wiltshire Council's 'Future Chippenham' proposals. Areas 1 and 2 - building close to the flood 
plain will increase flood risks to those downstream. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Increased flood risk.  
Building additional roads will only serve to increase traffic and pollution. Electric vehicles are not emission free until all our 
electrical power is generated from renewable sources. 
Loss of green space. 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
It is disappointing that environment and climate are not at the top of the list for topics to be considered. They do not even feature 
in the list. Surely if Wiltshire Council is to honour its climate commitment, these should be prioritised. This means thinking 
smarter, not doing more of the same. Looking at the developments already in process at Patterdown, Bluebells, Hunters Moon 
and Birds Marsh there is no evidence that the climate emergency has been considered - no ground source heat pumps, no solar 
panels, all houses fitted with gas boilers which will be obsolete in 10 years. Gardens are so small that these residents will need 
access to large open spaces, meaning that they cannot be built on. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It is unreasonable that this consultation has been timed to conclude in the middle of a national lockdown when it has not been 
possible to hold proper public consultation. The process has not been properly advertised either. Why were letters not sent to 
every resident advising them that this consultation was in process? Passive advertising by saying that it is on the website is not 
acceptable. How was I to know this? 
Although the numbers are smaller, it is surprisingly similar to the Future Chippenham proposal. Any sceptic might think that it had 
been produced by the same people. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P202 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth seems excessive for a town the current size of Chippenham and this level of development will adversely 
affect it's character. The current expansion that is in progress and planned is already making Chippenham more and more a 
commuter town and this added development will only serve to increase this effect.  There is limited employment opportunities and 
there does not seem to be any specific plan re bringing high quality jobs to the area.  
The number of houses earmarked for brownfield construction sites seems ridiculously small and clearly brownfield sites are far 
more appropriate to build on than greenfield sites. Once the greenfield sites are lost they are lost for ever. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
The A4 and A350 roads are already connected on the west of Chippenham. Clearly improvements to the Bridge Centre junction 
which improve traffic flow (unlike at the top of Park Lane where improvements failed to improve traffic flow) is crucial to the 
movement of traffic through Chippenham.  
Building new roads destroys massive swathes of greenspace and thus reduces the countryside available to all residents. The 
cycle routes need to be better planned than those currently built around Chippenham, they need to be segregated lanes and not 
just some paint on the pavement or road. 
Improving the railway station will probably just increase the likelihood of the town becoming more and more a commuter town. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Development of both of these areas will devastate massive amounts of prime agricultural land - which we need to home 
produced food. It will destroy the greenspace we all need. The 40-60m corridors (fingers) with new planting will be minimal and 
having completely destroyed the countryside seem inadequate in any way to replace that which has been lost. 
Building this close to flood zones will reduce land to soak up water and increase the likelihood of downstream flooding - this 
affects both areas 1 and 2 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flooding. 
Loss of natural green space, countryside, - planting a number of small tress does not compensate for felling of mature trees. 
Road building further destroys the countryside and environment and appears completely at odds with Wiltshire Councils climate 
emergency statements. New roads bring increased traffic and the pollution that comes with it. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 
There is no mention in the above list on the environmental impact of this development and if Wiltshire is to honour it's 
commitment to climate change then this is inappropriate.  
The comments regarding health are incorrect. There are only 3 GP surgeries in Chippenham not four. The amount of expansion 
at Lodge and Hathaway surgeries is in no way adequate for the increased number of people. The development plans for 
Chippenham Hospital have been on the agenda for many years and nothing has happened so it seems unlikely that this will 
happen. 
Building better quality homes that are future proofed is essential unlike any developments that are currently being built in the 
area. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This consultation seems unreasonable in a time of national lockdown with passive advertising - online only. We have not received 
any information through our door indicating this is going on. The deadline could have been extended and information sent out 
with Council Tax demands. This seems undemocratic and unreasonable. 
The thought of massive numbers of poorly designed, closely packed houses with large roads with the associated destruction of 
large swathes of countryside is horrendous. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P203 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is far too large and will result in the loss of too much valuable countryside. Every effort should be made to 
work towards a higher brownfield target. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
I do not agree with the plan to link the A4 to the A350 as this will enable far too much additional housing and loss of countryside, 
and result in a large amount of added traffic, decreasing the benefits of the link road. I agree with the other priorities but think 
more emphasis should be placed on conservation. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. I think sites 5, 6 and 7 are more appropriate. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They are already served by high capacity roads and would result in the loss of less countryside and therefore lower the 
environmental impact. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Protection of existing countryside and wildlife habitats. Levels of light pollution should also be considered. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P204 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
These are two separate questions.  There should be a brownfield target and it should be prioritised ahead of other development.  
However, it is not clear where the housing requirement has come from.  I understand that the housing requirement is based on a 
national formula applied to the whole of Wiltshire, which has then been increased by 5,000.  I can't not see a clear explanation 
how this number relates to Chippenham's actual need.  Of the proposals I can't see how this development will generate jobs in 
the town, improve the economy of the town centre or reduce the use of cars. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



I don't see how these priorities will be realised by the proposals put forward.  The centre of Chippenham is already suffering with 
lack of people visiting it.  It seems that the policy of housing development on the outskirts of the town with little thought of how to 
provide easy and pleasant non-car access to the town centre.  I don't see how the A4-A350 road will provide any benefit to 
Chippenham directly.  I don't see what the plan actually says about improving access to Cocklebury Road or the Station.   
The priorities should absolutely be to prioritise non car access in Chippenham so that all of Chippenham can be navigated by foot 
or on bike by a competent 12 year old.  Some of the recent schemes are a good start but don't go far enough.  Priory should be 
given to encouraging business into the centre of Chippenham including retail.  Housing need to lessen dependancy on car use, 
improve energy efficiency. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I disagree for the reasons given in the the previous answers.  It is not clear why Chippenham needs over 5,000 houses.  I 
understand that a national formula has been used to determining the housing allocation for the whole of Wiltshire.  Wiltshire 
council has added another 5,000 to this value to make 45,000.  the net increase is 5,500 plus 2,000 houses.  I can't see how 
housing development in these areas will help town centre development or reduce reliance on car use.  I am also concerned about 
the environmental impact on the distributor road.  I can't see how he road will help improve town centre economy, reduce reliance 
on car use or aide UK CO2 emissions target. I am also concerned over the visual, noise and local pollution aspect of any 
proposed routes.  I've seen from the video clip the the road will routes on embankments and raised areas.  the noise and visual 
impact on this road will have a large negative impact on Chippenham (I recently walked on the park near avenue La Flèche as it 
crosses the Avon.  Its impact if huge and the noise unaviodable.  I worry that local access to the countryside for townspeople will 
be massively negatively affected.  The recent troubles we have had with COVID have been made more bearable in Chippenham 
by the fact that everyone has access to countryside.  This road will dramatically affect that. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Housing development that practical car free living, good access to town centre and public transport, sustainable housing that 
enables residents to manage CO2 and water emissions. 
 



 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Improving car free access through all aspects of the town.  A proper plan to prevent abandonment of the town centre.  Ensuring 
that there are high quality businesses in the town so that well paid jobs are available. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am overall concerned that the plan does not avoid urban sprawl in miniature in Chippenham.  Its seems to be poorly integrated 
into the rest of the town and the developments are likely to take on the feel of a suburb that have very little to do with the rest of 
the town.  There is no clear vision how these additional houses will drive improvements into the centre of Chippenham as it 
seems that most dwelling will be car based and they will take the business to out of town retail parks in Bristol and Swindon.  It is 
not clear where Chippenham is going to attract businesses to employ the additional people and so I assume that most 
employment will come from commuting to Bristol and Swindon.   
The development does not seem to be able to help Chippenham develop in a way that lowers reliance on cars, in fact its seems 
more of the same and so I can't see how it fits into sustainability or Climate Change goals.   
The new access and distributor roads look to be more aimed at providing access for housing rather than A350 to A4 access and 
so it is not clear how they will avoid negatively impacting the local air quality, noise and visual environment of the town.  
I understand that there is a need for housing, but I don't see how this house allocation responds to Chippenham's actual needs, 
the figure for housing allocation looks to be driven from top down modelling and not validated. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P205 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): barely... 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
It seems excessive, given that the forecast is pre-Brexit, and I last heard that a third of a million EU citizens had decided to leave. 
If Wiltshire Council isn't going to reduce ambitions, it should detail the alternative population growth source. 
Brownfield target seems unnecessary given previous allocations. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Broadly. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes. 
But the Bridge Centre site seems inappropriate for residential; it's a sink-hole for pollution. Maybe mostly ring it with a high bank 
and dense hedgerow to block/filter pollution, and have a long bridge up and out to join onto Bath Road and into town. It'd be quite 
nice for some premium rail commuter flats then. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Leisure access between, around, and avoiding them - for kids to run, cycle, play, climb (20-30yr plan of trees please; not the 
usual token scrub, but mixed broadleaf), and adults to take swift bike rides without the journeys excessively broken by the car 
routes. And these should not be mitigated by average use - these routes should compete with cars during peak hours, not be 
inconvenienced by them. BRIDGES/SUBWAYS! 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Potential for hydroelectric power from the swales/basins, depending on capacity. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P206 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Other than small scale filling in of brownfield sites there should be no further expansion in Chippenham. The proposed expansion 
is not needed for local people and will harm climate change targets and ruin the local countryside for current Chippenham 
residents. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The priorities regarding well-conected footpaths and cycleways is very important. However, attempts at cycleways so far are just 
piecemeal and tokanistic. Cycleways have been put in where the roads are wide and less necessary and vanish completely 
where the roads are narrower and most needed for cyclists. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. As already stated, no extra housing at this scale is needed for local residents. Building housing here will just encourage 
people to move from outside the local area. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Damage to nature, climate change, irreversible loss of countryside. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
These topics should be improved for the current population before even considering expansion. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please don't carry out this excessive expansion plan and ruin our town and countryside. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P207 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Brownfield target should be higher 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Need more emphasis on preserving green spaces near the town centre instead of covering them all with houses which are not 
needed to meet local demand 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. These will cut off access to the last remaining green areas close to the town centre. There is little need for more houses in 
Chippenham on top of the large developments already taking place and will merely result in environmentally damaging large 
scale travel to Bristol, Bath and Swindon. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not be built on at all. We need to preserve access to green spaces and reduce flood risk from climate change. 
Building a commuter town will massicvely increase the risks of climate change. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Flood risk and access to green spaces near the town centre. Dangers of over-development. Improving the river side spaces and 
access. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The council have so far failed to attract new commercial development such as Sadlers Mead, The Range and Marks and 
Spencer town centre store. There is little likihood of any more success in the future and so more housing will simply attract 
commuters which should be discouraged. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P208 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The figure should be lower. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Individual identities of villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham should be a first priority.  Also, larger areas of natural 
green space not to be infringed on, on the current outskirts of Chippenham. To ensure that the town has ample doctor surgeries, 
NHS Dentists and extra allotments. NOT to cause any more air pollution which is a known cause of respiratory illness. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Buildig will encroach too close to the hamlet of Pewsham and also Derry Hill, so there will not be enough green space as a 
buffer for human health and also environmental health. building  in the area towards the river will alter the river environment in a 
detrimental way. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Creating more air pollution. Adding to the current problems of detrimental climate change. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Long term environmental health which will impact on the health, mental and physical, of the younger generation and those that 
come after them. We need, as a community, to consider how the ones that are young now, will be living in the future. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As the Covid-19 pandemic has clearly shown, traffic equals air pollution which equals respiratory problems.   Also, buildings need 
to be built energy sustainable, ecologically sustainable and with far more areas of green space around them. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P209 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As a local resident I have read with complete bemusement our Council's proposals for the expansion of our local town. 
To be frank, many of the arguments put forward for such a huge scheme are questionable at the least, and fundamentally untrue 
in reality.  
The statement that  
a/ we need a new road, at a time when all future infrastructure projects need to be considered in the light of climate impact, 
seems at odds with what is actually happening in real life. Even taking lock down into consideration, there is no traffic problem in 
Chippenham town centre any longer, and even when office workers return to the office, many will never do so 5 days per week 
as before. So the main rationale for building the road, if the Council are to be believed, no longer exists. That said, i think it is 
clear that the Council want the road built so that the open farmland inside the new road can be opened up for housing. Such 
housing would then of course bring much needed revenue into what is essentially a Council which is financially crippled. 
b/ new housing - in all the documentation nowhere is it set out where the need for 9,000 new houses comes from. Do we have 
homeless or an actual housing shortage in the county and if so can you please communicate such figures. And where does the 
9,000 figure come from ? It seems completely out of whack with the number of chimney pots currently comprising the town and 
as an overall % is ludicrously high. 
c/ Such an enormous scheme would, as opposed to alleviating any congestion problem, in fact add to it as there is no allowance 
for an 'upgrade' of the shabby town centre, which is full of coffee and charity shops. In essence it would make Chippenham an 



even larger dormitory town than it is today, increase the volume of cars on our roads, ruin country lanes creating rat runs, and in 
fact bring very little revenue into the town itself as new incoming inhabitants commute out to work a couple of days per week. 
d/ landscape - the Marden and Avon valleys are the last chalk stream valleys in Wiltshire, and need protecting for use of current 
and future local people. Covering them in concrete, not to mention flood plain fields, will simply reduce the quality of life for those 
living both in the town and surrounding countryside. You only need to walk or ride along the old railway line to see how many 
people use this part of the countryside, what and the Council thinks it has the rights to remove these freedoms. 
e/ Conflicts of interest - its seems uncomfortable to me that much of the land being proposed for development is actually Council 
owned land. In this day and age of transparency and accountability, it could quite reasonably be asked as to what are the 
Council's priorities here, ensuring they fill their own broken coffers, or providing a service which we all want and pay for ?? 
Finally, given a choice i would suggest we do not need a nr ring road, but if asked where it should be if it has to go ahead, i would 
strongly propose the option closest to town to ensure as small an impact on the surrounding area as possible, and bearing in 
mind the New Leaze Farm site is in raised ground, having the road 'town-side' would make a big difference. 
I hope you take these points into consideration throughout the Consultation process. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P210 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The data presented in footer to P3 is out of date (April Fools Day 2019) as much of the proposed areas are already subject to 
planning proposals. The CURRENT i.e. Jan 2021 figures should be presented including a comparison of sites within the current 
2016-2026 strategy and additional sites outside the current 2016-2026 strategy. It is also important to include allocation outside 
the Chippenham boundary but which impact growth of Chippenham. 
RESPONSE: Brownfield Target should be 1000; Total Target should be 3000 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
NO!! These targets do not reflect at all the rapidly changing local and national economy and are woefully out of date. By the close 
of this consultation many more town centre units will be empty including most clothing shops. The needs of 2036 cannot be 
predicted in 2021 and a much more flexible and dynamic approach to setting priorities and reviewing needs is desperately 
required.  
MISSING Priorities – simplification of the road network; public open space particularly alongside the river (lost opportunities down 
stream of the town centre show poor local authority grasp of the potential despite words of comfort in the strategies that are 
produced) 
i) – this means expanding business parks from Jn 17 of M4 down the A road corridor! 
ii) – totally out of touch, and completely meaningless statements. An in depth review of what a town centre actually is / means in 
the 2020’s and 2030’s rather than a quaint theoretical set of musings is needed. There are no prospective tenants for a mixed 
use development on the Bridge Centre! 
iii) – Vital and such a pity that this wasn’t done through the existing recent developments! 
iv) Please include a plan showing the logic and planned routes, this looks very ad-hoc currently with dangerous sections not 
touched while existing provision is duplicated. 
v) – Where is the evidence that this link is required / cant be provided on improved existing roads including remodelling the 
former Bridge Centre roundabout 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
These are not the most appropriate sites to develop as they will generate so much more traffic on the routes to M4 Junction 17 
forcing widening and greater partition or roads in other areas. The land between Chippenham and M4 would be appropriate 
rather than the inevitable business park that will otherwise go there. 
The negative aspects of all sites are pretty similar so if the housing allocation is at the numbers stated it makes absolutely no 
difference what plots are allocated in reality. 
Reduce the eastern extent of Site 1 and show the red line boundary around the proposed development areas not many fields 
away. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

The most important aspects to consider are: 



Preserving and enhancing the existing footpaths, cycle routes, wildlife corridors and the views from them. 
Ensuring broad, continuous wildlife linkage corridors through the sites ensuring hedgerows, woods, parks, meadows etc are 
viable and vibrant. 
Ensuring UNINTERRUPTED use of footpaths and cyclepaths without at grade crossings – preference road in cutting under the 
PROW 
Ensuring local character in developments not town planning theory – make the sites feel like Chippenham not a clone of North 
Swindon / Wichelstowe etc. This needs local knowledge and input not ‘desk study’. 
Ensure critically important views such as from north of Lacock/Reybridge and from Derry Hill are not impaired. 
Ensure significant allocation for self build and individual small scale development. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Radical changes due to ongoing effects of 2010 recession exacerbated by the Covid pandemic mean future demands cannot be 
predicted. In 2021 a significant proportion of retail in town will close, industry and businesses will relocate in and out of town and 
commuting will change. Work at home, social distancing, internet connection will all be more important. 
The existing road network in town causes the significant delays and needs urgent reform. It is based on conditions over 20 years 
ago with unrestricted traffic in the town centre being one of the bigger changes. The bridge centre area should have one major 
through road with a single traffic light junction. 
The cycle network is scattergun approach and not a planned network 
The former canal routes should be reopened and enhanced including reopening the link into Chippenham and route parallel to 
River Marden 

 
Further comments 
 

The separate road study should be included within the settlement plan and vice versa to ensure clarity and avoid 
misrepresentation 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P211 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The proposed growth is outrageous 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The number 1 priority should be the retention of green sites, farmland, woodland and meadows which once destroyed will be lost 
forever 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, they are not appropriate. They are areas of high quality farmland, grasslands and woodland. It would be discraceful for 
landowners to profit from the destruction of this land under the guise of 'meeting development needs' 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They should not be built on. Period. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P212 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As a resident of Chippenham, I would like to strongly object to Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan proposals, in particular: 
1. The large numbers of houses planned for Chippenham, which are not in line with the town’s actual housing need. In addition, 
the numbers being proposed by Wiltshire Council for the county are significantly higher than the Government’s target for 
Wiltshire. 
2. The destruction of green space, wildlife habitat and farmland in the Avon and Marden valley. Building on this land will worsen 
the climate emergency, which Wiltshire Council has declared. 
I also draw your attention to Chippenham Town Council’s rejection of the plans, and the strong public opposition there has been 
from those who live in this area. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P213 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Generally I think it should be lower but the most important thing is to ensure that the homes built are properly energy efficient with 
ground sink heat pumps or solar panels - and that there are a good supply of homes for low income families 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1.  Climate change priorities are missing entirely.  All new development should be planned around a carbon neutral future 
especially when it comes to heating homes and new business premises.  So again ground source heat pumps and solar panels 
are a must.   



2.  Where are the charging points for electric cars that will be so much a part of our future? 
3.  Where are the community halls?  It's not enough to assume that school halls will be sufficient to meet community needs - one 
or two community halls are needed to help community cohesion 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Major new road schemes are planned - but especially after COVID will the traffic density in future years actually justify  expansion 
to this level?  As more people work from home traffic flow could be less than originally predicted 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Community halls (see previous answer) 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please be realistic about the future.  It is clear that the impact of climate change has to change the way we live, and we cannot 
assume that the future will just be an extension of the past.  The Council has the golden opportunity to be a leader in this field by 
requiring a zero carbon approach to this development first in terms of the buildings that will be erected (especially heating), and 
second in terms of the infrastructure for charging electric vehicles - which will need massive adjustments to the present system.  
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P214 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Personal comments 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too high. Why during the plan period 2006 - 2026 WCC Strategy did WC identify a requirement for 4510 
new homes which is now 9225 for the next 10 years - nearly double? An average of 34 planning approvals per year were granted 
in the period 2009 - 2019. This does not demonstrate pent up demand of the scale now envisaged. The allocation of 
development in Chippenham far outweighs that of Trowbridge and Salisbury - both principle settlements with excellent transport 
links. Why so disproportionate? . Given that we are an ageing population in Wiltshire many people will not now be economically 
inactive therefore the allocation of 5ha of employment land needs to be rethought. According to the last census Chippenham had 
15,200 homes. on the basis that this could now be 17 - 18,000 is a 50% increase justifiable? It would seem that the £75m HIF 
grant is now being justified in the next plan period 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
These are all laudable aspirations but some are open to challenge. 1). 3). 4). 5).6) 
I would like to understand "How" each will be fulfilled at what cost and timeframe. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
I do not agree. I would exclude site 1) for the reasons that the inspector noted in the last local plan review that have not materially 
changed - "The Strategic Site at East Chippenham under Policy CH3 in the Submitted CSAP was the most contentious of the 
proposed allocations. There were a number of reasons for this. These include: it would not contribute to the objective of 
improving self-containment; it is upstream of Chippenham and would require considerable works to avoid increased risk of 
flooding; the concept of the ELR is flawed; landscape evidence shows it to be an open area which would have a wider landscape 
impact and there are question marks regarding deliverability within the Plan period..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 Valley 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..However, the 
consequences of increasing the extent of the East Chippenham allocation to ensure viability would have a significant 
environmental impact, particularly on the open landscape to the north and east, for which the SA concludes that mitigation would 
be difficult or impossible. I agree with sites 2 - 3 -4 -5 - 6 - 7. Furthermore I would add another site between 3 and 5 which would 
still be within walking and cycling distance of the town and facilitate 2,000 plus more houses without the need for a distributor 
road 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 



Environmental - climate change implications - more, not less congestion in Chippenham - elimination of natural resources that 
are deemed to have no value and mitigation cannot replace. increased flood risk 
Societal - an ageing population on one hand and socially deprived people on the other  
Economic - up to 40% social/ affordable housing make the development unattractive for developers 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The Local Plan was prepared pre Covid - a catastrophic event that will change economics, behaviour, aspirations, employment 
and opportunity. The Draft Local Plan can and should be withdrawn, re-considered and delayed for one year. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Wiltshire Council Spacial Planning Department have clearly worked hard to produce this draft Local Plan. If Covid had not 
happened I would still have questioned the scale of housing and employment land growth of Chippenham envisaged over the 
Plan Period; The distribution of growth between the Principle Settlements; development at site 1 as per the Inspectors Report on 
the last plan; the validity of the Atkins Transport Report; reduction of congestion in Chippenham Town with 5,100 more homes 
plus more in the CMA. The focus on Covid will cause many people not to participate thus Spacial Planning will loose many 
valuable insights that could have been included in the final draft. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P215 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I object to the inappropriate number of houses proposed to the east of Chippenham. It is disproportionate to the size of the town 
and threatens sensitive sites valuable for flood defence and wildlife. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P216 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Growth should be lower. These plans are ridiculous for a small market town like Chippenham. All brownfield sites should be used 
unless there is an impact of flooding. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



The priority should be to retain Chippenham as a small market town and to protect the local environment i.e. no building on green 
land. The plans should be to protect the current population by improving what is already here and not to increase the number of 
commuters living here. Chippenham is already a dormitory town. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Brownfield sites only. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The impact on wildlife, flooding, pollution. These proposals would be a disaster for the local area particularly sites2 and 3. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes, the respect for residents of the town and what they would like to see and especially what they do not wish to happen. I did 
not see any mention of hospital facilities. At minimum the hospital would need to be upgraded to a full hospital with A&E facilities 
if this disastrous scheme is approved against the wishes of the local population. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I don’t believe that the council actually care about the town or it’s residents. I don’t know anyone who is happy with these 
proposals. How about using some common sense and abandoning these proposals. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P217 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I have to say i totally concur with Chippenham Town Councils objection to the proposed spatial strategy,in that the incidence of 
housing is far to high for the projected future population growth,and would most likely lead to our town just becoming a dormitory 
town for London,Bristol,and Swindon.I think any benefits of this development would be seriously outweighed by overloading the 
infrastructure of our small market town.regards. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P218 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I believe that the scale of proposed growth is too large for Chippenham and we are being asked to take a disproportionately large 
amount of Wiltshire's housing requirement. I think the number of houses should be much lower and there should be a brownfield 
target. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Increase biodiversity. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, I think that brownfield sites should be used for a much smaller number of houses. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Landscaping and biodiversity of the areas. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P219 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am emailing to let you know my views. I live in Hardens Close. I have lived in Chippenham since 2002. I moved here for the 
green spaces, the nature walks, the dog walks, the cleaner air and the running routes. You will ruin this space. Putting 20% of all 
Wiltshire's extra housing on Chippenham is madness. Sheer madness. Utter madness. Let us be a smaller market town. Let us 
keep our identity. Why would you want to turn us into Swindon? People who care about Chippenham will leave. It will be a pure 
commuter town, soulless. You have a chance to stop this madness. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P220 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The proposed scale of growth in the period 2016-2036, even after the adjustment for houses already built or on the pipeline is a 
significant increase of potential population, which is not supported by local economic activity, which continues to lead a high 
percentage of the community to travel to other major towns and cities. This reflects the failure of the council in delivering against 
the objective included in the plan adopted to make Chippenham more “self contained”. Against the background of the above, 
housing growth should be limited until such time as there is demand for housing by locally employed citizens, therefore a figure of 
not more than 10% of the proposed growth of 5100 dwellings i.e. 510 dwellings, focused on a regeneration of the centre of 
Chippenham through accommodation targeted at the younger members of the community 
As suggested above there should be significantly more focus on using brownfields sites, close to the town centre, which would 
avoid additional demands on private transport and needs for additional roads 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
With the exception of point v the remaining objectives are wholly supportable, with employment for the younger generation of 
Chippenham citizens and affordable housing in the centre of Chippenham for these members of our community the highest 
priority. 
However, we disagree with the premises and closed wording in relation to point v, and we do not believe that it is necessary, 
congestion is minimal in the town centre and if such a road were to be developed this would encourage additional traffic to avoid 
using the main routes from the East, namely the M4 / A350 which has benefitted in recent years from expansion of the A350 
south of the Malmesbury Road Junction and which was clearly designed for road widening south of the A4 / A350 Junction 
should it be necessary (undeveloped road space to the West of the existing carriageway) 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The question posed is inappropriate, and “closed”. The requirement for additional land for housing, as referred to in response to 
CP1 is materially overstated and inappropriate. 
As such the proposed sites are inappropriate, as is the potential impact on traffic if the proposed sites were to be adopted would 
significantly increase traffic flows from the east of the town, which are not supported by existing roads and would therefore imply 
an assumption by the council of a road being built between the M4 and the east of the town, which would destroy the character of 
the surrounding villages and unnecessary destruction of the green belt area. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The question posed is inappropriate, and “closed”, as limited to the proposed sites, see comments above: 
However, if the same question were posed as applicable to all / any potential sites we would suggest that the following matters 
are considered as priorities: 



o Access to existing infrastructure i.e. major roads, rather than generating additional demands for road development using 
existing green belt land 
o Ensuring development of employment opportunities for citizens of Chippenham, with separation between such sites and those 
used for dwellings….BUT with adequate existing or potentially new services using existing roads e.g. bus net work, cycle paths 
etc. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The key elements that need to form part of the Plan for Chippenham, are: 
o Employment opportunities for younger member of society i.e. those between 18-45 
o Provision of outdoor activity for younger teenagers e.g. skate parks etc. 
o Ability to integrate different forms of travel, focused on public services, personal use of cycles, but equally adequate parking 
facilities for those in the outlying communities to use cars i.e. adequate parking in the central town area 
o Avoiding further damage to the green belt surrounding the town centre and urbanization of the rural community 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Finally, we believe that the plan as presented and the consultation by Future Chippenham relating to the road assumed within 
this proposed plan for Chippenham are both flawed as based on a “need” which has not been properly consulted upon for a road 
between the A4 and the A350 (north and south), rather than consider how development could be undertaken close to and using 
the existing road infrastructure. This would minimize the impact on the local community, the environment and maximize the 
investment already undertaken in the A350. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P221 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth is completely unproportionate to the actual needs of Chippenham 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Absolutely note 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Loss of countryside/farms/outdoor space for existing community 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
This plan along with the Chippenham Future road plan is completely outrageous and does not appear to actually consider the 
real requirements of Chippenham.  It certainly does not require 7500 more houses and appears WCC is trying to railroad their 
plan when it is not welcomed 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please listen to the people of Chippenham and the surrounding areas to what the actual needs are and listen to the very good 
valid reasons for not proceeding that you will have received in abundance are. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P222 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I would just like to lodge my disappointment that Chippenham is considering yet more housing. 
We simply do not need more housing... we need more green land to keep the current residents free of more pollution and more 
roads... 
Since the pandemic People are working from home more and this will without doubt as a normal way of working for many office 
based staff. I have experience and knowledge of how this will affect local government workers and know for a fact that the MOD 
will continue to work like this for ever. As a result some staff are actually moving away from the area (as they now can work 
anywhere) and as a result the huge numbers of both crown servants and contractors will not be required in the area on a 
permanent basis. 
Keep our green and pleasant and please 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P223 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
What is happening to our town? Why has Wiltshire council added so many new  houses we have already lost Birds Marsh ! So 
many new houses not to mention the ugly huge new Aldi already being built! New kfc and ANOTHER COSTA , hardly enhances 
the view !  I appreciate that a certain amount of new development is, unfortunately necessary, but why SO much in Chippenham, 
surely the people who already live here should be able to have a say in what happens in their doorstep !  
Please rethink this overdevelopment, enough is enough. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P224 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I am writing to express my objection to the Local Plan Review in the strongest possible terms. The focus of my objection is 
Chippenham, the matters at hand are applicable widely across the plan, and it is the entire population of Wiltshire that will endure 
the results of poor planning.  
The progression of the plan to date has not followed due process and would not be robust to legal challenge in its current form. 
The reasons for this are outlined below.  
Predetermination of the plan review  
The parallel consultation on road route options dependent on the sites brought forward in the plan review clearly points to the 
outcome of the plan being predetermined. In this regard the process fails to accord with the Gunning Principles.  
The Gunning Principles are frequently referred to as a legal basis for judicial review decisions. • that consultation must be 
at a time when proposals are still at a formative stage; 
• that the proposer must give sufficient reasons for any proposal to permit of intelligent consideration and response; 



• that adequate time is given for consideration and response; and 
• that the product of consultation is conscientiously taken into account when finalising the decision. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The proposals are clearly not at a formative stage.  
Additional insight into what constitutes proper consultation is provided in Kendall v Rochford DC  
[2015]. I have noted that Wiltshire Council have relied principally on their website to publicise the consultation, with some token 
use of social media. There has been no letter drop to residents, I have seen no posters, no discernible efforts have been made to 
reach hard to reach groups. The form of consultation on the website itself is unengaging so as to be prohibitive to meaningful 
engagement, consisting solely of links to documents that are without exception lengthy, highly technical and entirely turgid. A 
number of technical and non-technical solutions have been brought to market during the pandemic that make this form of 
consultation entirely the choice of Wiltshire Council. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 



Although the use of the website is expressly permitted in the Strategic Environmental Assessment regulations, to rely so heavily 
on it in the case above amounted to a breach of the SEA regulations.  
Further conflict of interests  
In addition to the above the Council is taking a number of roles in this process, being strategic planner, project promoter (for the 
road), and through the County Farms brought forward as part of the process. These potential conflicts of interest must be 
carefully managed to avoid perceptions of impropriety. There is no clarity within the documentation as to how this is arranged and 
how it will be ensured that careful and critical consideration will be given at all stages.   
Flawed consideration of housing numbers  
The report references the need for local plans to keep housing numbers as a live issue, and re-visit the totals. Indeed this is the 
rationale for considering the preferred increased number. However, in the intervening period, the world has experienced the 
coronavirus pandemic. The effects of this will not be felt equally across geography and society, and in fact the Social Mobility 
Foundation has published research suggesting that Swindon will be among the hardest hit places in the country 1. The prosperity 
of Swindon is cited as a key engine room of the growth required in Wiltshire, and particularly in Chippenham. With this now being 
called into question, the rationale for the housing levels examined fall away.  Insufficient consideration of alternatives  
The alternatives considered in the Local Plan Review are only arrangements of housing growth; the do not examine alternatives 
to housing growth. There are clear parallels here with Heard v Broadland [2012] where their Joint Core Strategy was ruled 
unlawful because of lack of investigation of alternatives to urban growth. In the context of the declaration of the climate 
emergency, understanding the art of the possible around reduced, or creatively reframed, urban growth is surely essential. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Sustainability Appraisal criteria are flawed  
The construction of the SEA criteria used in the assessment is flawed. By way of example, the ‘climate mitigation and adaptation’ 
objective (SAO 5) has three decision aiding questions, of which one is deferred to the next stage and two relate to flooding. DAQ 
2 should have already been addressed through the exclusionary criteria on p.12 of the assessment). This assessment alone 
cannot robustly capture climate mitigation and adaptation requirements.  In addition, sites such as Chippenham 456 have been 
included even though it sits predominantly within the flood zone and therefore should be excluded.   
The inclusion of FZ2 in the exclusionary criteria and its deferment in the appraisal questions are at odds, and lead to a lack of 
transparency and robustness in the assessment outcomes.   
Flawed site selection criteria and inconsistent application  



The site selection criteria are ambiguous in their definition and inconsistent in the application. The site selection document for 
Chippenham contains numerous errors, and frequently seems to have a disconnect at page breaks, making scrutiny of its 
methodology and findings effectively impossible.   
Some examples of the kind of errors or inconsistencies are as follows: • There appears to be no basis for the RAG categories. 
• ‘Accessibility’ is based on a heat map of travel times - but that is not available 
• Site 455 Transition between p.12 and 13 not clear - should there be another site name or is this a continuation – the 
colours don’t match across the pages. 
• 506b  and 3324 - reference to pluvial flooding associated with the Avon - pluvial flooding is surface water flooding2, 
demonstrating a fundamental lack of understand of basic environmental terms. Flood Zone 2 is not mentioned 
• 3092 – there are two entries for 3092 – this cannot be correct. 
o This comment relates to the second version of 3092 – this site is excluded based on isolation in the narrative, even though 
accessibility is green. The site overall has many more greens than sites carried through. Transition between p.14 and 15. 
• Site 3324 includes the text “provides the opportunity for a new southern link road”. This text is wholly inappropriate and 
clearly evidences that the site selection is an exercise undertaken only to justify the routing of the distributor road and Wiltshire 
Council’s application for HIF funding. 
• Site 494: flood risk is described as good and impacts straightforwardly able to be mitigated 
(‘good’) - but it is rated as orange. This is completely inconsistent with the assessment for heritage where the impacts on Grade 1 
Bowood are identified and this is also only rated as orange. As an aside, this assessment of the impact on Bowood clearly 
understates the impact of the proposed developments on the broader setting, including the relationship between Bowood and 
other local settlements, and has evidently not been informed by Steer v SSCLG [2017] which is applicable in this case. 
In conclusion, I object to the proposals as they stand as a concerned resident of Chippenham. More than that, as a concerned 
resident of Wiltshire I implore the Council to rethink the proposals and restart the process, given its current weakness to legal 
challenge. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P225 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth outlined for Chippenham is out of proportion for the rest of the County.  Any development  should prioritise 
the use of brownfield sites and not chew up our valuable rural landscape.  The proposal will turn Chippenham into an urban 
sprawl with no benefit to the town and the total destruction of the elements that attract people to the town. It will have a significant 
negative impact on the physical and mental wellbeing of residents. 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

Agree that the town centre must be improved.  It is sadly lacking at the moment.  We need proper shops that will attract people, 
not force them out to other centres. 
The town should make more of its history and heritage and protect local villages. 



There should be development of recreation facilities and encourage walking and cycling. 
The town needs to retain its natural assets along the River Avon and the Avon Valley. 
The town does NOT NEED extensive road development such as the A4/A350 link and the associated housing development. 
Additional housing should use brownfield sites. 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

No.  Sites 1, 2 and 3 cover the most attractive part of Chippenham and is the town's biggest asset.  It will destroy the River Avon 
and Avon Valley and most of the land on a flood plain.  There is no sense building here. Areas of site 2 and 3 push the urban 
sprawl toward the historic village of Lacock and will endanger the that village too. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

Protection of this rural amenity.  Not to build on a flood plain. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Development of the sports and leisure facilities are vital for the physical and mental wellbeing of the residents of Chippenham 
and to attract visitors.  
The local economy will die unless an effort is made to regenerate the town centre.  New development around the periphery of the 
town just drives people away to other centres. 
More should be made of the local history and heritage of the town. 
Use brownfield sites for additional housing and use areas within the town centre for residential accommodation. 
Improve parking capacity. 

 
Further comments 
 

Wiltshire Council should nurture the assets they have in Chippenham:  the green open spaces, the history and heritage and the 
benefit of local villages.  NOT build, build, build and destroy what makes Chippenham a good place to live and visit. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P226 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I wish to object to Wiltshire Council's proposed plans for 7500 extra houses being built off of the distributor roads once / if these 
are constructed. 
Up to 2020 according to the CPRE the council exceeded their target for house building by 40%  ( 2214 ) properties. 
According to agreed national statistics the above mentioned 7500 properties would each have an average of 2.5 vehicles which 
equates to  
18750 vehicles together with another huge amount of through traffic and supply vehicles using the distributor roads which would 
converge  
at three points in or very near Chippenham. 
One of these distributor roads would also be used if the Rawlings Farm / Green development is approved. 
Part of the Rawlings Green development includes 750 new houses and using the 2.5 vehicles per household formula an 
additional 1875 vehicles 
plus distribution lorries / vans would possibly use the distributor roads. 
To summarise my concern - the planned distributor roads have entry and exit points within 2 to 3 miles of Chippenham town 
centre 
and more importantly within the same distance from our main line rail station in Station Hill.  
If the council approves this huge increase of housing in the Chippenham area it will encourage new people to move into the town  
solely because of the main line railway connections to London , Bath and Bristol where most will seek employment. 
Chippenham and nearby areas already have new houses being built in Showel , Easton and Birds Marsh so its not viable for the 
council 
to plan more housing especially as they are carrying forward an excess of 40 % ( 2214 ) houses over targets laid down by the 
Government. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P227 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Private 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Private 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too high with a target of building in Wiltshire 5,000 more houses than necessary. There absolutely must be 
an ambitious brownfield target. This is not currently evident in the Plan 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The absolute priority is to develop a plan that shows how Wiltshire will achieve its commitment to be carbon zero by 2030 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Our comments cover all aspects of the Local Plan consultation, with special reference to the plan for developing 
Chippenham. Since the Paris Accord in 2015, many industrialised nations including UK have made a commitment to be carbon 
neutral by 2050. This is to ensure that the global temperature is kept to less than 2 degrees above pre-industrial temperatures 
and that every effort is made to keep it to less than 1.5 degrees above.  In fact, Wiltshire Council has made its own commitment 
to be carbon neutral by 2030. Therefore, it is surprising that the proposed Local Plan for Wiltshire would not only fail to reduce 
carbon over the next ten years but would in fact increase carbon emissions. This clearly needs to be discussed and justified 
before the plan can proceed.  
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) predicted in their influential 2018 report that we had just twelve years to 
break our dependence upon fossil fuel, if we were to stand any chance of meeting the 2050 target and avoid catastrophic climate 
change. During the last two years global carbon levels have continued to rise. The situation therefore has become ever more 
urgent. As citizens it is our right to expect governing bodies to do everything in their power to protect us all from this existential 
crisis. This includes Local Authorities. Considering that the Local Plan would cover the period up to 2036, Wiltshire would clearly 
be failing to demonstrate the leadership so desperately needed if it were to proceed with this proposed plan.  We would therefore 
consider the implementation of the proposed plan to be a gross dereliction of duty with the very real potential of violating ours, 
and/or our children’s, Human Right to life.  
We will also take this opportunity to comment on Chippenham’s plan. The Spatial Strategy section is driven by Government 
housing targets using an out-dated formula from 2014. Also, the Plan includes an additional 5,000 houses on top of the 41,000 
required by this formula. Therefore how can Wiltshire Council justify creating a suburb on a green site to the south east of 
Chippenham to build unnecessary housing? In the unlikely event that additional houses can be justified, can you assure us that in 
selecting this site every effort has been made to identify brown sites and to ‘maximise use of previously developed land’ as 
specified on page 6?  Not only would this feat of environmental vandalism be committed in the creation of unnecessary housing, 
but the houses and the planned road would be built on land surrounded by fields that are prone to flooding. A comprehensive 
impact assessment, especially in light of climate change, needs to be conducted on those communities downstream, namely 
Lacock and the hamlet of Reybridge, where we live. Overall, the points outlined above raise the question – does Wiltshire Council 
have the competence and leadership skills needed to navigate us through this critical period?   
• Planning for new housing developments where there is genuine need  
• Reassessing major road schemes based on realistic projections of future traffic  
• Encouraging a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport,  



• Protecting and enhancing the carbon absorption properties of the natural environment (that of our natural capital and 
carbon sinks. 
• Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land, which helps sequester carbon and ensure local food production 
and future food security, including the Council’s own County farms; 
• Introducing planning policies that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed developments, in advance, 
against the Council’s carbon reduction targets. 
This Local Plan is the last chance for Wiltshire Council to introduce a policy framework that comprehensively addresses the 
urgent need for material, year on year reductions in carbon emissions, in line with the Council’s democratic and legislative 
obligations. The current proposals need rewriting 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
see above 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes, your obligation to mitigate against the impact of climate change 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P228 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Chippenham does not have a requirement to expand at the rate stated’ 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Need to have new schools and more facilities if more houses as Chippenham will not be able to support these in current state. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No on flood plans 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Wildlife and trees conservation will be ruined 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Chippenham does not have a requirement to expand at the rate stated’ 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P229 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The expansion of Chippenham in terms of housing is disproportionately large compared to the infrastructure and leisure needs of 
residents. The town will become a dormitory residential area for commuters (yes, commuting will return). 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Town centre renewal is vital. Linking the A4 to A350 with all the extra housing will ruin the quieter nature of east and south 
Chippenham. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The river valley is inappropriate for housing. Flooding will increase for all as a result. South of "Pewsham" is a haven for residents 
to wander in the countryside, walking to Lacock on the canal path. What will happen to all that peace and beauty? 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Preserving existing countryside amenities. Providing safer cycling routes to the west of town (currently they don't exist) 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Churches 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please don't ruin the delicate balance within this town. Surely housing should be provided in areas of need. Is there demand for 
thousands of homes in Chippenham? 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P230 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is excessive given the size of Chippenham town centre and the infrastructure within the town (eg railway 
station access). The scale of growth should be miniscule and targeted to brownfield sites. The comment that "5 hectares of 
additional employment land is needed" is a circular argument: houses require employment and employment requires housing. 
Wiltshire council are suggesting that employment will follow housing, though previous attempts at retaining and attracting 
employment have been unsuccessful (eg Herman Miller relocating to Melksham), Dyson and very recently, Good Energy's failure 
to build their new office in Sadlers Mead. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
1.Current development centres on Methuen Park, for example, with a drive through restaurant and another supermarket. These 
are strictly limited employment opportunities number and pay wise. The comments on reducing out-commuting are just that 
"words" without specifics. 
2. The "resilience" of the town centre can only be improved by attracting independent retailers and restaurants, but no plan is 
offered on achievement. 
Improving Chippenham Railway Station and Cocklebury Road area to attract inward investment is unwise and probably 
unachievable. Station access cannot be improved for vehicles because of road limitations, from any of the A roads or, more 
pertinently , New Road and Station Hill. Any increase in vehicle access and parking will result in gridlock. 
3. With footpaths and cyclepaths, yes, roads, no. Much better environmentally. Adequate maintenance of existing footpaths and 
cyclepaths, including Sustrans routes seems a vital need. 
4. Possibly, but current public transport provision is poor, too infrequent and too little used. Better to actively promote public 
transport and improve by increasing provision of bus shelters and usable toilet facilities. 
5.The A4 and A350 are linked by the bypass. Traffic using the A4/A350 has no need to pass through Chippenham town centre. 
Far better to dual the rest of the bypass on the A350 and promote a new out of town railway station at Thingley.  
6. Agreed. Limited point here as not sure what the Local Plan is promoting exactly! 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not needed at all. Use other Brownfield sites, for example Westinghouse site. Not in Chippenham specifically, but far better sites 
would be former military sites, for example, Hullavington, and Corsham. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Employment, primary and secondary schools, GP surgeries and hospitals. No point in building if for out-commuting. 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Wiltshire Council are intending to vastly overdevelop Chippenham, given the size of the town centre and the proximity to much 
larger employment bases - Swindon, Reading, London, Bath and Bristol. The town infrastructure cannot be improved to cater for 
increased traffic. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The housing "needs" should be revised in the light of the Government's review of national housing needs in principal towns, cities 
and regions, which is acknowledged needs to focus on London/SE, Midlands and the North. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P231 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is far too high and should be limited to the organic growth required by the town, which is around 150 
dwellings per year, and not dictated by a Council intent on dumping over 20% of Wiltshire's SUPPOSED requirement on it. Other 
councils have pushed back against the Government requirements; why can't Wiltshire do the same? 
And yes, according to the Planning Requirements brown-field sites should be put forward over green-field, and Wiltshire should 
count the ones that have been built to date against the requirements, and not consider them as 'windfall' sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



No they are not! So you plan on improved access to the River Avon valley through Chippenham by building all over the Council 
farms and destroying the wonderful river valleys of the Avon and Marden? 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
None of the above. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
How the Conservatives will ever get elected to run the Council again!  The sites MUST NOT BE BUILT ON. The farms are 
needed for food production, and Chippenham doesn't need any more out-commuters who do nothing for the town. Out-
commuting produces greenhouse gasses hugely, and it shouldn't be encouraged at all, especially in the light of changes to 
working practises arising from the pandemic, much of which will be permanent. 
A number of people equivelent to more than one quarter of the population of Chippenham Parish has signed the petition to stop 
both the proposed road and any unnecessary development Please take notice. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Everything. You haven't listened to the people of Chippenham. You haven't condidered the needs of Chippenham at all. You 
have only considered Wiltshire Council's desire to replace the lost revenues from Swindon with a new Swindon centered on 
Chippenham, and the greed of huge developers who already have over 1.2 MILLION unbuilt permissions in place and don't need 
any more. 
You also haven't considered that the population is in decline, and that more people will continue to work from home post-
pandemic. You also haven't got any kind of Carbon and othe greenhouse gas controls in place and your approach to site 
selection is fundementally flawed in many respects. I fully support the CAUSE response in this argument. 
 



 
Further comments 
 

 
The approach used to select development sites in and around Chippenham looks flawed in a number of respects 
The Site Selection report sets out the approach and results of considering the suitability of various potential development sites 
around Chippenham 
• No mention is made of redeveloping the centre of Chippenham. It is an historic market town with much potential for 
improvement to restore its character and vibrancy. And post Covid, many offices and retail outlets in the town centre are likely to 
become available for redevelopment into domestic dwellings, thus maximising use of brown field sites. 
• Individual development land parcels have been combined into very large potential development areas or “sites” and the overall 
assessment may not be sufficiently representative of their distinct areas e.g. the river valleys. Indeed, creating such large areas 
for potential development may have been contrived to support the £75m Distributor road business case. 
• Each site has been scored against various criteria but the scores are all close which does not provide a clear case for the 
chosen sites. 
• The selection criterion to “link the A4 to the A350” is unjustified and unfairly biases the selection of sites to those to the South 
and East of Chippenham. This criterion appears to have been included to justify the £75m distributor road. And there is 
absolutely no mention of the £75m cost!! 
• Including 2 large sites i.e. the site to the East as well as the site to the South, is not justified at this stage and increases the 
impact on climate change and destruction of the countryside. Presumably they have both been included to justify the £75m 
distributor road. 
• Site 1 (East of Chippenham) has been prioritised over Site 2 (South of Chippenham) but previous traffic analysis, indicated that 
a distributor road through Site 2 would be better at relieving congestion in Chippenham, because it provides a direct route for 
traffic on the A4 between the East and West of Chippenham. This would also avoid the problem of creating a new shortcut, 
attracting additional traffic, between the A4 East and M4 junction 17. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P232 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth seems excessive, and the use of brownfield sites seems ridiculously low. The Council should be prioritising 
keeping or even expanding green space and natural habitat, not only because the Covid-19 pandemic has highlighted the 
importance of access to green space for town-inhabitants, but also because we are in the middle of a climate emergency which is 
seeing habitat lost at  an alarming rate. It's disappointing that the Council has chosen to destroy habitats at this time. I would also 
make the point that a shortage of physical buildings is not the reason for a lack of affordable housing in the county (or the 
country), but rather the price of housing relative to wages as a result of properties being treated as money-making schemes 
rather than homes. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
There should be an emphasis on protecting the environment, green space and wildlife habitat. It's interesting that the Council has 
identified 'Respect the individual identities of villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham and their relationship to the 
town' as a priority - presumably this means keeping the area around villages green whilst destroying the green spaces of towns; 
it's interesting to see the Council's hierarchy of its residents.  
I would question whether adding these houses will improve employment in the town, given that Chippenham is primarily a 
commuter town - surely most of the jobs will be in other areas? This is about building houses, not making work: if there are no 
jobs locally, people will out-commute. The information you have given here does not show how you intend to reduce out-
commuting, which makes me feel that you have not thought it through.  

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

No - see my previous answers; the council should not be destroying habitat and green spaces. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Maintaining wildlife corridors by retaining as much of the existing hedgerows and mature trees as possible. This will help mitigate 
the destruction of habitat and will ensure that green spaces in the developments are not sterile environments that are 
inaccessible to wildlife because of the lack of corridors to them. This will in turn improve the character of the developments and 
improve the wellbeing of residents. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Wildlife and the environment 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P233 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth seems excessive, and the use of brownfield sites is extremely low. The Covid-19 pandemic has highlighted 
just how important access to green space for town-inhabitants is, this combined with the urgency of the climate emergency 
means the Council should be prioritising green space and natural habitat.  
A shortage of housing stock is also arguably not the reason for the lack of affordable housing, but the cost of buying relative to 
earnings and the fact that property is treated as a means to make money rather than as homes. The Council would better serve 
its community by providing more Council housing for affordable housing. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
The emphasis should be placed on protecting the environment, green space and wildlife habitat. The aim to respect the individual 
identity of villages and their relationship to the town should not come at the cost of excessive development around the town. 
Well-connected footpaths and cyclepaths are important could be prioritised over new road building. A more creative solution to 
congestion and transport is required. 
Adding houses is unlikely to improve employment for the town. Many residents are commuters. It is not clear how more housing 
will resolve this and not in fact increase it. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, these are valuable areas for wildlife, recreation and heritage. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Retain hedgerows and mature trees (this made an enormous difference to the Pewsham development) and maintain wildlife 
corridors and green spaces. This will mitigate the destruction of the habitat and ensure that any remaining green space is still 
ecologically viable. This will improve the development not only for wildlife, but improve the wellbeing of residents and character of 
the sites. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Wildlife and the environment. 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P234 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The Scale of growth needs re- looking at.  A much higher brownfield target over many areas. A 240 target is too low for a council 
looking at climate change. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These plans do not match the local key environmental objectives. 
This plan does not protect the individual identity of the villages within their landscape setting. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. We oppose the current plan strategy. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
They are not appropriate. Brownfield sites should be used. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes, how to fulfill the green agenda with carbon neutral development. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The proposed development plan is totally inappropriate for chippenham as a market town 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P235 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I think the growth target is too big. The town outgrows it's natural boundaries, it's place as a "market" town to become a 
sleeper/dormitory commuter town for Bristol/Bath, Swindon, Reading & London. Jobs & homes need to be located closer 
together. 
Yes to a brownfield target. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Approx right.  Include green priorities / the environment / wildlife. - Stop development in the river valley areas - leave them green. 



 Also, I question whether the A4 - A350 road link is required, as in the post pandemic world, traffic patterns & scale is expected to 
change. If roads are built, they seem to fill. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. Keep away from the green corridor (the river) that runs through the town. Plus. obviously, I object to the no. of houses 
proposed. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flooding, Wildlife, the environment, the no of cars that the commuter belt families will bring ( I suspect, approx 2 per household). 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Wildlife / green issues / over development of flood plain. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P236 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
As a local a resident, I know that Chippenham has shown it can take on its share of new housing and adapt to changing needs.  
However, the scale of the proposed growth set out for Chippenham is much too high.  The scale, and the unjustified 
(over)development of the proposed greenfield sites have the potential to be hugely damaging to people, the environment and the 
town.   
I agree that there should be brownfield sites and goals, which should be included in the overall housing targets.  But overall, your 
proposals are not justified by any case or evidence you have set out, in particular with regard to the large number of new houses 
proposed.  You seem to want to find a purpose for the new road you want to build, rather than looking properly, and 
transparently, at the needs of Chippenham and its people – both now and in the future. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
I don't agree that your point 5 is the right priority.  If you build a new road plus all the excess new houses, there will be many 
more commuters and cars on the roads.   The development of such a major road will impact adversely on the town’s character, 
local natural and wildlife, and people's enjoyment of their local environment.  
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No.  The size, scale and location of sites 1 and 2 would badly impact on the town and cause enormous damage to the local 
environment - and the community, wildlife etc.  I refer back to my previous answers - the scale of the housing proposals is 
unjustified, and the way the road option has come about is questionable and is now being used to justify other development. 
Wiltshire has not provided sound evidence to support their proposals. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
To my mind, you have not made a proper case or provided sound evidence for your proposals or the suggested sites, therefore I 
cannot comment here as I don't believe you should build on them in the way you have so poorly set out. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
The people who live in a town, the sense of community you feel and taking pleasure and enjoyment in where one lives - these 
are all characteristics of any place.  And they are very much characteristics of Chippenham, which is why many enjoy living here.   
There are always good reasons to make changes to a place, or create new developments to meet current or future needs. I am 
not against those things. 
But I do object when the people who make up a place like Chippenham are not seen as a core 'feature' or characteristic; are not 
properly involved; or are invited to comment late in the day with significant funds having been secured before 'consultation'. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P237 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is ridiculous - it is far too many for the likely future population growth, far too many for the size of the town. 
Chippenham has already grown many times faster than to population of the UK, and further housing will only increase the 
differential. 
All development should be on brownfield land; we do not have any spare carbon budget to be digging up fields 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No, not the right priorities. 



None of this takes into consideration the impact of Covid, or Brexit (100 years to recover?). Our lives have to change, this plan is 
based on last century thinking.  
Listen to what local people want - some affordable home for local people, local jobs so that we don't all have to commute out. 
There;s enough brownfield space, and will be as a result of Covid to accommodate all of this. 
Please stop trying to tell us that a distributor will help town centre traffic flows after adding at least 15,000 more cars. There's 
never been a road built that reduces traffic - it may be temporarily displaces, but the only thing that reduces traffic is getting less 
vehicles on the road. 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

No  
We need food before housing 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Don't build on them - no aspects to consider. 
Build on brownfield sites only 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Yes, 
Carbon emission 
Biodiversity improvements 
Listening to what local people actually want 

 
Further comments 
 

This whole Plan needs to be ripped up and started again. 
The world has changed; last century thinking is not ht e way to make progress. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P238 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is disproportionate to the need (far more houses are being proposed relative to the projected need). The 
housing that is required should be largely (primarily) on brown-field land. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The first and primary priority of the Chippenham local plan, s with all local plans, should be the delivery of a net zero carbon 
Chippenham by 2050 - and sooner if desired (the area of Chippenham Town Council has a 2030 target).  The fifth priority is 



entirely incorrect and should be removed - the decision to focus on the creation of new roads / the expansion of the road network 
is entirely regressive, short-sighted and irresponsible.  New road building does not represent sustainable development. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Areas 3 and 4 appear to be reasonable and proportionate locations for additional housing.  The development of Areas 1, 2, 5 and 
6 would destroy the character of Chippenham and the surrounding countryside.  I wholly object to these proposals. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
If these areas are to be built on, these areas need to be built as self-contained communities in their own right - with schools, 
shops, pubs, post offices and banks within easy walking distance.  Without a public transport system that regularly, and cheaply 
services these areas, these developments should not be permitted, as car-based developments do not represent sustainable 
development!  I do not believe that the above criteria will be met and therefore developments in these locations should not be 
taken forward. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Public spaces and public facilities - i.e. public toilets, community buildings and libraries. 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The way in which the Local Plan and the Future Chippenham consultations are being held is wholly inappropriate.  The Future 
Chippenham consultation pre-judges the outcome of the Local Plan and suggests that this consultation is little more than a tick-
box exercise.  Wiltshire Council should postpone the Future Chippenham consultation  and re-schedule it to be held once the 
outcome of this consultation - the Local Plan Review - is concluded, 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P239 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): n/a 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes - the more on brownfield the better as saves greenfields. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Good priorities - cycle/walking transport links is key. Safe routes to work/school/leisure/shops from villages and suburbs. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Yes to 2, not sure about 1. Both urbanise countryside. Have the option to increase villages been seriously looked at instead? 
Pewsham works as a community now so site 2 could use the local shops and school there? 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
High quality development with lots of playgrounds, space to walk. Connections to town and money for the canal project. Lots of 
cycleways and allotments. Can we have some higher density to save having lots of boring cul-de-sacs? Should feel like Wiltshire 
not a suburb that is anywhere. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Looks good designs. Include lots of parks and gift the management to Chippenham Town Council who do a great job of John 
Coles and all our smaller parks. The cyclepath seems like the natural boundary for Chippenham at the moment - put off building 
here for another 30 years. 
Sort out a conversion or housing for the older buildings - not have them fenced off like the old farm on Derriads Lane. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Make space for water and help with stopping flooding by taking care around the rivers and streams to leave buffer strips. Work 
with the Rivers Trust on your plans. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P240 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Myself 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
This figure should be lower. 
There should be a brownfield target 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
This is an extremely poorly drafted set of priorities. There is no attempt to define the term "place shaping". There is no attempt to 
analyse or summarize the present economic geography of Chippenham. There spelling errors that indicate careless drafting. 
Priority 1 does not refer to "places" and certainly not to specific localities. An employment opportunity is not a place. 



Priority 2 states general aspirations for Chippenham town centre. It does not specify to where--from Chippenham Town Bridge to 
Chippenham Market Place--these aspirations pertain. The introduction to Priority 2 states it "must relate to the development and 
use of land and so should revolve around specific outcomes and their benefits", but no subsequent attempt is made to put 
together a coherent argument based on this assertion--for example the phrase "developing resilience" does not logically relate to 
the development of Chippenham High Street. No attempt is made to define what is meant by a "mixed-use scheme" for the Bath 
Road car park/Bridge Centre. The land on which the former Bridge Centre was located is blighted by air and noise pollution from 
the circulating traffic, and isolated by several sets of traffic lights, giving priority to traffic--for example their no audible traffic 
signals, and not enough time is given to sight- and mobility-impaired pedestrians to cross. They even have to share the space 
with cyclists. Improvements to Chippenham Railway Station are largely the responsibility of Network Rail, GWR, and SWLEP, 
and there is no evidence that Wiltshire Council has moved, for example, to expedite the delivery of the North Side lift to the 
footbridge. There is no evidence that the limited "improvements" so far to Chippenham Station or to Cocklebury Road have 
"attract[ed] inward investment to this area.". Wiltshire College lies derelict. Good Energy failed to build its headquarters at Sadlers 
Mead. Parts of the old Delivery Office are becoming derelict. One of the iterations of the car wash in the Sainsbury's car park was 
closed down on the initiative of the Modern Slavery group, Unseen UK.  
Priority 3 fails to specify to which part of the River Avon valley it refers. Access to the River Avon valley north of the Chippenham-
Calne cycle path is now limited to the Anscombe Way. All other access that the people of Chippenham had used for decades--for 
example to the east and west banks of the river north of the cycle path were fenced off with barbed wire from about 2015. There 
is no attempt to define a "green infrastructure corridor", presumably because to do so might compromise development of the 
Chippenham suburbs to which other documents accompanying the Local Plan Review refer. 
Priority 4 utterly fails to follow a logical sequence. Public footpaths and cycle routes already exist, and are used by people for 
leisure and travel. It is meaningless to refer to "ensuring a network of connectivity for public transport" because there is no public 
transport to speak of, apart from buses and trains that link Chippenham to major towns and the settlements on those limited 
routes. The Transwilts train route allows connectivity with walking and cycling routes, but its timetables are governed by the 
priorities of the Main Line, with poor connectivity for travellers who wish to take advantage of cheaper fares. 
Priority 5 contradicts Wiltshire Council's description of the A350/A4 road link as a distributor road. Chippenham Town Council and 
Chippenham's MPs have said publicly that in order to get their support for the distributor road, Wiltshire Council falsely claimed 
that it would improve traffic flows in Chippenham town centre. Priority 5 repeats that false claim. "Congestion" is a consequence 
of car dependence--an issue that Wiltshire Council makes no attempt to address. 
Priority 6 Building roads to enable the creation of two new suburbs for Chippenham does not "respect the individual identities of 
villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham". 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
CP3 No I do not agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build. If land around much of Chippenham is being 
promoted for development by landowners or prospective developers, Wiltshire Council is certainly not obliged to take the slightest 
bit of notice of them. In fact, to do so suggests that the Council is colluding with speculative development, in a conflict of interest 
with its responsibility for the health and well being of all Wiltshire citizens. There is no mention of affordable housing. These sites 
are intended for estates of houses marketed to attract relatively affluent out-commuters. The greenest houses are those which 
are already built. Wiltshire Council must identify where in the existing built environment of Chippenham new dwellings can be 
created. 
The two new suburbs to Chippenham will, by definition, destroy the existing landscape consisting as it does almost exclusively of 
farmland dating back at least to 1908. It is absurd to say that farmland landscape will shape two new suburbs. 
Worse than absurd is the duplicitous claim that climate change mitigation will shape the two suburbs. A road- and house-building 
project of this size will emit, at a conservative estimate, 800,000 tonnes of CO2. Wiltshire Council has no baseline measures of 
its greenhouse gas emissions, apart from a reprehensible attempt to pass off an assessment of one domain only as a reliable 
gauge of its current status. This claim is utterly disgraceful. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
CP4 This question is impossible to answer. It assumes that these sites are going to be built on. This assumption serves as both 
premise and conclusion of an argument for which Wiltshire Council either cannot or will not provide empirical/testable evence. 
This is either extremely careless drafting or, more sinisterly, is designed to predetermine responses by consultees. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 



CP12 In this document Wiltshire Council has completely failed to take into account the fact that the Chippenham Neighbourhood 
Plan has extensively researched the existing situation, targets, interventions, and resources needed in each of the domains of 
education, energy, green and blue infrastructure, sport and leisure facilities, health, housing needs, the local economy and 
transport. 
It is wholly inappropriate that I as a resident of Chippenham should be asked to write a few sentences when my fellow citizens 
have put together a plan that covers everything that needs to be said. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
12 I have already recorded in my answers that I believe that Wiltshire Council's proposals in its Local Plan Review are 
duplicitous, based on falsehoods, logically flawed, and smack of predetermination. 
I hope that Wiltshire Council will withdraw these proposals and return to Chippenham with a proposal to collaborate with 
residents to promote employment- not housing-led growth, to locate growth in Chippenham's existing built environment, and to 
honour its stated commitment to achieve net zero by 2030. If it cannot honour that commitment, it is undeserving of the trust of its 
citizens in any other venture that it proposes. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P241 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The Brownfield target is far too small and should be higher. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The environmental impact of these plans has been missed. You cannot improve access to the Avon Valley by building on it. You 
cannot claim green credentials for a project of this scale that will increase traffic and build to this extent on current greenfield 
sites. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

No. The preferred sites contain flood plain, important natural habitats and are furthest from the transport infrastructure. They will 
be extremely damaging to the ecosystem of the Avon Valley, spoiling one of the areas attractions as well as increasing East-
West traffic. You cannot build on the Avon Valley and at the same time claim it as a town amenity. It will just be a more polluted 
river surrounded by housing estates, current residents of Chippenham will be even further from the countryside. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Impact on wildlife, impact of light pollution, increased river pollution, impact on flooding, increased traffic across town, distance to 
services, impact on surrounding rural communities, destruction of Avon Valley aesthetically. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
What will be the long term impact on habitats, air quality, water quality, noise levels, traffic volumes in surrounding villages, use of 
lanes as short cuts/rat runs, increasing distance of current Chippenham residents from rural access, increased congestion in 
town from adding such a large development. 

 
Further comments 
 

This is confused planning. The original announcement when the money was announced emphasised the bypass nature to relieve 
Town congestion. 18 months later it is not a bypass and is very much a house building plan. Adding this quantity of housing will 
add many thousands of vehicles to the local environment in a town that already struggles with congestion. Air quality will 
deteriorate and the impact on the Avon Valley as an environment will be large. This is clearly a plan that does not favour the 
environment or local communities and is created only with developers in mind. It is a shameful plan that will not improve 
Chippenham. Potentially adding an area the size of Calne to the town will be extremely detrimental, adding thousands of vehicles 
to the local environment and if, as the council has stressed this road is not a bypass, but a 30mph access road, then traffic in the 
town will only get worse. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P242 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): None 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Unfortunately the council has failed to use brownfield sites which have become available recently strategically. A large number in 
Chippenham, Old Police Station, Old Vauxhall Garage, Magistrates Court have been used for more retirement homes and 
supermarkets than town centre housing. Agree we should use brownfield first. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Given the move to home working, the link road from the A4 to A350 is unnecessary in my view and will encourage more car use 
and congestion. As with all by-passes the land around it gets developed, adding more cars, those roads become congested, and 



so the cycle begins again. The preferred sites depend on this road, where other sites could make use of the existing roads, 
where land has been set aside already for widening. Improve the roads we have rather than build more! 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No I do not agree 1,2 and 3 should be preferred options, they destroy valuable countryside and open space and require more 
road building. Sites 5 and 6 should be preferred, with road improvements (see previous comment) require no new roads, and 
countryside already polluted by existing roads. Can you be more specific on what employment will be coming to the yellow 
areas?  Note the Cycleway does not link to Lacock anymore as council failed to renew lease with landowner! 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
No new major roads, we need improve the ones we have and provide real alternatives and design for clean transport from start, 
rather than token cycle lanes. 
Preserve Wiltshire as a rural county and do not make Chippenham, the Slough equivalent for Bristol as Slough is for London. 
Developing Chippenham on this scale will encourage more commuting, as cannot see any clear employment strategy apart from 
some yellow colours on a map.  
Local employers are leaving the town, I heard one employer offered to help the council fund a bus service to help get employers 
to its site pin Methuen Park from Station and was basically told to get lost. Hardly a green council. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
If you build houses, a couple of allotments and a mini Tesco and takeaway is not really investing in the community. I see more 
sports space, but can we think about other sports than just subsidise more football pitches (Gareth Bale can pay for those). What 
about an athletics/ running track for the local running club and the schools to share.  Invest in an Olympic size swimming pool, 
refurbish the Olympiad and secure its long-term future. 



 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Living and overlooking and walking the fields for the preferred sites, especially towards Lacock I think you have severely under-
estimated the flooding zones and how waterlogged these fields become.  
Wiltshire is a rural country that feeds the country, Wiltshire Council seems to be keen to become a metropolitan council. 
This plan seems quite old fashioned build a massive road and fill the area around with masses of soulless houses, that is what 
has led to the disaster which is Swindon.  Not community, not sustainable. 
I think a plan which splits the need more evenly across the County with smaller more sensitive developments to more towns and 
villages would be better.  
Also what about developing the old airbases and building some new villages on those! They are already brownfield and wont be 
destroying fresh countryside. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P243 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Na 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The brownfield should be higher. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Need to respect the green sites within Chippenham so the residents continue to have easy access to countryside spaces for 
recreation and well-being. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. A significant part of Site 1 is a flood  plane and building on this land will increase the likelihood of flooding in other areas of 
Chippenham. In addition site 1 will interfere with the Chippenham-Calne cycle track which is used by a large number of people for 
recreation and travel between parts of Chippenham and villages. This area is home to diverse wildlife and should be protected. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Flooding, wildlife, resident access to untampered green space for health and well-being, maintenance of the cycle path from 
Chippenham to Calne. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Existing residents well-being.  
Local Wildlife. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P244 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Prediction of scale of growth seems excessive. This growth is only viable if there are homes - if the number of homes built is 
reduced then this will detract from people wanting to relocate to Chippenham. Chippenham does not need an increase in urban 
sprawl and the green belt should be protected. Brownfield sites are minimal and are very close to green belt and will encroach 
onto this land eventually. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



Yes, particularly the priority to keep people working within the local area and reduce the need to commute for employment 
opportunities. The capacity of the rail service and associated car parking is at the point of saturation. However big name retailers 
and leisure companies need to be encouraged to invest in the town but not at the expense of green belt, footpaths or cycleways.  
Better and safer cycleways from Chippenham to Lacock/Melksham and Corsham need to be developed 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No - we have no need for two new suburbs. Having already eaten into Birds Marsh (which was opposed by many) we need to 
consider that if the green belt continues to be developed the reason that people love living in Chippenham, because there are 
green areas on their doorstep, will be lost for future generations. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The impact to the cycleways and walking areas. The value of the green belt to all local residents, and the reason many have 
chosen to live in Chippenham, which cannot be replaced. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
A Petrol Station to serve the Pewsham residents. For example, on London Road or adjacent to the new Lidl within the site of the 
Court. Otherwise people will still drive to the other side of town to shop and get petrol at the same time, which does not help 
reduce the carbon footprint and emissions 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P245 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Yes, higher 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes, but you are proposing building housing right up to the Avon which I object to 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No, too close to the Avon. Also in flood zones which may get bigger as weather patterns get worse 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Access and impact to existing networks 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Sustainable 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please insure that the traffic infrastructure works before you build another 4000 houses. Current road structure in town doesn't 
work don't make it worse. Scrap bridge center junction and make it a simple through road. Remove assess to carpark from 
junction. 
Fix junction at bottom of station hill, mini roundabout very dangerous. Add additional access to monkton park to fix congestion at 
peak times. 
Traffic light at top and bottom of new road also dangerous, please sort 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P246 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The development is too big and mostly greenfields. If development is necessary (and is it necessary based on Wiltshire targets?) 
then brownfields should always be the first option. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
No. This seems purely to be about housing. The first mention of this suggested it was a 'relief road' however it now seems to be 
open about being a housing development opportunity. All the development appears to be on the opposite side of town to the M4 - 
which if you are increasing Chippenham by such an amount should be a consideration for the volume of traffic you will be 



pushing across town. This feels like a 'land grab' for housing development opportunity at the expense of proper planning and 
consultation. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. This is a massive development which will totally change the character of Chippenham and its surrounding villages.  Also, if 
more housing is necessary, then work for those living there will no doubt be in other towns so the side of the road where the M4 
is is a better choice. Although I do not think Chippenhma needs this scale of development. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Brownfields sites, in fill and appropriate housing choices (small flats/maisonettes for example to enable more people on less land) 
should be considered first. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Light pollution, noise pollution, impact on surrounding communities, change in character of Chippenham from small to large town 
and the impact of this on small village communities nearby or subsumed by this. Have you considered the use of small village 
lanes as 'rat runs', the imact on wildlife, the impact on the well used cyclepath/foot path between Calne and Chippenham which is 
a local tourist desitination as well as a walk for local residents. The impact on the town centre of Calne, as well as that of 
Chippenham. 

 
Further comments 
 

 
This feels like a very cynical and money making land grab being dressed up as need. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P247 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): local resident 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth proposed is much too high. The current local plan already allows for more than sufficient housing and is 
more in proportion with a town such as Chippenham. Smaller developments should be targeted at brownfield sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Yes. In particular the provision of new employment opportunities for the existing residents of Chippenham. The existing levels of 
net out-commuting are far too high and would not be helped by building the number of houses proposed in this plan. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
No. First build on the sites in the current plan (plus brownfield sites). There is then some scope for further development but not on 
the scale proposed in this plan. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The destruction of the countryside and the creation of massive urban sprawl to meet an unrealistic housing target centred on 
Chippenham. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes. You have missed the need to consider an appropriate scale of development to suit a town the size of Chippenham. There is 
no justification for the number of houses proposed especially when existing approved sites have not yet been developed. 
Concentrate on improving local employment opportunities and access to green spaces. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The housing target for Chippenham is far too high. There has already been substantial growth with more already approved in the 
pipeline. A high proportion of residents have to drive out of Chippenham to find employment. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P248 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I am writing with regard to Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan proposals. 
I do not agree with the proposed housing development and associated road route to the east of Chippenham for the following 
reasons: 
• the proposed number of houses is excessive and does not reflect local housing needs as suggested by Neighbourhood 
Plans; 
• the proposed number of houses and therefore cars will add to congestion levels in Chippenham which will not be relieved 
by the distributor road; 
• additional housing without additional employment opportunities will simply increase the levels of commuters and therefore 
traffic; 
• there will be significant loss of natural habitat for species already in decline; 
• farmland should be kept for local food production, be that crops or livestock, therefore strengthening self sufficiency and a 
more prosperous local economy; 
• there will be increased risk of flooding, an increase in air pollution and therefore an adverse impact on health; 
• the Covid pandemic has also taught us the value of having green space around us for mental well-being - the development 
will result in a significant loss of green open space;  
Two years after Wiltshire Council declared a climate emergency, and with plans announced to make the county carbon neutral by 
2030, it seems strange that you are now planning a development with such a massive carbon footprint! Once built on, the green 
space is gone forever - no turning back! Climate change is happening now - we cannot afford to keep burying our heads in the 
sand! What legacy are we leaving our children? 
Many respected organisations, such as CPRE, are against this proposal, as are Chippenham and Calne town councils, MP's and 
local residents. Please listen to them and stop the destruction of our beautiful countryside. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P249 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I wish to object to the Plan to develop houses in the Chippenham area for the following reasons : 
• Planning for new housing developments must be focussed where there is genuine local need – not for long distance 
commuters 
• Housing should be sited to avoid environmental damage – on brown field sites wherever possible 
• Wiltshire must develop planning policies that require housing and commercial development to be built to zero carbon 
standards 
• Planning must use the opportunity to reduce fossil fuel car dependency by including transport links, bicycle lanes, and 
pedestrian and electric care infrastructure 
• Any large volume road developments need to avoid proximity to housing because of the adverse health impacts of car 
emissions 
• There needs to be a planning framework that promotes renewable energy generation,including making specific provision 
for onshore wind generation (the lowest cost form of electricity generation) which is not currently mentioned anywhere in the Plan 
• There needs to be a policy to promote carbon capture including 
o Protecting and enhancing the carbon absorption properties of the natural environment including significant increases in 
tree planting, also helping to improve biodiversity 
o Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land, which helps sequester carbon and ensure local food production 
and future food security, including the Council’s own County farms 
• There needs to be an overarching planning policy that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed 
developments, in advance, against the Council’s carbon reduction targets which need to be explicit and connected to policy 
including the Climate Emergency Task Group 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P250 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Planning for new housing developments where there is genuine need,  this needs to be based on the needs of the local 
community not just because Wiltshire council have been told by national government that they have to build houses, where is the 
democracy in that?  
When we first moved to Chippenham in the 1980’s it was because we wanted to raise our children in a clearly defined market 
town, and not to be part of the suburban conurbation of Swindon. Our house is built on a brown field site  in Chippenham and I do 
not agree with building un -needed houses on the green field sites around Chippenham for no reason other than the council will 
not stand up to developers and award them any housing development contracts for brown field sites of which there are several in 
the Chippenham area. This  demonstrates to me a lack of back bone  by the Council and seems typical of the council rolling over 
to comply with national government and private developers and not representing the people of Wiltshire and  definitely not in our 
best interest.  
 



 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Protecting and enhancing the carbon absorption properties of the natural environment - The council must stop destroying the 
landscape and cutting down trees, you must look at what you can do to ensure the natural environment is protected and 
sustained,  
Surely you must have learnt from this current pandemic how nature and human meddling has caused this to happen?  
Do you want to take the risk that we will also be responsible for future catastrophes? Is there not enough evidence about flooding 
around the Chippenham area to make you re consider the need for these houses? 
Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land,  do we not need to have these opportunities for our young people to work 
and live locally on the farms rather than being just tarmac and housing?  
What about food sustainability and food miles, being able to provide more of our own food. Would not that be a better legacy for 
you as councillors to leave for future Wiltshire residents? 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Avoiding building houses where this creates car dependency – most people I speak to want to live close to where they work and 
avoid long tedious, expensive and unnecessary journeys to work so why is there such a need for the large numbers of housing 
planned in the Avon/ Marden valley near to Chippenham when the work is not in the area?  
Is it because the council has  council owned farms and land that they can sell off and so it would be an easier option rather than 
the right option for Chippenham residents??  
This car dependency is incredibly bad for the climate change and even though I am likely to be dead before climate change truly 
affects our county- see NT report, I am very concerned about what our legacy is to our children and their children- it’s not 
something that you can say ‘it’s not my problem as it’s in the future’ as by the time it happens, you will have caused the damage 
which cannot be repaired . Do you want that to be your legacy for your own future generations? 
 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Throughout this pandemic I have truly come to appreciate the importance of nature and being able to walk in the countryside for 
the benefit not only on my physical health but equally as important on my emotional well -being.  There is so much anxiety and 
low mood in the county, especially with children and  young people, and their needs have to be taken into account  by you as 
they have no voice. 
I charge you as  my elected representatives to ensure that you take into account all of the arguments against this proposed Local 
Plan and do what is right for our community- not to take the easy option but to make sure that our communities thrive and have 
the chance to live in a rural county and not become a dumping ground for other areas that have no longer access to green 
spaces , not just to become a commuter county and destroy our future. The future of all the residents in Wiltshire is in your 
hands- PLEASE do the right thing. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P251 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

As you can see from the address, I am a Chippenham resident of 10 years standing, and I’m writing to comment on the proposed 
plan for developing the area around our town.  I’m not filling in the form, as I find it very hard to understand “council-ese” in the 
documents offered and prefer to make my comments this way. 
The first thing I notice is the enlarged road scheme to the south and east of the town, which cuts through so much of the 
countryside, and presumably nets more land for shoving up houses.  I can see how building some houses is needed, but we 
already have huge estates currently being built: do we really need to be building more?  Is Chippenham to become a dormer 
town for Bath or Swindon?   
And the type of building: as our planet suffers so much already from the effects of our own insouciance and lack of responsibility, 
should we not ensure that ALL new building areas go a long way to contributing to the answers, not to the problems?  I notice 
plans for cycle lanes, and tree planting and allotments, and hope that energy generating area means what it says: building solar 
farms/wind generators.  Please consider also encouraging the provision of electric charging stations around the town. 
I am seriously concerned that the new road scheme eats up so much of our lovely countryside: once again, we subject nature to 
our desire for road transport, and take away so many natural habitats for our wildlife, not to mention homes and farms that 
already exist.  It seems from the map that 2 of the preferred areas are in the flood plain: I don’t envy anyone living or working 
there. 
Please consider the town centre, which is now so full of empty shops; can we have more pop-up shops offering climate friendly 
alternatives, like the Refashion Wiltshire shop, and the Community Eco Hub?   
I know only too well that I’m not qualified to give useful suggestions for the way forward, and I do appreciate all the work that 
councils do to support us as residents, but as you have asked for comments, well, here are mine!  My biggest concern is our 
action towards redressing the climate change imbalance, and I do trust that this will be the case with planning: not just with 
words. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P252 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I wish to comment on the local Plan review. 
Why does the plan contain housing numbers almost 5,000 more than advised by the government? Wiltshire Council should be 
challenging the high number of houses the government formula suggests, rather than adding to it. There are estimated to be 
about 1 million unbuilt dwellings with planning permission granted countrywide. These should be built before more land is brought 
forward for development. If working practices change permanently post Covid, then many building currently used as offices will 
be empty and may be suitable for converting to living accommodation. High Streets should be reviewed and shops with empty 
rooms above them encouraged to convert them to flats. 
Planning policy should require all developments (housing and employment) to be built to zero carbon standards. 
Brownfield sites should always be used in preference to green field sites. Brownfield housing numbers should be much more 
ambitious. Agricultural land needs protecting for continued use as changing climate patterns affect food growth worldwide so this 
country should be producing more food for its population. 
9225 houses in Chippenham. This number is too high. It is the size of another town. There is no evidence that this number is 
needed, so will end up being used for people moving into the area who will commute out, unless working patterns change long 
term post Covid. This is 20% of the housing allocation for the whole of Wiltshire.  
The huge potential development to the south and east of Chippenham is reliant on a road which is only now being consulted on 
and may not go ahead. The houses required should have lead to the planning of a road rather than the road leading housing and 
development. Such a large development will destroy farmland, and affect the habitat and biodiversity of the Marden and Avon 
valleys. With wetter winters predicted, the flood plan of these rivers may alter potentially affecting this development and the towns 
along the Avon. 
Council planning policy should require all buildings to be built to zero carbon standards. Renewable energy generation should be 
included in all developments. There is no mention of onshore wind in the plan. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P253 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP253 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of growth: The housing target allocated to Chippenham is much too high (at 9,225 and equivalent to 20% of the total 
number for Wiltshire), bears no relation to Chippenham’s actual housing needs and is predicated on substantial numbers of 
people relocating here, in order to commute back out, causing more congestion and significant damage to the climate. There is 
concern about the impact of such large scale development on traffic, existing green spaces and cycleways. Wiltshire Council has 
not provided sufficient evidence to justify their housing numbers for Chippenham. The ONS growth rate, cited in the Housing 
Needs Assessment for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan, equates to a need for approx. 2500 new dwellings for 
Chippenham. The Chippenham housing numbers, and their location, should not be dictated by a grant application for a distributor 
road, which did not undergo any public consultation, and which serves to predetermine the Spatial Strategy. The decision to run 
the Local Plan Review consultation and the Future Chippenham consultation side by side has created confusion amongst the 



general public. Wiltshire Council needs to develop an alternative Spatial Strategy, which is employment led, “appropriate in scale” 
and “environmentally sustainable” (as stated in the Vision for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan). 
Brownfield target: See above response in Emerging Spatial Strategy 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
On the whole these priorities match the Town Council’s priorities and the CTC Neighbourhood Plan Vision. However, I 
recommend amending the priorities in line with the suggestions below:• 
“i) Development to provide new employment opportunities...”Add reference to ensuring that there is a mix of employment 
types/uses/buildings on employment land to help SME’s and incubator units establish (in line with the CTC Neighbourhood Plan 
policy on Incubator Units) 
Allocating employment land will not simply solve the problem of uptake. There needs to be a much more proactive lead from 
Wiltshire Council to help/encourage businesses to establish in Chippenham. Local employment opportunities need to be provided 
followed by housing provision, so as to avoid more commuting and car dependency (not the other way around).  
•“ii) Improving the resilience of the town centre by...” Add references to other key sites identified in the CTC Neighbourhood Plan 
–these being Upper Market Place public realm improvements and River-Green Corridor masterplan I request that Wiltshire 
Council investigate how retail uses in the town centre can be retained in the light of current and proposed changes to enable E 
Class uses to switch to C3 uses in town centres as permitted development. Specific consideration needs to be given on how to 
retain the integrity of the historic town centre for retail and services. This will be a problem in all Wiltshire town centres and it 
should be addressed in the Local Plan Review. 
• “v) Linking the A4 to the A350 which will provide for a more resilient local network...” Delete reference to the above. I consider 
roads as infrastructure required for development i.e. ‘essential infrastructure’ rather than ‘place shaping infrastructure’ as defined 
by CP3 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy. I would also be concerned about the impact of developing the road network on the town’s 
character, local natural capital, heritage features and wildlife habitats. 
•Mention emphasis on protecting green spaces in town and enhancing biodiversity on these (particularly River Avon corridor) 
•Would benefit from including a community infrastructure priority (in line with the CTC Neighbourhood Plan Vision) 
•Would benefit from including sustainability priority i.e. carbon neutral development, sustainable building construction, sites for 
renewable energy 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The proposals to develop large suburbs to the east (Site 1) and south (Site 2) would have a severe adverse impact on the town 
and cause unacceptable damage to the local environment through the destruction of high-quality farmland and wildlife habitat in 
the Avon and Marden Valley. The site selection criteria used in the Sustainability Appraisal is completely biased. It lumps 
together environment, landscape and climate into a single criteria and then discounts against speculative economic benefits, for 
which there is no evidence. A subjective methodology is also used to dismiss alternative options involving other sites, which 
would not require the costly and carbon intensive infrastructure of Sites 1 and 2.No brownfield or town centre sites are included 
as alternative options, even though town centre redevelopment has great potential to improve and restore the town’s character 
and vibrancy. Sites 1 and 2 appear to have been selected purely for commercial reasons (i.e. Wiltshire Council owned land) and 
happen to coincide with the route of the proposed distributor road 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I consider the most important aspects to be: 
•ACCESS TO INFRASTRUCTURE Access to existing and new public transport (including bus route provision to the town centre 
and railway station), employment, community infrastructure, schools and surgeries is very important. The CTC Neighbourhood 
Plan Pre-Vision Survey found that the second most important thing that the local community wanted to see in a ‘future 
Chippenham’ was the ‘expansion of leisure, sport and recreation facilities’. Electric vehicle charging infrastructure needs to 
provided (in line with the CTC Neighbourhood Plan policy). 
•LAND ALLOCATION FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY The CTC Neighbourhood Plan, together with the Centre for Sustainable 
Energy (CSE), carried out a community workshop in 2020 on Future Energy Needs. It found that Chippenham was poor in 
covering its carbon footprint, and even if renewable energy measures were implemented as per the community’s hypothetical 
energy plan it would only have provided 24% of Chippenham’s annual electricity demand and 7% of its annual heat demand. 
Suitably sized land within the development needs to be allocated for renewable energy that can generate electricity for the 
development to make it self-sufficient, and also generate it for the wider town.  



•GREEN BUFFER It is important that green buffers to the surrounding countryside are substantially planted with trees, in line with 
the CTC Neighbourhood Plan policy. I recommend that new development boundaries are final (i.e. not to be changed in the next 
review of the Local Plan). 
•GREEN CORRIDORS & LOCAL GREEN SPACES Impact on access, amenity and biodiversity of existing Green Corridors and 
Local Green Spaces are identified as important by the CTC Neighbourhood Plan, i.e. River Avon corridor, Wilts & Berks Canal, 
Chippenham-Calne cycle path. Existing green corridors which cross Pewsham Way need to be improved, both for human travel 
and wildlife. Existing green spaces and parks were the second most popular item that the local community liked about living in 
Chippenham, according to the results of the Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Vision Survey. 
•WALKING AND CYCLE PATHS It is important that new development ties into the existing footpath and cycle path network, the 
adjacent urban area, the countryside, and key nodes such as the town centre and railway station. Without modification, Pewsham 
Way, in its current form, would present a barrier to any development on Site 2 linking into the existing urban area e.g. Pewsham 
to the north. Such roads should be incorporated within the ‘development sites’ to ensure that they are upgraded to provide for 
pedestrian and cycle friendly infrastructure and linkages (plus the incorporation of wildlife crossings across main roads where 
green corridors have been identified). With regard to Site 2 there would also need to be improved linkages to the south to Lacock. 
•LANDSCAPE & VISUAL IMPACT The landscape and visual impact of any development from the countryside, and surrounding 
villages such as Tytherton Lucas, Pewsham village & Derry Hill is important. The CTC Neighbourhood Plan seeks to avoid 
coalescence with neighbouring villages, and this was something that was highlighted as an issue in early discussions with 
neighbouring parishes, and repeated within the Pre-Vision Survey results. 
•CARBON NEUTRAL DEVELOPMENT & SUSTAINABLE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION All new development should be carbon 
neutral and be sustainably constructed 
•BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN All new development should demonstrate biodiversity net gain 
•DESIGN PRINCIPLES The CTC Neighbourhood Plan has worked up a Design Guide for new housing based on community 
consultation from three housing workshops held for the general public in 2020. Wiltshire Council’s design principles are not borne 
out of any community consultation and are detailed (rather than strategic) principles that are better suited to the CTC 
Neighbourhood Plan to incorporate. 
Key views between the town and countryside shown on Figure 8 of the Chippenham Landscape Setting Assessment Report for 
the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan DPD, and restated in the draft Neighbourhood Plan Design Guide, do not appear to be 
reflected in the concept plans. 
The CTC Neighbourhood Plan Design Guide includes a main park at the local centre. The concept plans do not align with this. 
This should be reflected as a design principle. 
Housing needs to be designed to provide high quality living conditions e.g. to National Technical Standards, bin storage, bike 
storage, balconies for apartments. 



New tree-lined main streets within the development must not act as a barrier to pedestrians or wildlife. 
A blanket density of 35dph would be quite dense and does not leave much scope for gardens for food or biodiversity. It would be 
better to ensure a mix of densities across the wider sites: with lower densities (15-25dph) with large plots/large houses at outer 
areas, and higher densities (40-60dph), including 3-4 storey apartment blocks, at local centres/road corridors. 
“All homes within 400m of a Local Equipped Area of Play (LEAP)”. Suggest deleting reference, as most LEAPs are poor, and the 
equipment is suitable either for very young children, or for older children, thereby making them unattractive for many families 
within the communities they are intended to provide for. The community would be willing to walk further to access fewer, but 
larger and more diverse, NEAPs or MUGAs. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
I recommend that the table beginning on Page 20 is split into “strategic” and “local”. All the local needs can then be moved into 
the CTC Neighbourhood Plan. There would then be two complementary tables to each be delivered in the right document. Under 
the ‘Employment’ section of the table the view of Wiltshire Council that Chippenham is attractive for employment appears 
somewhat optimistic, given the town’s allocated employment sites are/have not been built out/attractive to the market. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I fully support Chippenham Town Council’s rejection of the proposed Local Plan and have therefore reproduced the Council’s 
response verbatim here as fully representative of my personal views and response to the consultation 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P254 
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no 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
1. The fact that the county’s housing target implies a significant growth for Chippenham in the emerging spatial strategy is 
logical and understandable in the context of the strategic profile and constraints at other principal settlements. Nonetheless the 
effect would be to turn Chippenham into an even bigger commuter town, with even more congestion. The scale of growth 
proposed for Chippenham on greenfield is excessive, and already the 5100 figure (from a 2019 baseline) is under pressure with 
Future Chippenham and the Local Housing Needs Assessment 2019 suggesting a materially higher number.  
2. Such growth will destroy Chippenham’s appeal as a “market town”, in a green setting and inevitably exacerbate the well-
established pattern of out-commuting, in conflict with the county’s carbon neutral ambitions.   
3. The development will increase greenhouse gas emissions through embedded and emitted carbon, destroy habitat and 
biodiversity along the River Avon and Marden valleys; result in the loss of farmland needed for food resilience and destroy 
valuable, unspoiled landscapes with public amenity value. 



4. Furthermore, while I understand the arguments for concentrating developing near existing infrastructure and exerting more 
influence over developers in relation to placemaking, I am not convinced that the sustainable concept vision will be realized in 
practice especially with regard to work and transport. In other words, more car usage within the town and out-commuting.  
5. Atkins Traffic study is built on a baseline of 5100 houses which is already under pressure. Even at that lower baseline it 
signals key issues and contains important caveats. At 3.3.6 their report states:  
“At present, there are high levels of car dependence for many trips and the current public transport network is not sufficiently 
frequent to attract significant numbers of car users. Bus patronage across large parts of Wiltshire is therefore relatively low. 
Improvements to bus services and infrastructure, as described above, would improve the attractiveness of buses to potential 
users, but the scale of change is likely to be modest. This means that there is likely to be limited mode shift from travel by car in 
the absence of more significant improvements and measures to manage traffic demand. This, in turn, would mean that there are 
likely to be limited impacts on traffic congestion and delays on the road network.” 
“There are currently low levels of bus patronage on the A350 corridor” Bus services in Chippenham currently have the worst 
reliability of all services in Wiltshire, which must be addressed. 
Fig 2.5 page 15 of Atkins report shows that there will be congestion at the A4/Devizes road junction at Old Derry Hill with junction 
capacity in the red zone, 85-100%. 
2.4.1. There is also expected to be an increase of 200-250 PCUs per hour in each direction on the A4 east of Chippenham. This 
is a material increase on the DfT survey levels of 10,000 vehicles per day.  
6. If there was to be a legally binding and radical approach to sustainable design at a more modest level, then I might be 
happier. However, our recent experience of a development at more modest scale in Studley/Derry Hill was that the securing a 
development somewhat in keeping with the environment, was only achieved with considerable vigilance and constant lobbying on 
design issues. In that case the strategic issues were rather easier to accommodate. That does not fill me with confidence that the 
powers of the Council to specify and enforce a design code will result in anything other than a standard housebuilders’ template 
approach.  
7. A higher brownfield target and more sympathetic distribution of growth to East, West of Chippenham, Melksham and 
Corsham would be preferable.  
a. Some growth to the North is also logical.  
b. Sites 5 and 6 to the west should be used at an appropriate scale so as to reduce the impact on the East which will also 
minimise traffic impact on the town and will contribute to the case for strategic public transport in the direction of J 
17/Malmesbury.  Footbridges/cycle bridges etc can be used to minimise severance from the town. 
8. Respecting the individual identities of Derry Hill, Bremhill etc cannot be achieved if the rural gap is substantially eroded by 
“template” housing development (especially if this abuts a solar farm. this is not yet proposed /consented) Landscaping efforts 
are insufficient. 



 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. Give Chippenham an identity.as an exemplar of sustainable development; a “go to” place for those who care for the 
environment – with much higher standards of design (Passivehaus etc) and good relationship with its green hinterland.  
2. Higher priority must be given to the maintenance of a rural gap between Chippenham and villages to the East, West and 
South.  The use of this undeveloped space for leisure/ mental health during COVID illustrates the value which the Chippenham 
community places on it. 
Light pollution is a key issue in this gap, and surrounding villages are elevated – a landscape barrier is not adequate.  A gap with 
significant tracts of undeveloped farmland visible from height and along lanes and rivers is essential to this.   
3. The River Avon and it views and access, and rural (as opposed to outdoor urban) leisure amenity to the South and East 
should be protected.  
4. Additionally, protecting green space around lanes, cycle path, graduated densities and a high standard of more rural 
design at the periphery of the development would be welcome. For example, the design ultimately approach used at Studley 
Gardens, with less urban feel: shared road space, no streetlights rural walling, low kerbs, used more extensively may contribute 
to this.       
5. Avoid or mitigate downstream traffic impacts, especially on A4 and inappropriate use of Stanley lane/ Studley hill, which 
given their narrow carriageway should be access only. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
• Protecting the rural boundary 



• Wide variety of designs and densities decreasing from the spine road at 45 dph to 25 dph at the rural boundary. 
• Create a semi-rural boundary to the development; e.g., with a design with a less urban feel – lower density shared road 
space, no streetlights, rural walling, low kerbs.  
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
1. The impact of excessive scale housing on traffic routes to Bath, Corsham & Calne 
2. Regarding the A4 at Derry Hill: The traffic modelling provided by consultants in relation to development at Derry Hill 
Crossroads in 2015 (15/10457/OUT) said:  
“The through flows recorded on the A4 were 1,441 vehicles in the AM peak hour and 1,290 in the PM peak hour. In the AM peak 
there is a tidal flow towards Chippenham, which reverses in direction in the PM peak. The delays for vehicles emerging from 
Church Road (and to a lesser extent Studley Lane) are prominent (up to about 8 minutes in the 2021 AM Peak)”.  
(Atkins say there will be 200-250 PCU per hour but do not specify if this is the rush hour load of daily average) The additional 
traffic will exacerbate this already challenging situation and inevitably result in higher accidents at the junction and through 
unsuitable back lanes. 
3. Parking at Chippenham Station is likely still to be underserved - despite the Sadlers’ Mead car park.  
4. The impact of this and potentially other development on the rural gap of a potential solar farm between Forest Gate and 
the ancient woodland, from the A 4 to Stanley lane would be wholly unacceptable and contrary to policy to maintain separate 
village identities: Landscaping measures along the A4 will not be sufficient, when considering the loss of visual amenity from 
Bremhill and Studley and loss of agricultural land.  The two must be considered together. 
5. Renewable energy should be considered at sites 5 and 6 (including potential wind turbines) would have a lower impact. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

This is an opportunity to put Chippenham on the map for the right reasons, if executed well – but scale and design are absolutely 
critical and just being left to the market with the normal volume housebuilders approach just won’t do. 
 If you really want community support for this, you have to earn it with excellent design – thinking outside the normal “Wiltshire” 
developers’ playbook. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Once we are out of Lockdown, Chippenham road traffic will again be congested. There is insufficient trunk roads serving 
Chippenham even before new housing is built. 
The national economy has been hit by the costs of a Hard Brexit and multiple Lockdowns. Is there the demand for a lot more 
houses around Chippenham. With the closure of the Honda plant in Swindon, there will be plenty of cheaper housing available in 
Swindon 
Surely new commuter housing should be housing just off the M4 before coming near Chippenham. They would still be accessible 
for the two large supermarkets on the orbital road. Certainly there is no extra demand requiring lots more houses for local 
residents. Why build lots more housing in Chippenham and not more houses instead in every Wiltshire town. 
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no 
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listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I am writing to express my opposition to the local plan review with particular attention to Chippenham and for the following 
reasons: 
1. Scale and location of housing allocation in Chippenham  
The scale and location of the allocated sites to the south and east of Chippenham risk affecting the spatial relationship between 
Chippenham, Derry Hill and Calne and the impacts of this have not been considered.  
Due to the scale of the housing target and the location of the sites and associated infrastructure it is not reasonable to assume 
that the Local Plan can deliver outcomes that significantly reverse existing carbon emission trends before 2030. Large scale 
development of land to the south and east for housing growth with little employment opportunity, no healthcare or school 
provision will likely create car dependency.  
2. Impact on the local environment  
The housing target allocated to Chippenham does not demonstrate that delivering a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain is an 
achievable target and therefore relies on delivering this target off site which should be a last resort. It also does not address 
where these off sites might be located which could be at the detriment to local people.   
The Avon and Marden valley is a locally valued open space with a high number of public rights of way and cycle routes 
connecting Chippenham to Calne, Lacock and other nearby places. The Avon and Marden valley provides recreational access to 
the surrounding countryside right from the heart of Chippenham. The local value of this open space should not be overlooked and 
housing growth at the scale identified in the local plan would risk causing irreversible damage to the environment, recreational 
value and the setting of Chippenham town. 
3. Flawed site selection report 
This is littered with errors. Examples include duplicate SHELAA references with different RAG scores and decisions for taking 
forward (i.e. 3092 Forest Gate Farm), inaccurate terminology including reference to pluvial flooding associated with the River 
Avon. The sifting lacks consistency, for example site 894439 has been rejected on the basis of coalescence between 
Chippenham and Langley Burrell whilst site 744 has been put forward even though it too risks coalescence between Chippenham 
and Langley Burrell. Overall, the methodology for stage 2 is weak and does not set out a strong and robust criteria in which the 
sites are being assessed. Therefore, it is impossible to understand how the scoring has been derived making it a flawed and 
subjective process. 
4. Predetermination of the plan review 
The parallel consultation on road route options dependent on the sites brought forward in the plan review clearly points to the 
outcome of the plan being predetermined. In this regard the process fails to accord with the Gunning Principles.  
Furthermore, the timing of the consultation alongside the road route options is confusing and has not been well publicised. There 
have been several digital virtual engagement tools which have been brought to market since the start of the pandemic, none of 
which have been used to engage with the local community during this consultation. Wiltshire County Council have relied too 



heavily on a business as usual approach to the consultation which during a global pandemic and when people are living under 
national lockdown rules, trying to juggle home-schooling and working does not make for a fair consultation process. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I am writing to object to the plans to build a distributor road and over 9000 houses. 
If allowed to go-ahead this project will have a massive long term impact on the environment not only in the increased amount of 
greenhouse gases that will be generated but also in the irreparable damaged to some of the most beautiful countryside in 
England. 
These points alone bring into question anybody who thinks that this development is a good idea for Chippenham but other points 
will be devastating for Chippenham as we currently know it. 
The town will become a commuter town with new residents bringing congestion and pollution but not bring anything to the local 
economy. 
In summary, the planned expansion would have the following negative effects: 
- Worsen already poor air quality in and around Calne and Chippenham;  
- Massively increase greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the additional traffic;  
- Have an adverse impact on the health and premature deaths as a result of air pollution;  
- Increase flood risk in downstream Chippenham and beyond;  
- Destroy the wildlife corridor and biodiversity along the River Avon and Marden valleys;  
- Destroy good quality farmland needed to stop our reliance on other countries for food supply, including the loss of county farms;  
- Destroy valuable, unspoiled river landscapes and their public amenity value. 
I am sure that the only people who want this unnecessary development are Wiltshire Councillors and the developers.  Nobody 
else wants it and nobody needs it.  The money should be spend on other more worthwhile services such as libraries, restoring 
pavements, and providing social care. 
We do not need a road and more houses! 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I do not see the need for the very large number of houses being proposed as this is a much greater number than the area needs 
or wants. 
There is no need for an Eastern relief road - given the impact of Covid on work patterns it would be sufficient to complete the 
dualling of the existing western bypass. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I wish to strongly object to the number of houses that are planned for Chippenham/Studley/Derry Hill. 
I believe we do not have sufficient infrastructure for the enormous number of houses that are being suggested. 
We require small affordable houses but not the  3 / 4  / 5 bedroom houses that always out number the smaller houses.  I believe 
currently only 10% of developments are for the affordable houses. 
The larger houses are often bought by people who will bring nothing to the area as they will continue to work outside the area 
creating more traffic and emissions. 
We already need more doctors surgeries and more schools. Our hospitals, as coronavirus has proved, are under great pressure 
this will only worsen with the increase of people these housing developments will bring. 
The proposed link road is also a large waste of money and time.  It will not alleviate the traffic problem in Chippenham as if all 
these houses are to be built they will obviously increase even more the number of cars on the road and thus will completely 
negate the reason for destroying the countryside with all its diverse wildlife and the beautiful avon and marden riverside.  I do not 
understand how the conservative council can support this link road at a time when Uk is supposed to be looking at being more 
ecological .   It will also undermine the Sustrans cycleway which is vital for people to be able to enjoy the countryside whilst 
getting necessary exercise. 
We in the Chippenham area are being targeted for a lot more development than most of Wiltshire and losing much more of our 
countryside and farming land when we should be encouraging more home grown produce. 
I do hope that you will actually read the above and take it into consideration. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I know we need houses.  However we need affordable housing not giant developers making a profit from selling 3/4/5 bed 
houses on postage stamp plots to people that would like to move to the area so they can commute back to their workplace and 
bring nothing to Chippenham/Studley/Derry hill/ Calne. 
Why don't we adopt a 10% growth to every settlement...so hamlets to London all increase by 10% rather than picking 3 or 4 
market towns and ruining then with ridiculous massive development that also ruin all the beautiful villages around it. 
Why do you think we moved to villages?  To not be in a town.  What are the government going to do to all the people who live in 
these villages that will become part of a massive ghost town that has no infrastructure, no employment anywhere near the 
number needed for all the houses planned.  It makes my blood boil that things are said to be a need...but actually it's greed. 
Greedy developers. 
Derry Hill has had massive development over the last 20 years.  Petty Lane, Chapel Street, bowood gate / Studley gardens.  We 
were assured it would be 50 houses, then a phase 2 of 30 more was mentioned.  They/ you have lied to us. This seems to have 
increased to 80 now.  I am so angry.  We can't keep getting rid of our countryside to build tiny expensive houses for commuters.  
Where will they go to school? Are you building another one in Derry Hill? Or will classes be increased to 40 ???!.   
The solar farm is also unnecessary. I hear they will dig up the cycle way and will not replace it.  Brilliant. In a time when mental 
health is so poor we will lose a lovely, and one of a few cycle routes - for what??  Energy to a few homes. 
Please reconsider all the developments planned for Calne, Chippenham and Derry Hill/Studley. 



Build affordable housing.  Build at a rate of 10% per every settlement.   Stop picking on Chippenham and Derry Hill.   Share the 
growth. 
We love villages and you will be destroying so many of them in Wiltshire.  Soon there will be none left. Chippenham to Calne will 
become one and the local landscape ruined.   Just stop.  We don't need more new builds in these towns and we certainly don't 
need more commuters in Chippenham.    
I am not against development.  Just unnecessary huge development of the wrong kind in towns and villages that have had more 
than their fair share already. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I say NO to the proposed new distributor road and huge housing development and the destruction of our beautiful rural 
countryside. It would be a massive mistake to create this urban sprawl which would eventually connect Chippenham to Calne.  
We hear a lot about mental health at the moment, particularly in the recent pandemic. Walking, exercising and enjoying this 
lovely rural landscape has been so important! So many people have been using the cycle path and local fields to overcome 
stress and anxiety and further development and carving up of popular routes would mean this would disappear forever! Nobody 
wants to walk around new housing estates or near roads with roaring traffic nearby.  Wildlife, flora and fauna will all suffer and the 
Marden and Avon Valley would hugely suffer! 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The proposed housing numbers for Chippenham have been determined by a grant application for a road, which did not go 
forward for public consultation. 
There is no justification, based on natural population increase within Chippenham, for an extra 9,225 dwellings.  This is 
completely disproportionate, since this number represents just over 20% of the total housing allocation for Wiltshire as whole. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Not only is the countryside in the proposed area of development intrinsically beautiful, it is also highly productive farmland.  We 
live in precarious times when food security is of paramount importance.  Now is not the time to concrete and tarmac over 
valuable, productive farmland. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

The housing development, the road and two river bridges will contribute considerable quantities of Carbon into the atmosphere at 
a time when central Government and Wiltshire Council have made pledges to reduce Carbon emissions.   
The carbon emissions will have a deleterious effect on air quality in the Avon and Marden Valleys, with all the health effects that 
go with it. 
The Chippenham to Calne cycle track as well as other walking and cycling routes around Chippenham have proven to be an 
asset of inestimable value during the pandemic.  The proposed housing development and distributor road would destroy what is, 
essentially, Chippenham’s ‘green lung’.  The importance of exercise out-of-doors is now very well documented.  The availability 
of sufficient exercise in the fresh air is absolutely essential for both the physical and mental welfare of people living in the area. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

The proposed road is not a ‘relief’ road.  It is a distributor road designed to carry the traffic associated with the proposed housing 
development.  While more people in the future can be expected to work from home, many will still have to commute by car and 
train to find work in Bath, Bristol and London as there will not be sufficient well-paid work within Chippenham itself.  The road 
would be constructed to serve the housing development; the housing development for the road.  Neither is necessary. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

On Saturday 12th December,2020 I attended a site meeting overlooking the beautiful Avon and Marden Valley when more than 
200 campaigners showed their objection to WC's proposal to build an eastern distributor road and 7,500 houses which would 
destroy this area of high-quality farmland and wildlife habitat. 
North Wiltshire MP James Gray attended the meeting and said "This road and housing must be stopped to prevent the 
desecration of the countryside" 
Chippenham Town Council has also said "No" to WC's proposed road and housing which is the result of a WC grant application 
to the Government which was discussed behind closed doors without public consultation and predetermines the Spatial Strategy. 
This road and housing proposal would create an enormous commuter extension with no benefits for Chippenham.    The 
inevitable long distance commuting from these houses goes against the Government's and WC's Climate Emergency declaration. 
The majority of people in Wiltshire care deeply about the environment, biodiversity, climate change, protection of the natural 
world and net carbon emissions which are all essentials that need to be included in Wiltshire's Local Plan. 
When considering all the responses from various campaign groups, organisations, town and parish councils and individuals, WC 
should also look at the sound advice and recommendations by the Climate Emergency Task Group and the Wiltshire Climate 
Alliance. 
Very importantly, the Government (and WC) need to eliminate major road schemes due to local and national climate change 
policies and the change in work patterns with people working from home created by Covid-19. 
The Countryside Charity, CPRE, in response to Wiltshire's Local Plan Review, will be submitting evidence to show that Wiltshire 
is building more houses than needed (the majority on green field land) and that the number of houses proposed under the plan is 
a serious over-estimation.  During the period 2017/2018 and2019/2020 Wiltshire was required to build 5,506 new houses but 
7,720 were constructed.  The Government target for Wiltshire is 40,840 houses but WC is proposing to build 5,000 more than this 
target. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I am writing to register my objection to the proposed plans to build on Avon/Marden Valley. I am not writing this as an 
environmental expert or eco campaigner but purely in my capacity as someone who has walked, ran, cycled and enjoyed the 
area for the past 20 years.  
We moved to Wiltshire from our birth counties of Hampshire and North Cheshire. Appreciating the mix of a rural landscape, 
market towns and beautiful cities in close proximity it made a welcome relief from the huge developments and burgeoning 
urbanisation that we were both leaving behind. Both Hampshire and North Cheshire, once both rural counties have been steadily 
changing beyond all recognition through over housing and development. So that 'Solent City' is now forming between Portsmouth 
and Southampton along the South Coast and North Cheshire is now overspill of Liverpool and Manchester conurbations.  
Wiltshire is a stunning county that still retains its unique characteristics which is why it is hughly popular as a place to visit or live. 
Unfortunately I do appreciate that this makes it ripe for development.  
The Avon Marden Valley may not as somebody said be the most attractive area ever, but it is well loved and hughly appreciated 
by the hundreds of people who live and work nearby and use the area for recreational purposes.  
If the land is developed, as in the proposal to create a conurbation the size of Calne, the infrastructure will be unable to cope with 
the increase in population. We will need more schools, doctors, shops etc as already the current education provision is up to 
capacity. I'm sure that a solution would be to build an out of town shopping and entertainment complex as seen in every other 
faceless urbanisation. What would this mean for Chippenham town centre? It would start to become a ghost town and lose all its 
character and uniqueness.  
I do understand that more housing is needed and forecast for the area. But are there more appropriate areas that can be used, 
closer to the motorway links and communication network. And, also does it have to be on such an enormous scale?   
Please let me know how it proceeds but I would be highly disappointed and gutted if any development on such a huge scale 
would be catastrophic.  
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
To whom it may concern, 
Following a visit to your website, and a lengthy read through the labyrinth of documents, I can see that much effort and thought 
has gone into this process and that many issues have been considered over time.  
I wish to lodge my strong objection to Wiltshire Council's Local Plan, and for Chippenham in particular. My reasons are: 
- In our post-Covid world, first and foremost, protection of the natural world and a clear pathway to net zero carbon emissions 
need to be the foundation of the Local Plan for all citizens of Wiltshire. Where there are to be new homes built over the next 15 
years, we need to plan for new developments where there is genuine need for organic growth, rather than sticking to the old 
paradigm. Around 20% of all the new homes in Wiltshire are planned to be built around one section of the market town of 
Chippenham, which is bound to completely unbalance the town in terms of infrastructure and extra commuting to jobs elsewhere. 
- I consider it outrageous that the plan for Chippenham is driven by a grant for a new road which did not undergo any public 
consultation. 
- I want to see my local council focus on planning policies that ensure housing and commercial developments are built to zero 
carbon standards, and avoid building on greenfield sites wherever possible (this last is a stated aim of WC). The proposed 
development in Chippenham, plus its associated major road in the Avon and Marden valley, despoiling its prime agricultural land 
and abundant natural bio-diversity, certainly does not meet this basic criterion.  



- I ask that you actively encourage a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport, including cycling and 
walking. This would involve avoiding building large concentrations of housing that create car dependency so that people need to 
drive to shops, schools and work. 
- This Local Plan, comprehensive as it is, does not meet the demands of the 21st century, post-Covid world. We will soon regret 
a 'business as usual' model that engages in outdated, top-down targets that benefit builders and hardly anyone else. The new 
economy needs to boldly and comprehensively address the urgent need for year on year reductions in carbon emissions, avoid 
major housing and road schemes that do not take into account local and national climate changes, and make specific provision 
for renewable energy generation.  
- I note that Chippenham Town Council In February 2021 voted unanimously against the scale of the proposed new housing and 
asked that: 
4. Wiltshire Council needs to develop an alternative spatial strategy, which is employment led, “appropriate in scale” and 
“environmentally sustainable” as stated in the Vision for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan. 
Only with these aims will other considerations such as people's mental and physical wellbeing, and the preservation of vital and 
irreplaceable green spaces such as the Avon and Marden valley, gain the economic value they deserve.  
In order to achieve the above, the Local Plan proposals need to be thoroughly rewritten. That plea will no doubt dismay those 
who have put effort and expectation into the current Local Plan, but I ask that Wiltshire Council take the courageous step towards 
a new people-centred zero carbon future, and make the right decision. 
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listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am imploring you to think again about the number of houses proposed for Chippenham. 
Where will these people work?  We no longer have a manufacturing base such as the Westinghouse factory we used to have, 
and that at a time when far fewer people lived here.  People moving in will need to travel out of the area to work, thereby creating 
more pollution.  There won’t be the countryside for people to relax in and enjoy. 
Given what we now know about the climate and how it impacts on the environment Wiltshire Council should be stopping any 
further development. 
If you had been listening to what people here have been telling Chippenham Town Council, and reading the correspondence 
received from people here, you should see that this plan is flawed from the start. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P267 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
here are some observations having just attempted to respond to the Councils proposals for Chippenham. 
Comments for Questions are first found in a long detailed document in a pdf form so this makes it difficult for members of public 
to easily respond. 
When I subsequently found form for comments below, it is not a very user friendly document, and although most questions are 
those numbered in the first document it does not clearly cross-reference them (eg by numbering them CP 1, CP2 etc) 
The forms and information show that Wiltshire Council has spent a substantial amount of time and our money pursuing a course 
of action that we the public do not want.. The public were not asked at all about applying for HIF funding or given any information 
about what was being schemed by the council. It has not been at all open and transparent as the council claims. 
In short, if the council genuinely wants to be honest and open with the public and allow the public to easily comment, then it 
should devise a much clearer system for responses. 
For the record, I am against any kind of development in or near the precious river valley in Chippenham, and also against the 
road that we were never asked if we wanted and which would only serve as a distributor road not as it has sometimes 
disingenuously been called a relief road. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P268 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

I am writing to you to object to the proposals regarding Chippenham as captured in Wiltshire Council's Local Plan. I am referring 
here to the plans to build a large number of houses in the Avon and Marden valley, which will destroy precious habitat and farm 
land and will increase pollution.  
I am in agreement with the position expressed by Chippenham Town Council that: "Wiltshire Council needs to develop an 
alternative spatial strategy, which is employment led, “appropriate in scale” and “environmentally sustainable” as stated in the 
Vision for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan." 
The proposals as presented in the Local Plan include what has been seen as an excessive number of houses, higher than the 
government target for Wiltshire by 5,000. In the Plan, the housing target for Chippenham stands at approximately 20% of the total 
number of houses for Wiltshire. The need for this housing target for Chippenham is not clear. What is clear is that building on the 
sites that have been proposed will destroy wildlife, and will encourage the dependency upon cars for commuting, increasing 
pollution.  
Considering the need to fight climate change, it is expected that the Local Plan includes measures to reduce emissions, such as: 
encouraging people to cycle or walk, reducing their dependency to cars and promoting public transport; avoiding building houses 
where this creates car dependency; planning for new houses where there is a demonstrated need; and protecting habitats and 
wildlife.  
I hope that the Council will reconsider and will rewrite the Local Plan taking into account the views from Chippenham Town 
Council when it comes to the proposals for Chippenham; and the need to put climate change measures at the heart of all future 
plans. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P269 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
• I think this is an absolutely massive expansion, equivalent to adding another town the size of Calne and is not suitable for 
the area. 
• Chippenham will become an even bigger commuter town with even more grid-locked roads 
• The scale of growth should be a lot less and it would be far more sustainable to redevelop brownfield sites in the centre of 
Chippenham, rather than destroying beautiful countryside, with an emphasis on AFORDABLE housing. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
• No. Site 1 to the East of Chippenham is not appropriate for development 
• Development should not impact the country setting, conservation aspect and views from the village of Tytherton Lucas and 
add to the traffic burden on small country roads already competing with a growth in traffic, cars versus tractors, cyclists, runners 
and walkers; 
• Development should not come anywhere near the ecologically significant wild-life corridor of the River Marden; 
• The much loved and used Chippenham to Calne cycle track, on the old railway line, would be ruined by development on 
both sides and roads across it. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P270 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
To who it may concern, 
Chippenham portrays itself as a market town, however increasing urban sprawl takes that away. How soon will it be that we 
become a dormitory town of Swindon?    
Chippenham currently has a fairly balanced employment / housing balance. The proposed plan will not only destroy the 
countryside that we have left, together effects on wildlife habitat but also reduce valuable farmland that we will need with the 
advent of climate change.  
Where is the employment for the residents of the 7,500 new homes, is it within the Chippenham area or will these people be 
commuting further afield with the attendant impact on carbon footprint? 
Further why has 5,000 new homes been added to the government figures?  
We are constantly told by government that local issues should be decided locally, however this is obviously not the case when 
Wiltshire Council is deciding on the future of Chippenham. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P271 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
We need more facilities in the town Centre. Not more houses 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
It seems that there is too much development for a small market town with no facilities. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Losing great country side to urban sprawl 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The  reason Wiltshire Council is so keen on the development.  They own most of the Land and will get a large payout if sold for 
housing development. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P272 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I wish to state I am extremely opposed to the building of houses on farmlands in particular the Hardens Farm area and east of the 
town. Destruction of this area of outstanding beauty is abhorrent to me.  
I regularly use Hardens Lane and cycle path for exercise.  
It is my belief that Wiltshire County Council ride roughshod over its communities wishes and will simply bulldoze this through. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P273 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Chippenham Town Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP273 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Scale of Growth  
The housing target allocated to Chippenham is much too high (at 9,225 and equivalent to 20% of the total number for Wiltshire), 
bears no relation to Chippenham’s actual housing needs and is predicated on substantial numbers of people relocating here, in 
order to commute back out, causing more congestion and significant damage to the climate. There is concern about the impact of 
such large scale development on traffic, existing green spaces and cycleways.  
Wiltshire Council has not provided sufficient evidence to justify the housing numbers for Chippenham.  The ONS growth rate, 
cited in the Housing Needs Assessment for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan, equates to a need for approximately 2500 
new dwellings for Chippenham. Over 2,000 houses approved in the previous Local Plan have yet to be built or receive planning 
permission, casting further doubt on the need for such large-scale development.  



The Chippenham housing numbers, and their location, should not be dictated by a grant application for a distributor road, which 
did not undergo any public consultation, and which serves to predetermine the Spatial Strategy.  The decision to run the Local 
Plan Review consultation and the Future Chippenham consultation side by side has created confusion amongst the general 
public.  
Wiltshire Council needs to develop an alternative Spatial Strategy, which is employment led, “appropriate in scale” and 
“environmentally sustainable” (as stated in the Vision for the  Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
Brownfield Target  
We consider there should be an ambitious approach to prioritising use of brownfield sites through the provision of a brownfield 
target that is included within the overall housing target; so as to maximise the use of increasingly available brownfield office and 
industrial locations as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, and the recent ‘change in use’ provisions. Brownfield sites are able to 
deliver substantial numbers of homes on small footprints (e.g. 333 low carbon homes proposed at Langley Park) and have the 
advantages of being affordable, close to the town centre, reducing the need for cars, and helping keep the town centre alive. We 
should be open to further opportunities for changing building use in response to reducing need for retail.  
Paragraph 65 of the NPPF states that: “within the overall requirement, strategic policies should also set out a housing 
requirement for designated neighbourhood areas which reflects the overall strategy for the pattern and scale of development and 
any relevant allocations”.  Paragraph 66 continues “where it is not possible to provide a requirement figure for a neighbourhood 
area, the local planning authority should provide an indicative figure, if requested to do so by the neighbourhood planning body”.  
In the Local Plan Review an indicative housing figure is provided for the urban area but not the Parish (neighbourhood area).  
Our Neighbourhood Plan has requested that Wiltshire Council provide a figure for the neighbourhood area, but this has not been 
forthcoming. We do not agree with the approach proposed that an indicative housing figure be provided for an urban area, and 
request that separate figures should be supplied to Chippenham for neighbourhood planning purposes in line with government 
guidance: namely Chippenham’s housing requirement; Chippenham’s windfall expectation (which is included within the 
Chippenham housing requirement); and strategic additional housing requirement.  
The Local Plan Review proposes that the Local Plan allocates no land for brownfield development in Chippenham in the period 
up to 2036. The brownfield target figure is derived from past windfall figures and is in addition to the housing requirement figure 
for the area.  It is then taken off the housing requirement for future Local Plan reviews.   
The above methodology appears muddled, with the brownfield target considered to be external to the housing requirement figure, 
yet windfall considered to be internal to the housing requirement figure.  It is more than likely that some windfall development will 
occur on brownfield land. This is not splitting straws – allocations, indicative housing requirements, brownfield targets, windfall 
targets are all different concepts in planning and are not interchangeable.   
This causes difficulties for our Neighbourhood Plan in a number of ways. The ‘brownfield target’ is based on past windfall figures 
(brownfield and windfall are not synonymous).  Our Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate housing on brownfield sites but 



anticipates that brownfield development will occur on the Bath Road Car Park/Bridge Centre site (as part of mixed-use 
development) and in the town centre as residential conversions.  Therefore, there will be new housing supplied in the town and 
this should be subtracted from the overall total.  This might mean that the Strategic Allocations could be reduced in size.  
However, because the Local Plan Review is treating brownfield sites in addition to housing requirement met on Strategic 
Allocations, there is no scope to consider the town’s overall needs.  
In addition, Paragraph 3.11 of the Emerging Spatial Strategy refers to setting a brownfield target for the next 10 years of the 
Local Plan period, not for the whole of it.  
Firstly, we do not agree that the brownfield target should be in addition to the overall housing requirement figure. Secondly, we 
consider any brownfield target should align with the Plan period.  
We believe brownfield provision for Chippenham could be higher than the 240 houses proposed, given the potential for 
brownfield sites to come forward because of the COVID-19 pandemic and the change of use provisions.  We recommend that 
Wiltshire Council further investigate allocating brownfield sites in their Plan, to reduce the amount of greenfield development 
proposed cycleways.  
  
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
On the whole these priorities match the Town Council’s priorities and our Neighbourhood Plan Vision.  However, we recommend 
amending the priorities in line with the suggestions below: 
• “i) Development to provide new employment opportunities...”   
Add reference to ensuring that there is a mix of employment types/uses/buildings on employment land to help SME’s and 
incubator units establish (in line with our Neighbourhood Plan policy on Incubator Units) 
Allocating employment land will not simply solve the problem of uptake.  There needs to be a much more proactive lead from 
Wiltshire Council to help/encourage businesses to establish in Chippenham. 
Local employment opportunities need to be provided followed by housing provision, so as to avoid more commuting and car 
dependency (not the other way around).   
• “ii) Improving the resilience of the town centre by...”  



Add references to other key sites identified in our Neighbourhood Plan – these being Upper Market Place public realm 
improvements and River-Green Corridor masterplan. 
We request that Wiltshire Council investigate how retail uses in the town centre can be retained in the light of current and 
proposed changes to enable E Class uses to switch to C3 uses in town centres as permitted development.  Specific 
consideration needs to be given on how to retain the integrity of the historic town centre for retail and services.  This will be a 
problem in all Wiltshire town centres and it should be addressed in the Local Plan Review. 
• “v) Linking the A4 to the A350 which will provide for a more resilient local network…”  
Delete reference to the above.  We consider roads as infrastructure required for development i.e. ‘essential infrastructure’ rather 
than ‘place shaping infrastructure’ as defined by CP3 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy. We would also be concerned about the 
impact of developing the road network on the town’s character, local natural capital, heritage features and wildlife habitats. 
• Mention emphasis on protecting green spaces in town and enhancing biodiversity on these (particularly River Avon 
corridor) 
• Would benefit from including a community infrastructure priority (in line with our Neighbourhood Plan Vision) 
• Would benefit from including sustainability priority i.e. carbon neutral development, sustainable building construction, sites 
for renewable energy 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The proposals to develop large suburbs to the east (Site 1) and south (Site 2) would have a severe adverse impact on the town 
and cause unacceptable damage to the local environment through the destruction of high-quality farmland and wildlife habitat in 
the Avon and Marden Valley. 
Sites 1 and 2 would require a distributer road be built across the Avon and Marden valley, serviced by a railway crossing, two 
extended river crossing and two canal crossings. None of this would be required without these excessive housing numbers. 
The site selection criteria used in the Sustainability Appraisal is completely biased.  It lumps together environment, landscape 
and climate into a single criteria and then discounts against speculative economic benefits, for which there is no evidence. 
A subjective methodology is also used to dismiss alternative options involving other sites, which would not require the costly and 
carbon intensive infrastructure of Sites 1 and 2. 
No brownfield or town centre sites are included as alternative options, even though town centre redevelopment has great 
potential to improve and restore the town’s character and vibrancy. 



Sites 1 and 2 appear to have been selected purely for commercial reasons (i.e. Wiltshire Council owned land) and happen to 
coincide with the route of the proposed distributor road. Designating such large sites seems to have been introduced into the 
Plan to support a business case for the distributor road (i.e. a circular argument that the road is needed for 7,500 houses, which 
are needed to then justify the road). 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
We consider the most important aspects to be:  
ACCESS TO INFRASTRUCTURE  
Access to existing and new public transport (including bus route provision to the town centre and railway station), employment, 
community infrastructure, schools and surgeries is very important.  Our Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Vision Survey found that the 
second most important thing that the local community wanted to see in a ‘future Chippenham’ was the ‘expansion of leisure, sport 
and recreation facilities’.  
Electric vehicle charging infrastructure needs to provided (in line with our Neighbourhood Plan policy).  
LAND ALLOCATION FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY  
Our Neighbourhood Plan, together with the Centre for Sustainable Energy (CSE), carried out a community workshop in 2020 on 
Future Energy Needs.  It found that Chippenham was poor in covering its carbon footprint, and even if renewable energy 
measures were implemented as per the community’s hypothetical energy plan it would only have provided 24% of Chippenham’s 
annual electricity demand and 7% of its annual heat demand. Suitably sized land within the development needs to be allocated 
for renewable energy that can generate electricity for the development to make it self-sufficient, and also generate it for the wider 
town.   
GREEN BUFFER  
It is important that green buffers to the surrounding countryside are substantially planted with trees, in line with our 
Neighbourhood Plan policy.  We recommend that new development boundaries are final (i.e. not to be changed in the next 
review of the Local Plan).  
GREEN CORRIDORS & LOCAL GREEN SPACES  
Impact on access, amenity and biodiversity of existing Green Corridors and Local Green Spaces are identified as important by 
our Neighbourhood Plan, i.e. River Avon corridor, Wilts & Berks Canal, Chippenham-Calne cycle path.  Existing green corridors 
which cross Pewsham Way need to be improved, both for human travel and wildlife.  Existing green spaces and parks were the 



second most popular item that the local community liked about living in Chippenham, according to the results of the 
Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Vision Survey.  
WALKING AND CYCLE PATHS  
It is important that new development ties into the existing footpath and cycle path network, the adjacent urban area, the 
countryside, and key nodes such as the town centre and railway station. Without modification, Pewsham Way, in its current form, 
would present a barrier to any development on Site 2 linking into the existing urban area e.g. Pewsham to the north. Such roads 
should be incorporated within the ‘development sites’ to ensure that they are upgraded to provide for pedestrian and cycle 
friendly infrastructure and linkages (plus the incorporation of wildlife crossings across main roads where green corridors have 
been identified).  With regard to Site 2 there would also need to be improved linkages to the south to Lacock.  
LANDSCAPE & VISUAL IMPACT  
The landscape and visual impact of any development from the countryside, and surrounding villages such as Tytherton Lucas, 
Pewsham village & Derry Hill is important.  Our Neighbourhood Plan seeks to avoid coalescence with neighbouring villages, and 
this was something that was highlighted as an issue in early discussions with neighbouring parishes, and repeated within the Pre-
Vision Survey results.  
CARBON NEUTRAL DEVELOPMENT & SUSTAINABLE BUILDING CONSTRUCTION  
All new development should be carbon neutral and be sustainably constructed  
BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN  
All new development should demonstrate biodiversity net gain  
DESIGN PRINCIPLES  
Our Neighbourhood Plan has worked up a Design Guide for new housing based on community consultation from three housing 
workshops held for the general public in 2020.  Wiltshire Council’s design principles are not borne out of any community 
consultation and are detailed (rather than strategic) principles that are better suited to our Neighbourhood Plan to incorporate.  
Key views between the town and countryside shown on Figure 8 of the Chippenham Landscape Setting Assessment Report for 
the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan DPD, and restated in the draft Neighbourhood Plan Design Guide, do not appear to be 
reflected in the concept plans.  
Our Neighbourhood Plan Design Guide includes a main park at the local centre.  The concept plans do not align with this.  This 
should be reflected as a design principle.  
Housing needs to be designed to provide high quality living conditions e.g. to National Technical Standards, bin storage, bike 
storage, balconies for apartments.  
New tree-lined main streets within the development must not act as a barrier to pedestrians or wildlife.  



A blanket density of 35dph would be quite dense and does not leave much scope for gardens for food or biodiversity.  It would be 
better to ensure a mix of densities across the wider sites: with lower densities (15-25dph) with large plots/large houses at outer 
areas, and higher densities (40-60dph), including 3-4 storey apartment blocks, at local centres/road corridors.  
“All homes within 400m of a Local Equipped Area of Play (LEAP)”.  Suggest deleting reference, as most LEAPs are poor, and the 
equipment is suitable either for very young children, or for older children, thereby making them unattractive for many families 
within the communities they are intended to provide for. The community would be willing to walk further to access fewer, but 
larger and more diverse, NEAPs or MUGAs.  
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
We recommend that the table beginning on Page 20 is split into “strategic” and “local”.  All the local needs can then be moved 
into our Neighbourhood Plan.  There would then be two complementary tables to each be delivered in the right document. 
Under the ‘Employment’ section of the table the view of Wiltshire Council that Chippenham is attractive for employment appears 
somewhat optimistic, given the town’s allocated employment sites are/have not been built out/attractive to the market. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P274 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scientific measurement evidence clearly shows that we have made Zero progress to date in reducing the exponential rate of 
increase of every Global Climate Change measure. 
Given the facts, the evidence and the science to back it all up, the proposed scale of growth is INSANE. 
The most immediate practical 1st step is to stop all urban expansion planning because it creates estates that emit vast amounts 
of Carbon in their preparation, construction and operation, until we have control of all Global Climate Indicators.  
The only places to consider building are places which have existing buildings that cannot be made to run carbon-zero 
operationally and where the sealed soil underneath them is dead already or not present – Brownfield sites. 
In considering any brownfield site, a full carbon Life Cycle Analysis (LCA) assessment to 2050 should be made to compare best-
effort refurbishment to demolishion and rebuild.  



Rebuilding should always create a net-carbon-positive new building with all emissions amortised out to 2050 – that’s counting 
everything from the demolition fuel to the fitted carpets, as well as finished operational emissions (including the emissions of the 
living residents themselves).  
There should only be a Brownfield target. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The scientific measurement evidence clearly shows that we have made Zero progress to date in reducing the exponential rate of 
increase of every Climate Change measure. 
Given the facts, the evidence and the science to back it all up, the Top Priority is to urgently address both existential threats to 
the very existence of Chippenham and its community: the Climate Crisis and the Ecological crisis.  
Chippenham contains a set of hard working people, a full government, transport and business infrastructure, all operating within 
the law to form a complex, productive, wealthy society. The purpose, aims and objectives of this fully-functioning community must 
be to put all of our resources - intelligence, structure, governance and industry to work - in an all-out effort which forges a path 
towards a future for this existing society. This is the right priority. 
The Existential threat to humanity from Climate Change means that if we don’t fix it, ALL human life and most of all life on this 
planet will be terminated. The climate problems alone are already so immense that they may be unfixable, but we have to try. 
By focussing on the destruction of our farmland for housing, by planning to carve roadways through the living soil, by intending to 
create more sinks for fossil fuelled power, by wanting more space for energy intensive vehicles, by encouraging a bigger set of 
consumers, by ignoring the need to increase biodiversity, by not valuing our local food generation resources or the work that 
plants and trees do to clean and generate the very air we all breath, we are not only wasting the resources of this community, we 
are putting them to use with the aim of destroying its own life support systems. 
The key priorities right now are for Chippenham: 
• Locally harvest more renewable energy than our community uses whilst increasing biodiversity 
• Locally generate more food that our community consumes whilst increasing biodiversity 
• Locally sequester more CO2 than we generate as a community whilst increasing biodiversity 



However, in reality, there are tens of thousands of things to be done and at a County and Town Council level, this Friends of The 
Earth 50-point action plan is as good a place as anywhere to start in taking action commensurate with the scale of the problems 
we face.  
But the Leadership needs to be fully behind these A-Political objectives. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The scientific measurement evidence clearly shows that we have made Zero progress to date in reducing the exponential rate of 
increase of every Climate Change measure. 
The only land on which it is appropriate to build is Brownfield land, but with constraints, as discussed above. 
However, there are few technologies that have the energy potential to achieve the objective of harvesting the energy that 
Humanity demands to maintain our comfort and complexity and to simultaneously draw enough CO2 out of the atmosphere and 
the oceans to remove the heat insulation which human activity has installed in the atmosphere. 
We will require millions of big-wind turbines (globally) but these are effectively ‘buildings’ which bring all of the emissions 
associated with construction.We have no choice but to construct them. However, Life Cycle Analysis reveals that the renewable 
energy harvested by them quickly pays for the carbon emitted by construction and structure manufacture. By selecting carbon-
heavy materials we have an opportunity to sequester carbon in the structure manufacture process. 
In this case, the land most appropriate to build on can be calculated using a cost-benefit analysis which considers annual energy 
harvested against carbon consumed and ecological damage done. An ideal place would be an existing town centre car-park, or a 
brownfield site such as the Bridge Centre gyratory. 
The problems to solve are SO immense that they require a massive amplification of ambition and a total change of mindset from 
the public, business and government alike. 
We will require hundreds of square kilometres of solar farm. In this case, the most appropriate land on which to build is that which 
already sites a house, an industrial unit or a business building. It’s obvious – but we need to get on and do it. After that, if the land 
underneath a countryside solar farm is enhanced for biodiversity, used for crops and sited on driven piles, it is suitable – as part 
of the compromise that humanity needs to make. 
The key point is that in building anything we need to de-prioritise the financial cost-benefit, de-prioritise the human comfort cost-
benefit and make net-carbon-positive construction and net-biodiversity-gain construction mandatory and top priority. 
 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The first important aspect to consider is that we are going to shorten the time available to complex society to fix the Climate 
Crisis, if we accept that Urban Expansion and Economic Growth really are this community’s top priorities. 
The second important aspect to consider is that we are going to shorten the time before the first critical ecological life-support 
system is terminated, if we accept that Urban Expansion and Economic Growth really are this community’s top priorities. 
The business men and women embedded within Government, Local Government, Town and Parish Councils will not be 
remembered in future history for the devastation that their ignorance wrought because history is a luxury only afforded to a 
complex society. There is no history following an existential event, there is no more complex society. 
It is interesting to note that even the super-rich developers, financiers and construction moguls who stand to gain £ billions over 
the next decades from building out against this Chippenham Urban Expansion plan are not exempt from climate change or 
biodiversity collapse. It doesn’t matter how much wealth these people accrue, there is no escape from a super-hot, climate-
hostile world where nothing grows. 
As the stockpile of food, power and control dwindles, everybody can look up to these individuals and know they did absolutely 
nothing to help avert a total global crisis. And in the final generation, who would want to live in a society populated only by that 
type of person? 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Indeed I do. 
This Local Plan is a missed opportunity in the last decade that we have available to make a difference. Climate and ecological 
tipping points will kick in soon and then it will be too late to fix the planet’s problems.  
There are literally thousands of things to be done that do not include building any more roads or houses but which do focus of 
making much better use of what we already have, including people, places and resources.  
Here is a short list; each plan would require significant work and significant change but would contribute to the concept of Green 
Economic growth for the good of the community, our wellbeing, our co-habiting lifeforms and our natural environment: 



• A full plan to educate the people of Chippenham about the urgency of the Climate & Ecological emergency 
• A full plan for ubiquitous and effective cycle & pedestrian paths 
• A full plan for cycle parking in the town centre with video security 
• A full plan for repairing roadside potholes and smoothing side of road surfaces in all existing urban roadways to encourage 
cycling 
• A full plan to expand the Chippenham market with locally grown food both standard and artisan 
• A full plan to plant climbers or ivys to grow up all lamp posts and walls in the existing urban environment 
• A full plan to re-wild, shrub or tree-plant all green spaces in Chippenham 
• A full plan for how to use public buildings from offices to car parks in the aftermath of extreme weather events 
• A full plan on how to make Chippenham fully serviced by busses that are >50% full at all times and cover all of 
Chippenham 
• A full plan to retrofit every private, council and business property with insulation and (where possible) PV, ASHP or GSHP 
• A full plan for Chippenham to recycle all of its own plastic back into plastic feedstock using locally harvested energy 
• A full plan for Chippenham to collect and recycle its food waste into green fertiliser and methane and convert that into 
synthetic fuel, using locally harvested energy 
• A full plan to engage the community of Chippenham in Citizens Assemblies, where to assemble, how to communicate and 
efficiently vote. 
We need a reset of our entire governance, community, business, education and money systems. For as long as this is not 
addressed, we will continue to sleepwalk into a dark future. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
You might ask why I am so fixated on the Climate and Ecological Crises to the exclusion of what most people think of as 
improvements to their lifestyles and their wealth. 
The answer is very simple: I can read this graph (https://www.co2levels.org/) 
I understand what this graph actually means. I see where we’ve gone wrong, who needs to Act to get control of it, why it is a 
near-impossible task (given our human nature) and when trying to fix it will no longer matter. But I still consider it worthwhile 
spending 40+ hours trying to make others see through this “consultation”, because I care about life on earth. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The canal trust does not hold a view on the scale of growth. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The general priorities are noted.  Site 1 and Site 2 both have the Wilts and Berks Canal along the boundary and within the 
indicated zone in places. The full length of this canal is under restoration to create a blue and green corridor linking Chippenham 
to adjacent towns.  It will provide a long distance cycleway and footpath throughout.  The canal is a natural addition to the 
priorities for these two sites and is detailed further in the following responses. 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The canal trust does not hold a view on the relative merits of the sites. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
For Sites 1 and 2 it is important to take advantage of the presence of the Wilts & Berks Canal on the site boundary and integrate 
it with its footpath and cycleway into the green space along the boundary.  It will help to create a natural demarcation of the edge 
of the urbanisation and also open up a connection to the countryside and adjacent towns. 
The Trust is working to restore to active use for boating, cycling and walking the complete route from Semington to Abingdon. 
The establishment of the route as a blue/green corridor is essential to the programme and will lead to considerable biodiversity 
gain and improved connectivity for wildlife populations both within and external to the town.  Restoration of the canal complex ant 
Pewsham Locks is underway.  Nearby, the canal trust is acquiring access to the old route and restoring it, initially by re-
establishing the towpath as a walkable route.  Some sections have been completed and are in water. 
The restoration of the canal is a complex engineering and environmental task which, despite the voluntary effort supplied by the 
trust and associated parties, is also a costly operation.  For a successful result the design has to be integrated into the 
development plans for adjacent land; for example integrating paths and cycleways; building road and canal intersections at 
appropriate locations; integrating the environmental mitigation and biodiversity gains; co-ordinating drainage and flood protection 
to make use of the canal as a waterway; optimising the crossings of the canal by utilities or services.  For best results the 
construction works should also be integrated: carrying out heavy earthworks and construction before dwellings are occupied; 
establishing the towpath as a usable and habitual route; avoiding temporary drainage schemes pending the completion of the 
canal.  The end result of these actions is to create a distinctive feature of the development scheme which adds to its attraction in 
the residential market place.  It is well established nationally that proximity to rivers and canals increases the market value of new 
properties.  
The above objectives can best be achieved by writing the integration and construction of the canal into the design guidance, 
planning conditions, S106 agreements, land sales agreements and other instruments as appropriate to ensure that the maximum 
community benefit is obtained. 



CP5: Integrate the canal route into the green and blue infrastructure concept plan and the long distance path into the movement 
routes. 
The original route for the canal branch connection into Chippenham has been lost to development but the canal trust is 
developing a proposal to create a new branch as far into the town centre as possible through Site 1. 
CP6: Additional uses are leisure and tourism access to the canal route with facilities for visitor reception, boat trips, access for 
clubs etc for small craft, facilities for touring and local boats and a maintenance base. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Integration of the Wilts & Berks Canal with Sites 1& 2.  The new route for the Chippenham branch of the canal and leisure and 
sporting facilities associated with the restored canal. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The Wilts and Berks Canal is a valuable waterway in Wiltshire, providing amenity, flood management and environmental benefits. 
Several aims of the Trust work in conjunction with the Local Plan in adapting and mitigating the negative effect of climate change.  
The restored canal will be unique and important to wildlife and the local population. Once completed, the whole canal line will 
offer opportunities for active use such as boating, cycling, and walking. Recreational activities such as kayaking, paddle-boarding 
and fishing will also be available. Ultimately, the towpath will be accessible for all to enjoy, improving wellbeing.  
The canal also establishes green/blue corridors which provide a safe passage route for many species between fragmented 
habitats. This will be fundamental to biodiversity net gain and improving the diversity of flora and fauna. The vegetation also 
naturally sequestrates carbon from the environment, providing the area in and around the canal with clean air. 
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Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As a resident of East Tytherton, I am concerned about the environmental impact of the planned housing development to the north 
of Chippenham and the long term consequences in general of housing development in the whole of Wiltshire. 
The government is planning for a future with renewable energy and a big reduction in carbon emissions but this massive housing 
development will drastically increase the number of cars and other vehicles in this area with inevitable consequences for nature 
and indeed the general health of the people. 
It is important to keep the best agricultural land for food production and also to benefit from carbon capture that trees etc provide. 
I live in an area where we often have flooding and I feel that so much planning consent is now given without full regard to the 
potential consequences. 
With global warming , there is now a significantly greater risk and this should be at the forefront of any potential development 
coniderations. 
It is important to me that the council, when implementing planning changes, should always do a comprehensive climate change 
impact assessment and my feeling is that this has not been properly established. 
I hope that you will kindly take my views ino consideration. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
Detailed comments can be found in attachment CHIPP277, this includes detailed landscape assessment and evidence.                                                                                                                                                                                                           
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. 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. 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 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. 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 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 lesisure 
businesses can provide town centre residential development. The time for huge green field development based on outcommuting 
and on a premise of town centre services may well have passed. 
Finally, and it pains me to write this as the Council has done many good things including the response to Covid.  Wiltshire 
Council have eroded the trust with the residents of Tytherton Lucas in regards to planning, especially in their work with 
developers (including themselves as a major landowner in the guise of Future Chippenham). There is no clear separation of 
duties or unbiased value judgements and this is reflected in the tone and thrust of the reports around this consultation. This also 



gives us no confidence that any mitigation required through the planning process in the future would take place and in the 
Council’s enforcement of planning requirements for Site 1. This can be evidenced by: 
• Wiltshire Council, in presenting this Site Selection, have ignored policies in the Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan with regards 
to development north of the North Rivers cycle route. 
• Wiltshire Council have received a grant of £75m for a distributor road, with no consultation with Tytherton Lucas residents 
or Bremhill Parish Council on the need for this road. Instead we are presented with route options. 
• Wiltshire Council planning officers have worked with developers to overturn modifications made by a Planning Inspector at 
the EIP on Chippenham Site Selection for the Rawlings Green site, to separate the development from surrounding villages. This 
will cause irreversible damage to the visual impact of development on Tytherton Lucas and the surrounding villages and 
countryside and overrides policies in the Langley Burrell Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I have lived in Chippenham for 34 years and have watched the town almost double in size in that time. Then, Swindon was 
considered 'the end of the M4 Corridor'. Regrettably the latest proposals to take us up to 2035 are disappointing in terms of 
unsustainable over development of housing, increasing traffic & damaging the natural environment. It confirms Wiltshire Council 
regards Chippenham as a commuter town with NO infrastructure for such population growth ( as now) causing outsiders to live 
here but work and shop elsewhere. 
Makes a mockery of Wiltshire Council Policy of becoming carbon neutral 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am writing to you to share my bewilderment at the scale and scope of your proposed plans for development of Chippenham 
over the coming years.  
I am objecting on the grounds that the proposed development does not seriously take into account the climate impact or the 
devastating consequences to biodiversity in the area.  
Additionally there seems to be no calculations for a carbon cost of these developments or any thoughts for the electrification of 
bus routes and the like, just more roads, for more cars. 
The scale of the development is horrific because "Chippenham is designated as a Principal Settlement". By whom? Who has 
decided this, not the people who already live here? 
Your plan shows a distinct lack of understanding of the current climate and ecological emergency and the very real threat that we 
are all facing. Growth and more growth is what I see in your plan with absolutely no vision of an alternate sustainable future. You 
pepper your documents with value statements about off grid power or electric charging points when the plan should be entirely 
about decarbonisation, rewilding and transforming polluting jobs into green jobs. It's all economics and business with nature and 
people's health paying the price.  
As someone born at Greenways maternity hospital I feel a very connection to the town and I am totally dismayed at the direction 
you are taking all of us. When will you stop building roads and houses, why are you so obsessed with growth? When will it be 
enough for you, when there is only concrete and tarmac and all the wild places have gone? 
Chippenham used to be called little Bath, pretty soon it will be called little Swindon. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I recently answered the consultation to the above. Having read through the information it became apparent that only a very small 
number of local residents had so far responded to the various elements of the consultation, so on this point alone I fail to see how 
the result of the consultation can be representative of the majority.  
When I answered the questions in the consultation I gave no approval for any of the proposed routes for a relief road. Apart from 
visiting Chippenham I regularly use it as a route to elsewhere and I rarely find traffic an issue. True that I am retired and don’t 
travel in rush hours but show me any town that doesn’t suffer from high traffic volumes at peak times. The only bottle neck that I 
can see is at the Bridge Centre roundabout, but if you truly wanted to build a road it could be from the A350 close to Lackham to 
the Avenue La Fleche and just fill in the bits of land that aren’t on the flood plane with housing. Of course Wilts Council could 
have reduced the amount of heavy traffic through Chippenham, Derry Hill and Calne if they had refused the Hills group the 
planning permission to extend the recycling facility at Lower Compton as many Calne people wanted. I and others suggested 
opening a site to the side of junction 17 of the M4 but of course common sense never prevails. I notice that the land there is now 
for sale for development.  
My major concerns is the amount of housing in the plan and the way it encroaches on other villages and hamlets. No one who 
lives in any of the surrounding areas I am sure wants to become a suburb of Chippenham.  My fathers side of the family came 
from Stratton-St- Margaret in Swindon and I remember it being separate along with Lydiard Millicent and the like. Swindon has 
become a sprawling monstrosity that seems hell bent on consuming as much green land and local villages as possible with 
absolutely nothing to recommend it as a place to visit. Is Chippenham doomed to the same fate? 



If all this housing is approved in one go how will this affect the 5 year land supply that Wiltshire is obliged to keep? I thought that 
already approved development but not yet built was not included. Wiltshire should be rationing its panning permissions to only 
just cover the 5 year housing supply so that other Wiltshire towns are not left open to speculative development.  
The other issue in my book is that from 2025 all new houses built have to comply with far more stringent building regulations to 
cover greenhouse gas emission’s. If there is a rush to get the proposed 7500 houses in the plan built before then, all of them are 
at some point in the future going to need massive upgrade to try and reduce their carbon footprint. In my opinion all new houses 
should already be eco houses orientated with south facing roofs fitted with solar panels, triple glazing and air or ground source 
heating.  It is madness to carry on building houses with old technology. If every house had  solar panels then maybe the 
proposed solar farm at Pewsham wouldn’t be needed thus saving a bit more green space.  
If all the planners want to do something useful then upgrade the cycle way between Calne and Chippenham along the old railway 
track. As a cycle route it is fine if you want to arrive anywhere covered in mud but for cyclists with racing bikes or as a commuter 
route it is useless. Much noise has been made about the provision of cycle routes so here would be the chance to have a proper 
one. I would use it to get to Chippenham if I didn’t have to wash the bike and my clothes when I got home.  
I could go on but I’m sure enough other people have had their pennyworth so I will leave it at that. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Objection to Road & Housing Plans For Chippenham 
I have lived in Chippenham for 34 years and have watched the town almost double in size in that time. Then, Swindon was 
considered 'the end of the M4 Corridor'. Regrettably the latest proposals to take us up to 2035 are disappointing in terms of 
unsustainable over development of housing, increasing traffic & damaging the natural environment. 
Calne & Chippenham Town Councils have both voted unanimously against these proposals. Why did Wiltshire Council see the 
need to exceed Government targets for housing supply overall  by 5 thousand?  
The purpose of the proposed new bypass road seems to be, to create as large a parcel of land for housing as possible in the 
name of Connectivity. It should not go ahead. 
Chippenham will become a commuter town full of sprawling estates which obliterate good agricultural land & natural habitats. 
Birds Marsh on a larger scale - oblivious to flood plains & other environmental considerations which I know other people,  much 
more qualified than me, have been able to outline. 
In any event, now may not be the time to consider these matters, as the consequences of the Pandemic may see a mega-shift in 
people's lifestyle and needs. 
Will Chippenham be appreciated & enjoyed as a place to live, if these proposals are implemented? I doubt it. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Based on the evidence in the reports we have commissioned we would argue that much less housing is needed. 
CPRE does not accept that the overall growth for the HMA or the county as a whole is properly evidenced. 
Fundamental question asked.  Is the Council just trying to buy in new homes to support the economic growth forecasts, or is it 
trying to meet local need in the area? 
A reassessment of central and fringe area sites must be a priority to evaluate the situation post-Covid with regards to brownfield 
market or housing use.  There should be a target but until the figures are known it cannot be agreed.  This work to be carried out 
either through the Town/Neighbourhood Plan with local input, or in conjunction with Wiltshire Council but with the NP being the 
driver. 
 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Much of the approach is business as usual, despite references sustainable development, air quality and congestion, and 
continued investment in the town centre.  In fact, what the economic report states is that the major demand for investment is for 
big sites along the Highway Corridors and says not much about promoting small local businesses in and closely around the town 
centre.  Better using the industrial estates and actively pursuing increasingly unnecessary car parks for other better uses. 
Much reference to town centre congestion, but the Council contradicts itself by also saying the congestion is on the A350/A4 and 
link roads. 
When discussing the jobs to employment ratios, (bullet 1) reference made prominently to allow for in-migration.  This is not 
creating houses or jobs for local people.  Moreover, it creates house prices often unaffordable to any but in-migrants. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Ones to the south and west are not appropriate for environmental, landscape, land use and sites. 
County farmland to a greater degree should be used for intensive land production, using most of to date technical methods in 
order to produce local food for the population. Ideally placed within minimal haulage to market fruit, vegetables for the growing 
vegan markets, etc 
The issue of growth to the south and west over county farms, and other owner landholdings, has not be considered on a cost 
benefit analysis against intensive local food production. 
We question the figures shown for growth in Chippenham particularly when the requirement is to meet local need, not in-
migratory need, and it is stated that growth is predicted to continue strong. 
Re-skilling office and service industry workers will be the priority so that they do not commute miles to work, and outside 
commuters do not have to be encouraged in. Questions asked about veracity of the uplift just based on demographics.  
5h of employment land is questioned as what the employment strategy says is the growth is going to be in warehousing and 
logistics.  Huge amount of space for low numbers of employees. 



It is questioned why 30ha of employment land is not included in Chippenham figures and make a direct correlation to the nearest 
large urban area.  If these figures are to be kept purely as strategic figures how will any calculation of job growth, or decrease, 
within an area be quantified?  The site could draw in Bath/Bristol or even Swindon workers.  If the area grows, the case will 
become worse. 
5h if allocated should go to scattered central area to promote small businesses, re-skilled workers using old retail space for IT or 
craft based local enterprises. This should not be within mixed use developments since they are shown not to be a success and 
eventually fall to housing. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
All greenfield proposals should be subject to review once a new employment and economic report, and FEMA, has been issued.  
The balance of jobs to houses must be revised post Covid and in terms of climate change.  Central urban areas must be 
reassessed, and the numbers of lost retail and office areas converted into potential housing. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Serious consideration of the results of Covid, Brexit and the manner in which the housing calculations have been carried out. 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Wiltshire councils proposal far exceeds the new building requirement from central government. We object to the proposed 
development  as there is already significant housing development in and around Chippenham. Developers need to be 
discouraged unless its very small targeted builds and must come with schools and doctors provisions. Please not our objection to 
the latest proposals. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am writing to express my dismay at the proposed development to the South and East of Chippenham.  The number of houses 
proposed far exceeds local needs, and together with the proposed distributor road will destroy natural habitat for wildlife.  
Accessible green space for town’s residents, in the picturesque Avon and Marden valleys will be lost, as will much-needed local 
productive farmland, which also plays a part in reducing flood-risk. 
As a resident of Chippenham my hopes for a “Future Chippenham” appear to differ greatly from that of Wiltshire Council.  In 
recent years the town has undergone much development, resulting in a high level of outward commuting which contributes 
significantly to its traffic problems.  It just about retains its charm and character but further development such as that proposed, 
which cannot be justified by local needs, will completely destroy this.  It is currently possible for most reasonably mobile people to 
access open countryside from the town centre on foot, this being the legacy of a market town, but this would not be so with the 
proposed development.  Its scale would be completely out of balance with facilities that could be provided in the town centre, and 
the conversion into a dormitory town with little social cohesion would be complete.  This is not a future for the town which I find 
appealing - large anonymous communities appear to be the underlying cause for many of today’s social problems.   
The present concerns over climate change and its effects on the planet must be of primary importance.  It is not viable to 
continue the destruction of the natural environment on which we all depend, and to increase emissions by carrying out large 
scale developments in inappropriate locations for short term economic gains and to meet countywide building targets.  The 
availability of the Housing Infrastructure Fund grant and the receipts from the sale of farms held by the county, should not be 
drivers for this inappropriate development.   



In conclusion, I hope Wiltshire Council will give due weight to the views of our Town Council, and of the many residents who have 
taken the trouble to express their views, and will rewrite the current Local Plan proposals to take account of the concerns of 
residents of the town, who will be directly affected by the outcome.  Developments in our understanding of the damaging effects 
of our actions on the planet means that speculative developments of this type prompted by regional house-building targets rather 
than local need, cannot be regarded as sustainable.  It is time to pause and consider the wisdom of continued development 
based on assumptions which are outdated and incompatible with a sustainable future. 
I have not completed your consultation document because the omission of a no-road option appears to pre-determine the 
outcome of the consultation process, and this does not seem appropriate, nor indeed democratic.  
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am writing to protest against the  proposed distributer road and associated plans for Future Chippenham. These proposals are 
deeply unpopular amongst Chippenham residents and both Chippenham and Calne Town Councils have now voted unanimously 
against them.  
Since these plans were first proposed, the climate emergency has become even more critical. Experts say that now we have only 
6 years in which we may be able to arrest human caused climate change and enable our world to be one in which our children, 
and our children’s children will continue to exist. This is not the time to be planning the building of a major new road, nor to be 
increasing the number of urban settlements on ecologically significant countryside. 
We know of the disastrous effects of pollution on our health. Rather than increasing greenhouse emissions by creating further 
road networks, we should be encouraging cycle, rail and other public transport, with better schemes and incentives for electric 
vehicles and shared car ownership. 
During this pandemic, unprecedented numbers of Chippenham residents have been making daily use of the old Calne railway 
line, the riverside walks and surrounding countryside. Whole families are walking and cycling out together, rediscovering the 
essential benefits that being in nature offer to our mental and physical wellbeing which the past year of crisis has highlighted. 
This is not a time in which we should be considering building over valuable green spaces. 
 Changing patterns of work, commuting and shopping, due to the pandemic, mean that this proposal is based on an assumption 
of needs that are already out of date. With more of us working from home there is and will continue to be, less need for car 
ownership and commuting to work. Due to Covid many businesses will close in our town centre and not be replaced by others. 



 Redevelopment of former business premises in our town centre, for new homes, rather than planning new urban developments 
on ecologically valuable countryside, should be our priority. 
This road and the proposed urban development  are not needed. They will cause permanent damage to our precious natural 
environment and with the increase of pollution and loss of easily accessible countryside, will aggravate mental and physical ill 
health in our local population. 
 In view of these environmental, health and societal changes, not only would the distributor road and associated housing 
development be harmful for and unpopular among our community, but moreover the perceived need for such a development is 
already out of date. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I have chosen to live in the rural area on the outskirts of Chippenham and so obviously object to being surrounded by a 
completely over estimated number of houses. The need for this huge increase in requirement is still unexplained and in the the 
present climate with the Covid situation it is very much more of an unknown so making it impossible to consult on what will be 
needed in the future.  
I strongly object to the seventy five million pound government bid/loan? being dangled as a carrot to the people of Chippenham 
leading them to believe that it is a substantial amount towards the cost of the link road from Lackham to Wavin. This amount was, 
I believe, a bid/loan? towards the as yet unstated cost of the South Western part of the link road so obviously the Eastern side is 
going to cost another seventy five million pound plus the as yet unstated cost of that part. Again in the financial climate we find 
ourselves in this would be financial. suicide.  
We will enter into a proper consultation when we are given the full facts and a plan that is wholly for the people of Chippenham 
and not purely for the profiteers. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P287 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I have heard that there are plans to massively expand Chippenham with several thousand houses on the greenfield area behind 
Hardens Mead. I live at the front of Hardens Mead and have always enjoyed the open area for walking and I do not want to see it 
destroyed for houses Chippenham does not need. Apart from the wildlife that will be affected there is also the cycle path. This is 
used my many different categories of people- cyclists, runners, dog walkers and families enjoying somewhere safe and beautiful 
to walk which can be accessed by foot from many homes. This is something that has been recognised as very important for the 
well-being of people and never more so than during the last year so this a very short-sighted idea. 
Apart from the destruction I am concerned about flooding as it is a very wet area and with the amount of concreted surfaces that 
this building work will mean this can only make things worse. There are also farms which will be needed for food production in the 
years to come. 
Most people who live here like the fact that Chippenham is not a huge town so I do not understand why Chippenham has been 
ear-marked for this many houses. 
These are my objections. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I am writing as a resident of Studley, and as someone very concerned about the climate crisis.  
I have been encouraged by Wiltshire Council's acknowledgement of the climate emergency and commitment to make the Council 
carbon neutral by 2030. However this latest proposal goes against all of that. I don't understand why Chippenham's housing 
target is so high (equivalent to 20% of the total number for Wiltshire). The Council has not given any evidence that I know of for 
this figure, and it seems to be based on an expectation of people relocating to Chippenham and then having to commute out of 
Chippenham for work.  
Tackling climate change means policies that encourage driving less, not commuting more. To be taken seriously, the 
commitment to carbon neutrality means that planning policies should require an assessment of the impact of development on 
carbon emissions. 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Environmentally, this proposal ignores the impact of the green area of the Marden Valley. We need farmland, and wild-life 
habitats to absorb CO2. We also need to protect farmland to protect local food production and food security - the current 
pandemic has highlighted the importance of that. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Pegasus supports the increase in the level of growth identified in paragraph 9, The new strategy proposes a requirement of 9,225 
homes for the plan period 2016-2036. The figure should be prefixed with “at least” in order to be consistent with Government 
guidance and to boost housing supply. 
For reasons outlined in response to the Emerging Strategy it is considered that the plan period should be 2020 – 2040. 
Chippenham is well place to support economic growth being located in the A350 Growth Zone, and the Swindon M4 Growth 
Zone i.e. two of the three Growth Zones identified by the Swindon and Wiltshire LEP, where there is a large agglomeration of 
economic activity and where there is the greatest capacity for supporting sustainable growth in the future. Chippenham is one of 
the largest towns in Wiltshire and has excellent transport links being close to the M4 and located on the Bristol to London railway 
route. 



As Chippenham is located in both the Swindon -M4 Growth Zone and the A350 Growth Zone it is a pivotal location in the 
development of both the M4 and A350 Growth corridors. Its inclusion in the Swindon M4 Growth Zone offers the potential to 
extend growth into the area that has developed out of London through to Reading and Swindon, as well as potential to draw in 
investment from the west out of Bristol and Bath. 
The Employment Land Review (May 2018) also supports further growth at Chippenham and Melksham. 
“In the A350 FEMA, the potential supply (excluding sites that are un-allocated or at high risk of non-delivery) is just above the 
range of potential demand scenarios. The market is interested in Chippenham, and there is scope for more land to be allocated 
here, as well as at Melksham and Corsham.” 
Chippenham and Melksham are amongst the areas where there is forecast demand for new employment land, but insufficient 
supply. In Melksham the highest forecast demand scenario is more than double the currently available supply. 
There is a strong case to support the future growth of the Chippenham HMA. 
It is noted in the Chippenham HMA Alternative Development Strategies document at paragraph 31 states that it is not proposed 
to review current plan allocations as “these are necessary to support a developable supply of land for housing development.” 
The PPG advises when determining whether a plan or policies within a plan should be updated that amongst the factors that can 
be considered are “whether issues have arisen that may impact on the deliverability of key site allocations;” 
An outline planning application (15/12351/OUT) for the Rawlings Farm site for 650 dwellings, employment land, primary school 
and country park achieved a conditional 'resolution to permit' from Wiltshire Strategic Planning Committee on 16th September 
2020 subject to the completion of a S.106 legal agreement within six months of the committee resolution. The committee 
resolution stated;"Or in the event that the applicant declines to enter the agreement and/or it becomes clear that they will not do 
so then to refuse permission for the following reason: 
The application proposal fails to provide and secure the necessary and required Services and infrastructure supporting the 
proposed residential development including Affordable Housing; Waste; Air Quality Management; Highways; Education and is 
therefore contrary to Policies CP3 CP43 & CP55 of the Wiltshire Core Strategy Adopted January 2015 and Paras 11, 12 & 54 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework July 2019." 
Given delivery of the totality of the allocation is predicated on the construction of a new link road, including the provision of a new 
bridge over the mainline railway (permission for which is extant (18/02037/FUL)) it is most unlikely that the delivery of any new 
homes from this site to the east of Chippenham will be achieved within the plan period of the Core Strategy i.e., before 2026 or 
the emerging plan period. This in turn brings into question the prudence of relying on delivery from Site 1 during the emerging 
plan period, which relies not only on this infrastructure, but also a crossing of the Avon and extensive area of land within flood 
zones 2 and 3. 
As referred to in our response to the Emerging Strategy, Pegasus is also concerned about the emphasis on brownfield sites and 
the introduction of a brownfield target for 10 years. What appears to be clear from the consultation is that the Council wish to 



identify as much brownfield land as possible within the urban areas, not only to make the best use of it but to “reduce the need to 
encroach into countryside”. 
The Council suggest at target of 240 homes to be built on brownfield land over the next 10 years – 2021- 2031. 
Whilst the principle of brownfield development is encouraged these sites are often fraught with difficulties in terms of delivery 
timescales. The promotion of an effective use of land set out in the 2019 NPPF is not a return to a brownfield first policy approach 
of the past. The Council’s growth strategy should be a balanced rather than sequential approach. Housing delivery is optimised 
by the widest possible range of housing site sizes and market locations, which provides suitable land buying opportunities for 
small, medium and large housebuilding companies. 
There needs to be a range and choice of sites in order to meet housing needs. The Council should avoid “town cramming”, which 
would provide insufficient variety in house typologies to create balanced communities with the right types of new homes to meet 
the housing needs of different groups. There will be a limited capacity for higher densities and more taller buildings, which will 
only be appropriate in certain locations. A blanket approach to the intensification of housing densities everywhere would be 
inappropriate as a range of differing densities will be needed to ensure development is in keeping with the character of the 
surrounding area. The future deliverability of intensely developed residential schemes will also be dependent on the viability of 
PDL and market demand for high density urban living post Covid-19. The promotion of an effective use of land set out in the 2019 
NPPF is not a return to a brownfield first policy approach of the past. 
The widest mix of sites provides choice for consumers, allows places to grow in sustainable ways, creates opportunities to 
diversify the construction sector, responds to changing circumstances, treats the housing requirement as a minimum rather than 
a maximum and provides competition in the land market. A diversified portfolio of housing sites also offers the widest possible 
range of products to households to access different types of dwellings to meet their housing needs. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The place shaping priorities refer in the main to new employment opportunities, the role of the town centre and supporting its role 
in the settlement hierarchy. 
Place shaping priorities need to be bespoke to the settlement and relate to the development and use of land, which they do but 
there is no reference to meeting housing needs in the plan period. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
It is noted that sites have been assessed and subject to a Sustainability Appraisal, but land to the North of Barrow Farm (SHLAA 
ref 744) has not been selected as a preferred site irrespective of the fact that it scored relatively well in the SA and was taken 
forward following the Stage 2 Assessment on the basis that it did not appear to have any overriding significant impacts. 
Land to the north of Barrow Farm has been promoted to the Council, at the time of the last consultation on the Alternative 
Development Strategies in August 2019 our representations were supported by a submission on the site which included a 
concept plan and delivery trajectory. 
The concept plan was prepared showing how the site could be developed to provide for a mixed-use development (either as a 
whole or in part) which has regard to the settings of Listed Buildings, including the farmland setting of Barrow Farmhouse (to the 
north, west and east), retains and improves public access to Langley Common (non-designated heritage asset), and proposes a 
significant extension to Birds Marsh Wood and buffers both this extension and Dog Kennel Plantation. The concept plan 
demonstrated how the site could accommodate approximately 850 dwellings and a primary school and local/neighbourhood 
centre. Green Infrastructure to include: formal and informal leisure and recreation, extension to Birds Marsh Wood, biodiversity 
enhancements, improved public access and appropriate settings for Listed Buildings. 
The land immediately adjoins the northern fringe of Chippenham, is very accessible to the town centre and the M4 and can be 
readily serviced, it is not reliant on major pieces of infrastructure. The site can be brought forward in the short-term and, unlike 
the sites to the east and south of Chippenham, without the need for major infrastructure and resultant time lag in lead in time. 
The site could deliver between 75 and 100 dwellings per annum. A key advantage of this site is the flexibility to deliver individual 
phases (or part phases) in the short/medium term to respond to ongoing housing requirements; that is to say that its size can be 
tailored to the size of the requirement. 
Phase 1 250 
Phase 2 250 
Phase 3a 250 
Phase 3b 100 
TOTAL 850A planning application has recently been submitted on part of the site (which can be seen as a first phase) for up to 
250 dwellings, a local centre, associated infrastructure, landscaping and access. A number of off-site improvements (which 
comprise pedestrian / cycle linkages to existing networks including: widening of the existing footway on the east side of the 
B4069 south of the existing roundabout and pedestrian / cycle linkages to the west of the B4069 and north of the North 
Chippenham Link Road) to the local pedestrian and cycle network are also proposed as part of the development, which have 



been informed by the Transport Assessment and public consultation. The off-site measures have been designed to provide 
walking / cycling enhancements along existing transport corridors and to provide linkages to existing recreational routes in the 
surrounding area. Vehicular access will be provided from the B4069 which provides a direct connection with the centre of 
Chippenham, yet the Council’s assessment of the site in the Site Selection report concludes that the site has average 
accessibility to local facilities and rated “amber.” 
The site presents the opportunity to integrate the proposed development with the urban edge of Chippenham including 
development to the south; to enhance ecological habitats to provide a net gain in biodiversity and contribute to the local Green 
Infrastructure Network; to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through location of residential development near to existing services 
that reduce the need to travel, promotion of sustainable transport options and cycle / pedestrian linkages, and consideration of 
green infrastructure, ecological enhancements and SuDs to provide resilience to climate change. 
The ‘Flood Map for Planning’ confirms that the site, in its entirety, falls within Flood Zone 1, which is at the lowest risk of flooding. 
The Site Selection report, Land to North of Barrow Farm (SHELAA ref 744) is assessed, the RAG assessment assesses the site 
as “amber” for accessibility, flood risk, heritage, landscape and traffic; yet the Council’s review of Site 744 states that “the site has 
no significantly harmful effects on any congested roads”. The Stage 4 assessment recognises the site’s “strength” with respect to 
accessibility (PSP4) being able to provide “well-connected footpaths and cycleways and connectivity for public transport”. It is 
considered that the site should be assessed as “green.” 
The Environmental Statement to support the recently submitted planning application referred to above demonstrates that there 
are no overriding environmental constraints which would preclude the Proposed Development on the Application Site. The design 
of the Proposed Development has taken account of the likely significant environmental effects and where necessary, mitigation 
measures form an integral part of the Proposed Development to ensure that the environment is suitably protected. 
Unlike SHELAA site 506b Land at East Chippenham (Hardens Farm and New Lease Farm), land north of Barrow Farm does not 
contain designated or non- designated heritage assets (Grade II Listed Hardens Farm, Tytherton Lucas Conservation Area are 
within site 506b). 
Unlike the other settlements in the HMA, the potential sites at Chippenham have been assessed beyond Stage 2. Stage 3 is 
where the sites selected are assessed against 12 objectives that reflect social, economic and environmental aspects by which 
the effects of the development of each site can be identified. SHELAA site 744 becomes potential site 7 and is assessed against 
the objectives and scored. The results are that Sites 2, 3 and 7 scored the same and come 4th in the assessment. (Site 2 is one 
of the Preferred Sites in the identified to accommodate Chippenham’s needs). 
Stage 4 is the Selection of Sites where, “The more sustainable site options resulting from Stage 3 are individually evaluated 
against the Place Shaping Priorities at each settlement, since it is important to select sites that support locally-specific and 
important outcomes.” In this assessment Site 4 is assessed as weak against the Place Shaping Priorities the River Avon 
Corridor, New Infrastructure and Surrounding Villages, whilst its strengths are employment, town centre and accessibility.New 



Infrastructure (PSP5) is shown as a weakness in that it “wouldn’t provide further opportunities to provide a more resilient local 
network addressing traffic congestion within the town”. This is the wrong approach for the reasons discussed below. The review 
also assumes that vehicular access would be from the Northern Distributor Road which is not correct as access is to be taken 
from the B4069. The site is well placed to benefit from the Northern Distributor Road which once complete will connect the A350 
with the B4069. It is also well placed to benefit from a potential future eastern link road which will provide a connection between 
the A4 and A350. 
For PSP5 it appears that unless a site is on land that can deliver either a “new eastern link road” or “new southern link road” then 
it has been flagged as a “weakness”. This is completely the wrong approach. Delivery of a site without the need for extensive 
new infrastructure (with uncertain delivery prospects) is a “strength” and not a “weakness”. 
At the time of our submission in response to the consultation on the Alternative Development Strategies in August 2019, a 
Concept Plan was prepared which showed how the site could be developed to provide for a mixed use development (either as a 
whole or in part) which has regard to the settings of Listed Buildings, including the farmland setting of Barrow Farmhouse (to the 
north, west and east), retains and improves public access to Langley Common (non-designated heritage asset), and proposes a 
significant extension to Birds Marsh Wood and buffers both this extension and Dog Kennel Plantation. 
The land is within the control of a highly experienced developer/promoter who has brought forward numerous strategic sites in 
Wiltshire including sites at Calne, Devizes, Westbury and Melksham. 
The land immediately adjoins the northern fringe of Chippenham, is very accessible to the town centre and the M4 and can be 
readily serviced. 
In summary land north of Chippenham offers the opportunity to provide for a flexible urban extension in a highly sustainable 
location on the edge of Chippenham which is deliverable at various scales from 250 up to around 850 dwellings. The site can be 
brought forward in the short-term without the need for new major infrastructure and resultant lag in lead time. Given the likelihood 
of substantial allocations being made at Chippenham, some of which will require extensive infrastructure, it is important the Local 
Plan takes a portfolio approach by allocating readily deliverable smaller/medium sized sites to ensure continuity/flexibility in 
delivery before larger sites can come on stream. 
An objection is made to the Preferred Options for development i.e. Sites 1, 2 and 3, which is entirely reliant upon a strategy for 
growth to be accommodated to the east of Chippenham. Site 1 has been chosen to enable an eastern distributor road to be 
developed linking the A4 with the A350, which is reported to help address congestion in the town centre. It is noted that Sites 2 
and 3 are also identified to support this objective/Place Shaping Priority and to support a southern distributor if required to link the 
A4 with the A350 at the Lackham roundabout. All three sites are adjacent to the River Avon and consequently can deliver against 
PSP3 (those that are not adjacent i.e. site 7 cannot satisfy this Place Shaping Priority). 



It is considered that the strategy is too focussed upon the east of Chippenham, relies on uncertain delivery of extensive 
infrastructure and does not provide the range and choices of sites in order to ensure delivery. In short such a strategy risks failing 
the soundness test of being deliverable. 
A strategic site allocated in the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan (2017) to meet housing need for the period up to 2026 has 
failed to deliver. An outline planning application (15/12351/OUT) for the Rawlings Farm site (to the west of Preferred Site 1) for 
650 dwellings, employment land, primary school and country park achieved a conditional 'resolution to permit' from Wiltshire 
Strategic Planning Committee on 16th September 2020 subject to the completion of a S.106 legal agreement within six months of 
the committee resolution. Given delivery of the totality of the allocation is predicated on the construction of a new linkroad, 
including the provision of a new bridge over the mainline railway (permission for which is extant (18/02037/FUL)) it is most 
unlikely that the delivery of any new homes from this site will be achieved within the plan period i.e., before 2026. 
In order for the strategy for Chippenham to succeed in meeting housing needs it is considered that a range of sites is required 
including sites that do not rely on extensive and uncertain delivery of major infrastructure. 
The update to the Lichfield report - “Start to Finish” Second Edition, February 2020 highlighted the risks of relying on larger sites, 
which must be all the greater here given the reliance on such extensive infrastructure. 
There is already a 5 year housing land supply shortfall, land north of Barrow Farm provides a deliverable site in the short term 
which doesn’t require extensive infrastructure and complements the strategy for Chippenham. The site is in a sustainable location 
for development. It is located in close proximity to the existing employment areas at north east Chippenham. Chippenham railway 
station is 1.3km from the site and the services and facilities of Chippenham Town Centre are located approximately 1.5km to the 
south. Educational facilities are provided at St. Paul's primary school 800m south west of the site, Hardenhuish Secondary 
School 1.5km to the south west of the site and at Wiltshire College approximately 1km due south of the site. 
The site is available now and housing can be delivered within the plan period. Even allowing an average of 3 years (which was 
found to be the average time taken from an outline decision notice to first dwelling completions on site), in the NLP Report ‘Start 
to Finish’ (Feb 2020) with no major infrastructure required, and in this case assuming one outlet on site; the site can deliver a 
substantial number of dwellings within the next five years. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The most important aspect is to deliver sustainable development in a timely manner. Chippenham has failed to deliver sites in the 
past and it is important in the future that it doesn’t continue to do so by pursuing a strategy that relies solely on the delivery of 
these sites. 



 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The preferred sites are focussed on development to the east of Chippenham - a new eastern road linking the A4 with the A350 
through Rawlings Green and North Chippenham is identified as being required to help address congestion in and around the 
town centre. A southern distributor road linking the A4 with the A350 at the Lackham roundabout may be required. The potential 
options for housing sites for Chippenham are located on the outer edges of the towns. It is considered that the strategy for 
Chippenham fails to provide a range and choice of sites in deliverable locations, instead it relies on the delivery of extensive 
infrastructure (including a rail and river crossing) with all the inherent risks to deliverability of such a strategy. 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
• I think this is an absolutely massive expansion, equivalent to adding another town the size of Calne and is not suitable for 
the area. 
• Chippenham will become an even bigger commuter town with even more grid-locked roads 
• The scale of growth should be a lot less and it would be far more sustainable to redevelop brownfield sites in the centre of 
Chippenham, rather than destroying beautiful countryside, with an emphasis on AFORDABLE housing 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
• No. Site 1 to the East of Chippenham is not appropriate for development 
• Development should not impact the country setting, conservation aspect and views from the village of Tytherton Lucas and 
add to the traffic burden on small country roads already competing with a growth in traffic, cars versus tractors, cyclists, runners 
and walkers; 
• Development should not come anywhere near the ecologically significant wild-life corridor of the River Marden; 
• The much loved and used Chippenham to Calne cycle track, on the old railway line, would be ruined by development on 
both sides and roads across it 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CHIPP291 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Brownfield Target - The target of 240 dwellings from brownfield between 2021-2031 is not supported. The 2019 Housing 
Trajectory indicates a current supply from small scale sites of just 66 units in the town; of which 57 are anticipated to be 
completed in the five year period to 2026. These are already included within the committed supply figure of 3,733 units; and as 
such, should be taken away from the brownfield target to avoid double counting. If a similar rate of delivery was secured in the 
second half of the plan period, then the brownfield target would be reduced by 183 units. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Preferred Strategy – Deliverability  The Preferred Strategy places significant reliance on the delivery of ‘two’ new suburbs 
(totalling 5,390 dwellings) – in practice, these are a single development site with significant inter-dependences; and it isn’t 
considered likely that either one can come forward significantly in advance of the other. At the outset, it is necessary to 
demonstrate that the land is all available for development, and secondly, that there are appropriate measures in place to ensure 
that a coordinated approach to delivery will take place. For a development of this scale, with potentially significant numbers of 
landowners, it is going to be central to the delivery of the site and requirement infrastructure that there are appropriate 
mechanisms in place to manage the site’s detailed design and future delivery. This is going to result in a long-lead in, and a 
protracted planning application process. In addition, the evidence base must demonstrate that the sites are deliverable without 
the proposed bypass. Whilst preliminary HIF approval has been given, this is not yet certain, and we anticipate being reliant on 
delivery of housing by a certain date (as is the case with other HIFs). Given the delays in bringing forward the LPR, and that it is 
not due for adoption until Q2023 at the earliest; it would seem that there is a significant risk that the HIF monies will no longer be 
available by the time the necessary planning permissions have been granted. A detailed assessment of the deliverability of the 
Preferred Site must be undertaken – as per paragraph 72 of the NPPF: “a realistic assessment of likely rates of delivery, given 
the lead-in times for large scale sites”. We highlighted above our concerns that the selection of a single large scale strategic site 
would significantly undermine the deliverability of the LPR. Previous experience has illustrated how initial unrealistic delivery 
expectations have failed to be delivered in practice. The table below demonstrate four major sites – two of which are within 
Chippenham. The figures given in the left column are the expectations of delivery from the Authority’s AMR in 2015 – the year the 
Core Strategy was adopted, and the second column the most recent trajectory. None of these sites have delivered any housing 
to date; with each taking a number of additional years for lead-in, and then annual delivery rates at each site are below the 
original assumptions; in practice, we anticipate that at least a couple of these sites will slip back further in the plan period.                                                                                                             
The residual requirement for Chippenham was identified as 5,100 dwellings: however this includes the delivery of all of Rawlings 
Green which as per the Authority’s most recent trajectory is likely to be delivering post-2036. In regard to the ‘two’ proposed sites, 
if we make an optimistic assumption that the planning applications would be submitted within 6 months of the adoption of the 
LPR in Q2 2023, and that they take c2 years to determine2; there would then be site disposal, reserved matter applications, 
discharge of conditions, and preparatory works. We would not anticipate the first dwelling being completed until at least 2027/28.  
Assuming two outlets on each site, and taking the highest rate in Chippenham at Rowden Park; this would mean the combined 



sites of 5,390 dwellings would deliver circa 1,380 dwellings in the plan period. This would leave a further requirement for 3,478 
dwellings within Chippenham by 2036. It is therefore of significant importance that the LPR allocates additional sites to provide 
housing supply in the interimperiod                                                                                   . 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Green and Blue Infrastructure    Without the full Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy it is difficult to comment on the extract 
provided at Figure 11. We note that the base map is out of date, in particular around Corridors 4 and 10 which have been 
replaced by new built form – notably the development at Hunters Moon. We therefore assume that in moving to the next stage, 
that a full review of the baseline will be taken, and the GBI Strategy Plan updated as a result. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
SEE CHIPP291 for full representations. Site 4. 70/80 homes and/or a care home.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
Site 4 Sustainability Appraisal The sustainability appraisal for site 4 is considered to be broadly accurate at this high level stage 
of assessment. We have the following additional comments to make(See table, SA1; SA2;SA4;SA7;SA11;)        Waddeton Park 
submitted Site 4 (ref: 803) to the 2019 consultation on the LPR as an option for housing development. 
4.12 The site is suitable, available and deliverable, and provides an opportunity to deliver housing in the short/medium term to 
assist the Authority in demonstrating a five year housing land supply in a highly sustainable location. 
Sustainability Appraisal 
4.13 We note that the Site scored favourably in the Authority’s Sustainability Appraisal – ranking second out of the seven sites 
assessed. 



4.14 The sustainability appraisal for site 4 is considered to be broadly accurate at this high level stage of assessment. We have 
the following additional comments to make: 
SA1 -Ecology 
A preliminary ecology report (dated February 2021) has been undertaken on the site, and this concludes that there were no 
significant ecology issues in regard to the site. 
We note the Sustainability Appraisal indicates that the site would require a 50m buffer strip for both the Pudding Brook 
watercourse and the railway corridor. This is not supported by the findings of the ecology; whilst a buffer will be delivered, and net 
gain achieved, 50m is not a realistic assumption on the width of the buffer requirement. 
The assessment outcome could be raised from minor adverse effect to neutral 
SA2 -Efficient and Effective Use of Land 
The Assessment indicates that the adjacent land uses would reduce the number of dwellings delivered in this site. However the 
site will shortly be surrounded by residential development – to the west by Hunters Moon, and to the east (the other side of the 
railway) by Rowden Park. We do not consider that the adjacent land uses would be any determiner to the residential 
development of the site. 
SA4 - Climate change and vulnerability 
There is a small area of flood zone within the site – however this can be identified as green infrastructure. There remains 
significant land within the area to deliverable a well planned residential scheme which in accordance with planning requirements, 
would deliver a reduction in greenfield rates, resulting in a local betterment. 
The site is sustainability located, and thus in principle will result in a reduction in carbon emissions through the sustainable travel 
choices being maximised. This differs from the Preferred Sites, which are significantly greater distances from the existing 
services/amenities of Chippenham, and are likely to result in people driving into the town centre. 
SA7 - Heritage 
It is unclear why the site’s scores adverse in this respect; and should be updated to Neutral. The assessment concludes that 
there would be no significant effects on the closest listed building (Patterdown Farmhouse) – this is the opposite side of the 
railway and will shortly be surrounded by the Rowden Park urban extension. 
The Sustainability Appraisal also notes that the Site is unlikely to have any archaeological remains. This is supported by the 2005 
planning consent on the site which was accompanied by an archaeological assessment.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
SA11 -Reduce the Need to Travel and Promote Sustainable Travel 
The site is in close proximity to employment, retail and health as confirmed in the Sustainability Appraisal. 
The Sustainability Appraisal indicates that primary school provision is at the upper 2km distance – however, we note that the 
Rowden Park Primary School under construction to the east will be within a 570m walking distance. 



The Hunters Moon site is delivering a new pedestrian/cycle link along Saltersford Lane, and a new pedestrian/cycle crossing over 
the A4 Bath Road. The site can tie directly into this provision. 
4.15 The Site correctly passes through to the Stage 4 – Selection of Sites, on the basis of its high score in the Sustainability 
Appraisal and this is supported.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
Site Selection                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
Paragraph 64 appears to explain the reason why the site was not identified as a Preferred Option; with this explicitly recognising 
that whilst the Site is “more sustainable” than Sites 2 and 3 that they delivered more of the strategic priorities and as such, were 
taken forward ahead of the Site. First, we note that the ‘sifting’ of sites is only required when there is not a need for additional 
housing sites. The Preferred Sites will not deliver sufficient housing to meet the residual needs of Chippenham over the plan 
period; and thus in accordance with the Sustainability Appraisal’s findings, Site 4 should also be identified for development now. 
Notwithstanding this, we do not consider that the SWOT assessment for Place Shaping Priority 4 is a fair assessment for the site. 
The site is identified as having good accessibility within the Sustainability Appraisal and as with any devThe Site 
4.20 The site covers an area of approximately 5ha and abuts the established Chippenham settlement boundary. A copy of the 
Site Location Plan is attached. The site is presently low quality agricultural land. Access is provided by Saltersford Lane (B4528) 
to the west of the site which provides a vehicular, cycle and pedestrian route3 to the centre of Chippenham to the north and the 
A350 to the south.elopment site, there will be opportunities for improvements to the local network of footpaths and cycleways. 
The site will be well placed to connect to the pedestrian/cycle improvements delivered for the Hunters Moon application. The 
SWOT assessment should be raised to neutral. In regard to Place Shaping Priority 5, we note with concern that the locations 
most suitable for development shouldn’t be predicated on the delivery of a new bypass. The fact that the site will not result in a 
significant increase in congestion, and is well located to access employment and wider services/facilities via sustainable travel 
modes should be a positive. The fact that the site will not (either on site or via a s106 contribution) have to fund the delivery of a 
new road scheme should be considered a positive in light of the Authority’s climate emergency.To the north of the site is existing 
employment land – supporting a mix of retail and office development, and to the east is the railway, beyond which lies the 
Rowden Park development, which has secured a number of consents, and is now under construction. At the southern boundary 
of the site, there is a road under the railway; which provides access to Rowden Park and its proposed services and facilities; 
including the new primary school. 
4.22 To the west of the site, is the consented Hunters Moon scheme, which secured planning approval in December 2017 for the 
construction of up to 450 dwellings, up to 2.41ha of employment land, alongside open space and associated works. The site is 
under construction, and some units are now occupied. 
4.23 The Saltersford Lane site has previously been identified as a suitable location for development. In the North Wiltshire Local 
Plan 2011, it formed part of a strategic allocation for the extension of the Methuen Park Employment Site (BD1) alongside the 
now consented Hunters Moon site, and was included within the Chippenham settlement boundary as a result of that allocation. 



The Wiltshire Core Strategy undertook a review of extant employment allocations, and the site, alongside the wider area, was 
removed from the plan, but remained within the settlement boundary. The Chippenham Site Allocations Plan (CSAP) 
implemented a consistent approach to settlement boundary review – which snapped the boundaries tight to the settlement edge, 
and removed any land not developed, including allocations and sites with outline consent. The site was therefore removed from 
the settlement boundary, as was the Hunters Moon site. 
4.24 Through the CSAP, the potential of the site to form an extension to the Hunters Moon site was confirmed. However, as the 
Hunters Moon scheme was considered as a ‘commitment’ for the purposes of the CSAP, it was not identified as a Strategic Site 
Allocation. Thus it was not considered acceptable at that time to ‘extend’ the Hunters Moon site through the allocation of Land at 
Saltersford Lane, as Hunters Moon was not a proposed allocation, and at that time had not secured consent4, thus there was a 
risk that the site could come forward in isolation should the Hunters Moon application fall away (see paragraphs 143-145, CSAP 
Inspectors Report 2017, and associated Statement of Common Ground5 No 16 dated 7 December 2016). 
4.25 This concern has now been overcome – with the scheme consented and commenced. The site will therefore shortly be 
surrounded by development on all sides, and will have the benefit of the infrastructure being delivered as part of these strategic 
sites. The site represents an infill opportunity within what will be the built-up boundary of Chippenham. 
4.26 The site presents a clear opportunity for allocation, or should the Authority not wish to allocate any additional sites at this 
stage, we suggest that the revised Development Boundary should capture the Hunters Moon and Rowden Park development; 
and thus the site would become subsumed into the Development Boundary. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P292 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Turley 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Bloor Home South West 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP292 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Chippenham is very clearly a Principal Settlement within Wiltshire and at least the scale of growth proposed within the LPR is 
supported – Chippenham should be a focus for sustainable development given the scale and function of the existing settlement, 
and the opportunities available to accommodate new growth and development;                                                                                                                                                                          
Robust evidence is required in respect of existing commitments in order to inform the LPR and any ‘residual’ quantum of new 
development to be planned for at the Town – this includes robust evidence of any ‘brownfield’ supply where sites do not already 
benefit from any planning permission for residential development;It is not clear on what basis “access to the River Avon Valley” 
has been given prominence as a High Priority for the spatial strategy at Chippenham. Improved access and an improved GI 
network could be achieved in a number of ways and this specific factor should be tested via additional evidence as part of 
evolving the LPR; 
 



 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The Spatial Strategy, and selection of Development Sites for Chippenham has been heavily informed by the ability to deliver 
substantial new road infrastructure alongside new development, whilst some of this infrastructure may be essential, there is no 
evidence to show that it is all necessary within the plan period, and there are alternative solutions/sites that are available without 
the need for substantial new strategic roads, and where access strategies based on active travel and public transport can be 
promoted;In general the Place Shaping Priorities identified for Chippenham are considered 
appropriate and would be supported, however the following comments are made: 
 Priority i)  The delivery of employment land and development as part of the Local Plan strategy for Chippenham is strongly 
supported; however this must be done in a way which supports and does not constrain essential housing delivery. Particular 
attention must be given to the delivery of the right types of employment land and development, in the right locations, to serve the 
various needs which will arise through the Plan 
Period. This may include some small scale employment provision as part of new mixed use development, although this will need 
to be complementary to larger format developments for offices, industry and logistics, and be devised to meet very specific needs 
as economic and employment trends will continue to evolve over the coming years, based on more flexible working patterns 
(including home working). The plan 
needs to be flexible, and responsive, to enable appropriate provision and to facilitateappropriate economic growth for the County 
whilst complementing and not constraining housing growth at Chippenham. 
 Priority iii)  It is agreed that the River Avon is a significant and distinctive feature of Chippenham and generally support efforts to 
enhance this feature and access to it as a GI resource. However, there is concern 
around the extent to which this priority has informed the development strategy and the selection of preferred development sites. 
Access and other improvements to and around the river corridor should be possible irrespective of the location of substantial new 
built development, and that development, together with new road infrastructure will also have impacts on the priority GI areas 
which this priority seeks to address. A 
careful considered and balanced approach is required within the plan. 
 Priority iv) This ambition is supported and as set out within this response land at West Chippenham would be well placed to 
make a significant contribution to an improved network of pedestrian and cycle routes. 
 Priority v) Whilst linking these key parts of the Strategic Road Network and providing relief to existing areas within the town 
centre may be suitable as part of the overall strategy for Chippenham, care needs 



to be taken to ensure that the relative merits and impacts of any associated development are fully assessed and understood, 
where there will be environmental impacts and costs associated with the development of significant new roads. As set out within 
the review document provided at Appendix 2: 
• New strategic infrastructure will help to provide capacity to ‘unlock’ development in other locations at the town; 
• The ‘options assessments’ presented to consider new road alignment options identifies that large environmental costs will be 
borne by these developments; 
• Any funding shortfalls (above the £75million available via HIF) will require development contributions; 
• The developments proposed in association with the proposed road routes, will result in sub-optimal public transport solutions; 
• It is not certain that necessary high quality pedestrian and cycle infrastructure would be delivered alongside the proposed new 
roads, possibly risking isolated new communities. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Three sites have been selected as preferred potential development sites, although these are effectively two options to the East 
and South of the town, within the Southern option comprising a combination of sites 2 and 3, linked by a shared new distributor 
road. 
3.10 Both options are accompanied by Concept Plans which show how mixed use new neighbourhoods could be created, in both 
cases supported by new road infrastructure providing the A4/A350 links which are deemed to be necessary for the growth of the 
town. The review provided at Appendix 2 includes comparison of the impact assessment considered as part of the road Options 
Assessment, compared to infrastructure proposals that would be required for the delivery of the West of Chippenham site. 
3.11 The text at 37-38 suggests that it is Eastern road which is considered most essential linking the A350 at the north of the 
town (from the M5) to the A4 in the East, ensuring traffic can bypass the town centre and other parts of the network through 
Chippenham. This route, through the North Chippenham development site, is that which has been anticipated through previous 
plan preparation processes. Paragraph38 confirms that a further link road (the Southern route) is also likely to be required, but 
not certain. Clarity on the strategy for the town is essential as part of selecting the most robust site options, to ensure delivery of 
needed new homes and jobs during the plan period, as both roads are not fully funded by the HIF funds available, and otherwise 
development will be making this difference, possibly diverting funds from the provision of other obligations (such as affordable 
housing). 
3.12 It is also the case that new development based on significant new road infrastructure will result in environmental effects that 
would not arise where existing road infrastructure can be used, and which can otherwise focus on active and public transport 



options, such as at West Chippenham. Whilst both road options and development to the East and South of the town may be 
appropriate in the longer term, realising the necessary delivery to 2036 from these locations is likely to be challenging and a 
robust and realistic trajectory will be needed in the plan to ensure no underprovision from the outset. 
3.13 Each of the selected preferred options (Sites 1, 2 and 3) are scored strongly based on the ability to provide new 
infrastructure (primarily new roads) to help address congestion issues in and around the town. This is appropriate if these roads 
are essential but if evidence suggests that these roads are not essential, or are not required within this plan period then this 
broad strength would be overstated. Similar opportunities to provide (or contribute towards) new social infrastructure are likely to 
exist on all site options, alongside new GI areas and pedestrian/cycle infrastructure. As covered elsewhere Site 5 (West 
Chippenham) is well placed to link with and contribute to an improved public transport corridor on the A4 to the West of the town. 
Deliverability 
3.14 Deliverability and viability should be fundamental considerations for the assessment of sites as part of preparing the Local 
Plan. In this respect some care and caution should be taken where the provision for necessary growth at Chippenham over the 
plan period to 2036 (as currently defined) would rely on (effectively) only two large strategic sites (for 2,975 and some 2,600 
respectively, when sites 2 and 3 are combined given the need for a shared distributor road). 
3.15 Recent historic context is provided by the sites proposed and allocated for development within the Chippenham Site 
Allocations Plan (2017). This plan allocated two large strategic sites at Chippenham at Rawlings Green (650 homes) and South 
West Chippenham (1,400 homes total). Although large sites these were of lesser scale than those being proposed now within the 
Local Plan Review.The adopted Chippenham Site Allocations Plan included at Table 6.1 a delivery trajectory for these site 
allocations, suggesting that development would be commenced (first new homes delivered) in 2017/18 and 2018/19 respectively, 
with all development at Rawlings Green to be complete by 2024 and at South West Chippenham by 2029. 
3.17 As it has transpired development has not been undertaken at all in accordance with this trajectory and delivery has been 
substantially delayed and is unlikely to be completed on either site by the end of the relevant plan period. 
• Rawlings Green – has not been commenced and the latest published AMR suggested that development would only be 
commenced in 2025. A recently approved Outline Planning Permission for this site may improve this timescale, but delivery has 
been substantially delayed from that anticipated at the plan making stage; 
• South West Chippenham - Again the 2019 AMR suggested that for the sites comprised in the South West Chippenham 
allocation, development would only be commenced from 2020/21 and with a reduced annual delivery rate from that shown at 
Table 6.1 if the adopted plan. Whilst recent completions and projected trajectory data has not been published, it is likely that the 
completion of this development will be pushed significantly later than expected by the adopted plan. 
3.18 Updated trajectories for these committed sites should be provided as evidence to support the emerging plan. The Council 
should also have regard to the significant delays experienced in bringing these sites forward, and consider how this would impact 
on the deliverability of the plan as a whole if either of the chosen main site options at Chippenham were to be similarly delayed, 



particularly where these developments are of a greater scale than the previous allocations, and are proposed to be delivered 
within additional substantial road infrastructure. Additional sites could help to spread any risk and mitigate the potential for under-
delivery if one or both main site options were delayed for any reason, without relying on a review of the plan or planning 
applications only via the Development Management process. Additional detailed viability evidence should be provided for future 
stages to support the sites that are chosen (in whatever combination). 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

PLanning for Chippenham Summary 
• Chippenham is very clearly a Principal Settlement within Wiltshire and at least the scale of growth proposed within the LPR is 
supported – Chippenham should be a focus for sustainable development given the scale and function of the existing settlement, 
and the opportunities available to accommodate new growth and development; 
• Robust evidence is required in respect of existing commitments in order to inform the LPR and any ‘residual’ quantum of new 
development to be planned for at the Town – this includes robust evidence of any ‘brownfield’ supply where sites do not already 
benefit from any planning permission for residential development;It is not clear on what basis “access to the River Avon Valley” 
has been given 
prominence as a High Priority for the spatial strategy at Chippenham. Improved access and an improved GI network could be 
achieved in a number of ways and this specific factor should be tested via additional evidence as part of evolving the LPR; 
• The Spatial Strategy, and selection of Development Sites for Chippenham has been heavily informed by the ability to deliver 
substantial new road infrastructure alongside new development, whilst some of this infrastructure may be essential, there is no 
evidence to show that it is all necessary within the plan period, and there are alternative solutions/sites that are available without 
the need for substantial new strategic roads, and where access strategies based on active travel and public transport can be 
promoted; 



• It is appropriate for the spatial strategy for Chippenham to consider long term road infrastructure needs, including where these 
needs may extend beyond the plan period, although a balanced approach is required which accounts fully for deliverability and 
how a range of sites can contribute to the variety of strategic planning objectives for the town; 
• Deliverability of any selected site options is key. There is concern that reliance on only two very large strategic site options may 
risk continued under-delivery 
against planned growth targets, as can be seen in respect of sites already allocated within the Development Plan. Additional 
flexibility and resilience 
within the plan would be provided by a broader range of sites, and where these sites are not all reliant on the same (or similar) 
infrastructure interventions to be delivered – there is an opportunity to diversify the strategy to aid deliverability. 
• The West Chippenham site is available and suitable for residential led development, which can be brought forward without 
substantial new road infrastructure, and based on an access strategy which promotes active travel and public transport 
connections; 
• Additional evidence has been provided to illustrate the development opportunity which exists in this location, and address items 
of concern raised in the assessments that accompany the LPR in respect of access, flood risk and heritage impacts; 
• Whilst the A350 is perceived as a physical barrier to future growth to the West of the town, there is no reason why successful 
new pedestrian and cycle connections could not be made, enabling new development to be integrated, and providing new access 
routes into the countryside beyond for existing communities. 
• Beyond the perceived barrier presented by the A350, there are no substantive physical or environmental constraints that 
otherwise prevent the growth of the town to the West, and where sustainable new development within a landscaped setting can 
be achieved – meeting a variety of policy priorities; 
• We are keen to engage further with the Council as part of the preparation of the LPR in order that the merits of this site and 
location can be explored further, where development here could complement and add resilience to the strategy for sustainable 
new growth at Chippenham. 
Land at West Chippenham 
4.1 The site (at West Chippenham) has been considered through the site selection process for the Local Plan Review, as ‘Site 5’ 
within the relevant assessments that accompany 
this consultation. It should however be noted that the assessed site extends beyond the land controlled by Bloor Homes, 
although it is not considered that this 
fundamentally alters consideration of any of the most relevant planning issues. 
4.2 Whilst the Interim Sustainability Appraisal which accompanies the consultation suggests that Site 5 is the least sustainable 
when assessed against the alternatives, it is confirmed that there are no major adverse effects where mitigation is considered 



unachievable. The Stage 3 assessment of sites ranked Site 5 4th Joint, alongside other options which have been taken forward 
to be preferred as emerging proposed site 
allocations. It is suggested that Site 5 performs less well than alternatives in respect of various Place Shaping priorities, and the 
site is also scored down as a result of some perceived adverse effects. The responses summarised below seek to provide 
additional evidence to support the appropriate assessment of the site relative to alternatives. 
A Vision for Land West of Chippenham 
4.3 Enclosed at Appendix 1 is a Vision Document which presents a Vision for the Site atmWest Chippenham, presenting a review 
of technical issues, opportunities and constraints, and a high level masterplan. This shows how a new community of some 1,400 
new homes could be provided, with supporting local infrastructure, including a new Primary School, and also land available for a 
possible ‘Sports Hub’ (responding to 
evidence which has commented on the relative lack of these facilities on the Western side of the town). 
4.4 The vision for the site is to provide a new sustainable community within the context of the existing urban area. The site is an 
exciting opportunity to deliver a new offer to the 
West of Chippenham. The design-led masterplan will provide a high quality residential community, design and landscape driven. 
There is opportunity for this site to provide an integrated green and blue infrastructure strategy and this has identified 
opportunities for ecological enhancements and climate change mitigation with woodland planting. Facilities to support this 
expansion area and the wider urban area 
can be included as potentially a new Primary School and Sports Hub. Walking loops connected to the wider footpath network 
within the site and connections to and from 
Chippenham’s existing urban edge are included with viable solutions proposed for integration. There is also potential for a 
business and sustainable transport hub with park and change facility along the A4 Bath Road. 
4.5 Whilst the A350 has consistently been seen as a barrier to development in this location, land on the western side of 
Chippenham is generally unconstrained and this 
location offers opportunities to deliver new development which is well connected to the existing urban area and other networks 
without the need for substantial new road 
infrastructure, which is already in place adjacent to the site. This will enable development to focus on other sustainable transport 
initiatives, where it is well placedto link with the Bath Road public transport corridor, and enable delivery of affordable housing or 
other plan aspirations, without the risks associated with the significant infrastructure requirements at other sites that form part of 
the Council’s preferred 
strategy. Land at West Chippenham can be considered alongside these other options as part of a more balanced overall 
distribution of development, which can help ensure 



delivery during the Local Plan Review plan period, and mitigate some of the risks whichmay be inherent in the very large sites 
that are preferred and which require significant new road infrastructure alongside new development. 
Access Strategy 
4.6 Throughout the LPR assessment of site options comment is made in respect of the potential severance provided by the A350 
and consequent impacts for active travel 
options. 
4.7 As identified within the emerging Vision for the site, an Access Strategy has been developed which identifies options for 
pedestrian and cycle connectivity. Six concepts demonstrate how access and connectivity can be achieved. These options will 
allowconnectivity for pedestrians and cyclists to the facilities, amenities and employmentopportunities which exist nearby to the 
site, as well as the town centre and other areas 
beyond via the wider networks which exist within the town. In the other directionthese links would allow existing communities 
within the Western part of Chippenhamto access the bridleway and PROW network which exists within the wider countrysideto 
the West of the town, as well as access to new formal POS and other facilities whichmight be provided at the site. 
4.8 A significant opportunity exists in this location to provide access to key employment sites at Bumpers Farm and other key 
employment locations on the western side of 
town, which will be more remote for the selected options to the North and South. 
4.9 There is also a significant opportunity for the site to connect with the key publictransport corridor along the A4 which provides 
connections into the town and to 
Corsham and Bath in the West. This includes potential to incorporate existing bus services into the development proposal in a 
way which will not dilute patronage of 
those existing services. Integration of public transport may include potential for aninterchange point, and may build on the ‘pocket 
park and ride’ concept being exploredby the Council with Bath and North East Somerset along this corridor. This ensure an active 
travel and public transport focus for the scheme, which meets numerous policy objectives and distinguishes this proposal from 
the other options being considered, 
despite all having good road access via either existing roads or the new road network being proposed as part of the Council’s 
strategy. 
Drainage and Flood Risk 
4.10 An initial review of drainage and flood risk issues at the site has been prepared by Jubb and is appended to this response at 
Appendix 3. This specifically responds to the Stage2 site selection assessment which has suggested that the site has medium 
flood risk, including recorded flood outlines and possible surface water risk.4.11 The initial review of flood risk presented has 
considered a range of potential sources of 



flooding and historical flooding events have also been investigated. It has been confirmed that the full extents of the development 
will be located within Flood Zone 1 and therefore be at low risk of fluvial flooding. The risk of flooding from other sources including 
surface water, overland flows, groundwater and sewers is considered low. 
4.12 The development proposals including the site drainage strategy will be designed in a manner that does not increase the risk 
of flooding to the site or the surrounding area. 
4.13 Based on this review of flood risk to the site and the various factors considered, the overall risk of flooding to the 
development should be considered as low or can be suitably managed. 
4.14 The site should not be considered less favourably than any others at Chippenham in respect of drainage of flood risk 
considerations. Groundwater source protection zones 
do not present a barrier to future development, given that this defined area covers much of the existing town of Chippenham. 
Heritage 
4.15 The Stage 2 and 3 site assessments presented with the consultation and also the Interim Sustainability Appraisal suggest 
that development at West Chippenham (Site 5) would result in significant impacts on designated heritage assets, primarily nearby 
listed buildings and the Registered Park at Corsham. 
4.16 An Initial Heritage Appraisal has been prepared and is enclosed at Appendix 4. This appraisal has confirmed that the site 
does not contain any designated or nondesignated 
built heritage assets (albeit such assets are present within Sit 5 as assessed by the LPR documents). At the centre but outside 
the boundary of the Site is Chiverlins 
Farm (Grade II Listed). In the surrounding area are a number of other heritage assets with the potential to be affected: 
• Mynte Farmhouse, Cartshed and Loft and Barn (Individually Grade II Listed) 
• Chequers Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) 
• Old Road Cottage (Grade II Listed) 
• Starveall Farmhouse and Barn Range (Individually Grade II Listed) 
• Stowells Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) 
• Sheldon Farmhouse (Grade II Listed) 
• Corsham Court Registered Park and Garden (Grade II*) 
• Medieval Settlement of Sheldon Scheduled Monument 
4.17 The Site forms part of the wider rural or agricultural setting of these heritage assets. With the exception of Chiverlins 
Farmhouse, research has not identified any known 
historic or functional connections between the other heritage assets and the Site. A Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) has been 
produced based on the emerging 



proposals (assuming maximum height across the developable areas) with no mitigationmeasures. The ZTV confirms that without 
mitigation, limited views of built form could be experienced within the wider setting of the above heritage assets. These are all 
secondary views either from the assets or alongside them.4.18 The introduction of additional mitigation measures in the form of 
new woodland, 
planting and landscape buffers would assist in screening any built form from these views. This has the ability to sustain the 
significance of the identified heritage assets. 
4.19 Overall the assessment shows that the redevelopment of the Site has the potential to sustain the significance and setting of 
the majority of designated heritage assets within the surrounding area, subject to planting and height of built form. The proposals 
are likely to result in a degree of harm to the significance and setting of Chiverlins Farmhouse (Grade II listed) but this can be 
reduced through planting and an 
appropriate landscape buffer. The ‘less than substantial’ harm identified would need to be weighed in the wider planning balance. 
4.20 The assessed harm as a result of this more detailed assessment and reflecting the emerging development proposals is not 
consistent with the significant or severe impacts assessed by the LPR documents, and the LPR should have regard to (and 
change) this going forward. 
Summary 
• The West Chippenham site is available and suitable for residential led development, which can be brought forward without 
substantial new road infrastructure, and based on an access strategy which promotes active travel and public transport 
connections; 
• Additional evidence has been provided to illustrate the development opportunity which exists in this location, and address items 
of concern raised in the assessments that accompany the LPR in respect of access, flood risk and heritage impacts; 
• Whilst the A350 is perceived as a physical barrier to future growth to the West of the town, there is no reason why successful 
new pedestrian and cycle connections could not be made, enabling new development to be integrated, and providing new access 
routes into the countryside beyond for existing communities. 
• Beyond the perceived barrier presented by the A350, there are no substantive physical or environmental constraints that 
otherwise prevent the growth of the town to the West, and where sustainable new development within a landscaped setting can 
be achieved – meeting a variety of policy priorities; 
• We are keen to engage further with the Council as part of the preparation of the LPR in order that the merits of this site and 
location can be explored further, where development here could complement and add resilience to the strategy for sustainable 
new growth at Chippenham. See CHIPP292 Appendix 1 Vision Document 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The considerable debate and 2 webinars have served to highlight that there is no robust case for the excessive numbers of 
houses proposed by the Local Plan . We therefore strongly endorse and support the responses from Chippenham Town Council 
to this consultation, supported by evidence from the Council for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE).  In short, we do not 
support the additional 7,500 houses in Chippenham which are neither needed nor wanted.  Thie Local Plan proposal will enable 
an excessive amount of building on greenfield sites at the expense of our local countryside and the consequent environmental 
impact. Given Wiltshire Council’s declaration of a Climate Emergency, it is very difficult to understand such a proposal. 
Brownfield Sites/Redevelopment. These plans are all greenfield sites.  Chippenham has a number of poor quality and old 
housing areas that would benefit from renewal.  A significant number of our welfare applicants come from these areas.  The 
challenge is that most of it is now in private ownership. 
We agree housing is important but at a proportionate rate with other towns in Wiltshire. Employment should be a priority,  
 



 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
• It is appropriate for the spatial strategy for Chippenham to consider long term road infrastructure needs, including where these 
needs may extend beyond the plan period, although a balanced approach is required which accounts fully for deliverability and 
how a range of sites can contribute to the variety of strategic planning objectives for the town; 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Utilising existing roads such as the A350 and sites off that, rather than build a huge new network of roads to supply the needs of 
these houses. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Type and tenure of housing, how much is allocated to social housing and what type.  How will the housing be linked to the station 
and to the high street? Taking Swindon for example, a lot of people who live in the large expanse to the north /north West of 
Swindon do not frequent the town centre much, leaving divided communities. 
Ring fencing areas of green space for the future so that urban creep does not happen. 
Avoiding building next to flood plains so that surface water does not impact on an already over stretched river system. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 



As a charity providing help for the vulnerable as well as arts/education and leisure, we are concerned about the growth of the 
population is such a short time period and that the charity ( who already picks up the shortfall in the local governments provision) 
will be unable to help as many people as it does now, how will this  be covered by S106 monies. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Wiltshire Local Plan for Chippenham Consultation - Main issues for CBLC 
A. As a Landowner: 
The woodland area to the South of Westmead Open Space including Mortimore’s Wood to the East of the Water Treatment 
Works (WTP) is an essential part of our plans to further develop a Country Park.  This area is already identified as such in the 
current Neighbourhood Plan. We would wish to be involved and engaged in discussions as to how this would be integrated with 
proposed footpaths, cycle lanes and other networks.   
Also shown is a planned path and footbridge over the Avon to the West of the WTP which don’t align well with our plans but could 
be with a minor relocation.  The location and pathways to and from it are of direct interest to us and we would hope that our views 
would be considered. 
We would also point out that we have noted the current issues experienced by local residents from smells emanating from the 
WTP. The “Pewsham Pong” experienced by in housing some 2km distant from the WTP is very noticeable in warm weather when 
the wind blows from the Southwest.  Building more housing much closer to the WTP should take this into account, either by 
alterations to the WTP or by maintaining a suitable stand-off distance.   
B.  As a Charity: 
Growth in population.  How to factor in the consequences of approximately 15, 000 new inhabitants on the town as a whole, 
meeting all their requirements? Also noting that they will be more distant from the town centre and transport hubs.  Can lessons 
be learned from other “fast growth” areas such as Swindon to avoid the same mistakes?  
Size of Parish.  The Charity’s area of benefit is defined as the Parish of Chippenham.  We are not currently directly involved in 
those areas that lie outside it. There has already been considerable development in the areas outside the formal Parish 
Boundaries in Birds Marsh View, Rawlings Farm and Hunters Moon.  All the new planned development will also be outside that 
area.  Where will they be expected to draw on for charitable support?  
Infrastructure.  CBLC has already funded the construction of 2 Community Centres in Chippenham: Pewsham and Kingsley 
Road. Would these new communities have such facilities funded/ provided by the developers? 



Education.  CBLC currently supports 10 Primary and 3 Secondary Schools, as well as a Special Needs School and Wiltshire 
College with funding in the region of £1M over the last 10 years. The additional population will require additional schools and 
expansion of additional ones to support them.  This increased demand from our finite resources will reduce our overall effect and 
impact.  
Demographics.  I think it would be helpful to know the exact make-up of tenures for the proposed new builds, given that about 
90% of all our welfare enquiries come from those in social housing.  We perceive that the allocation is 30% affordable 
(community) housing for Chippenham,  but that will include an element of shared ownership/low cost.  It would be good to know 
out of the 5000+ new homes how many properties will be 100% housing association owned. 
Other Comments:  
• Many Town inhabitants are disillusioned about their lack of voice. The Sadler’s Mead Car Park was imposed on the Town 
against a large amount of opposition and has further added to the opinion that they are not listened to.  How will this be different?   
• It is noted that redevelopment of Town centre is not part of this, but just as the Future Chippenham distributor road 
consultation is linked, so too is the Town Centre and this should not be done in isolation. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
This housing requirement of 9,225 homes should be clearly identified as a minimum housing target for Chippenham, to be 
delivered over the Plan period. The consultation proposes that the needs for development should be met as far as possible on 
brownfield land to minimise the loss of Greenfield land. This principle is supported by our Client. The identification of a specific 
brownfield target of 240 homes between 2021-2031 is also welcomed, as it provides a clear incentive to bring forward brownfield 
sites in the short-term to meet the need. 
Whilst there is a possibility for windfall brownfield sites to deliver in excess of this brownfield housing target, future policy text 
should be clear that a housing land supply buffer should be maintained to ensure continued delivery over the Plan period, to 
allow for delays in the construction of the two strategic allocations or delivery of brownfield sites. Appendix 1 should therefore 
explicitly present the brownfield housing target as a minimum to be delivered during 2021-2031. Considering the amount of 
investment in road and social infrastructure that will be necessary to support the urban extensions at East Chippenham and 
South Chippenham, it would be useful for the draft LPR to clarify the proposed housing trajectory for 2016-2036 and to explain 



how it would afford additional weight to housing delivery, when considering applications for brownfield residential-led proposals, 
in the event that housing delivery is delayed on these urban extensions. 
Given the degree of reliance being placed on these two urban extensions for future housing growth in Chippenham and, the fact 
that delivery from these will unlikely be until later in the Plan period because of the need for strategic infrastructure, this reinforces 
the need for future plan policies to provide sufficient flexibility to allow housing to come forward from a range of brownfield 
sources, such as through the redevelopment of poorer quality employment buildings. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
We are supportive of priority i), which requires development to provide new employment opportunities to redress existing levels of 
net out-commuting. 
We are also strongly supportive of priority ii), which seeks to improve the resilience of Chippenham town centre. 
Future detailed policy text should recognise the merits of the redevelopment of existing employment land and buildings, where 
accommodation is no longer suitable or attractive to employment uses and users, for alternative uses including residential 
development; particularly where sites are sustainably located close to the town centre and Chippenham rail station. 
A specific place shaping priority relating to brownfield redevelopment in and within close proximity to the town centre should be 
added, to provide a set of overarching principles to guide redevelopment proposals. For example, encouraging brownfield 
redevelopment proposals which: 

 Deliver high-quality employment premises through redevelopment of outdated employment accommodation, alongside 
development that enables redevelopment to be viable, such as residential development; 

 Optimise the use of a site based on its relative proximity to existing public transport infrastructure, social infrastructure and 
town centre amenity; and, 

 Contribute to meeting the brownfield target and overall housing delivery target for Chippenham, reducing the need for 
greenfield development. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Schroders is the owner and manager of Langley Park Industrial Estate. The area to the south of the site is undergoing 
redevelopment; including retail and residential uses, alongside a new link road between Foundry Way and Langley Park Way. 
Schroders acquired the Langley Park Industrial Estate in late 2020. Our Client is proposing to renew and regenerate the estate to 
retain and attract key occupiers and the intention is that this will be achieved through: 
• Making new investment in estate infrastructure to improve the aesthetic and operational condition of Langley Park, to ensure 
that the site continues to retain high-quality employment uses; 
• Maximising the use of vacant and under-utilised land within the estate, including for new employment development; 
• Exploring the opportunity for redeveloping poorer accommodation at the estate which does not provide the high-quality of 
employment accommodation required for the calibre of occupier sought by our Client. 
As part of this overall investment and renewal strategy, future redevelopment of some of the estate’s dated stock for alternative 
uses, such as residential, is being considered to enablethe viable delivery of new employment premises and investment in 
existing infrastructure elsewhere at Langley Park. 
Schroders is considering the development of a masterplan for the estate to further articulate the above strategy and to act as a 
framework for any future planning applications and detailed planning policy for the site. Our client would wish to work 
collaboratively with the Council in this process.In line with the above strategy, Schroders strongly supports the principle of 
prioritising the efficient use of land within the existing urban area of Chippenham and the delivery of new housing (and 
employment) on sustainable brownfield sites. It is imperative that the drafting of future strategic and development management 



policies in the LPR avoids policy wording that would be unduly restrictive for the intensification of employment sites or for the 
residential-led redevelopment of previously-developed land (such as employment land in sustainable locations close to the town 
centre and public transport links). Adopting an unduly restrictive approach would limit the opportunity for landowners to bring 
forward such sustainable forms of development. 
As a general point, the LPR does not propose draft policy wording, and it is therefore not possible to comment on the scope of 
proposed planning policies at this stage. As there are no preferred policies to provide comment on, it is essential that a 
consultation on a Draft Local Plan is carried out when the policies have been formed (based on an up-to-date evidence base) 
prior to the Regulation 19 consultation on the tests of soundness. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
SPATIAL STRATEGY LPL strongly support the Chippenham B (CH-B) – Chippenham Expanded Community, spatial 
development strategy. Chippenham is best placed to accommodate the sustainable, growth required. BROWNFIELD LAND LPL 
supports the scale of growth proposed and considers that in support of this, there should be a brownfield land target supported by 
sufficient brownfield land allocations for Chippenham. As acknowledged within theconsultation document, positive planning for 
brownfield sites can work alongside the allocations of greenfield land that will be required to meet the identified growth strategy. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
The Council’s preferred potential development sites along with the current development plan allocations are shown at Figure 1 of 
the PFC consultation document. The document explains that although the re-use of 
previously developed land within the existing urban area will continue to be supported, the scale of growth for Chippenham is so 
substantial that significant greenfield sites need to be identified. Therefore, the focus is on where the built up area of Chippenham 
needs to expand. The preferred development sites shown are based on two new suburbs to the east and south of Chippenham. 
LPL does not have any comment on the specifics of the identified preferred greenfield development sites. Whilst LPL supports 
the principle of planning positively to accommodate the required growth and 
acknowledges the need for greenfield sites, the Council should proactively identify and support brownfield sites for allocation 
within the Local Plan review. As discussed above this will help meet the sustainable development aims of the NPPF to make as 
much use as possible of previously developed land. 
The Langley Park site provides an excellent opportunity to help towards providing the housing growth identified for Chippenham. 
The Site is previously developed, benefits from outline planning permission and is in a 
sustainable location, close to the town centre and public transport links. The site should be allocated in the emerging Local Plan 
for the development of up to 400 new homes. The site location and boundary are shown at Appendix A. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 



Further comments 
 

 
See represenation CHIPP295 for full detailed response                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
LPL are the owners of the southern part of the Langley Park site (the Site), which is the land for the residential phase of the wider 
Langley Park development site in Chippenham.LPL strongly agree with the aim of focusing growth on the main settlements 
including Chippenham. The Site at Langley Park, Chippenham provides an excellent opportunity to help fulfil this aim. The Site is 
a previously developed site in a sustainable location close to Chippenham railway station and town centre. The Site benefits from 
outline planning permission for up to 400 new homes.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
LPL does not have any comment on the specifics of the identified preferred greenfield development sites. Whilst LPL supports 
the principle of planning positively to accommodate the required growth and 
acknowledges the need for greenfield sites, the Council should proactively identify and support brownfield sites for allocation 
within the Local Plan review. As discussed above this will help meet the sustainable development aims of the NPPF to make as 
much use as possible of previously developed land. 
The Langley Park site provides an excellent opportunity to help towards providing the housing growth identified for Chippenham. 
The Site is previously developed, benefits from outline planning permission and is in a 
sustainable location, close to the town centre and public transport links. The site should be allocated in the emerging Local Plan 
for the development of up to 400 new homes. The site location and boundary are shown at Appendix A. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is not only too large its unwarranted. Population growth is slowing down over time. We need to take the 
approach that building on green agricultural fields is now a totally unacceptable solution for all sorts of reasons. There needs to 
be a lot more focus on developing brown field sites, more infill and conversion of existing buildings (such as redundant office 
buildings) into dense 1 bedroom accommodation, which is the most required housing.  Any application coming forward should 
first demonstrate that all brown field options have been considered and there should not be an automatic assumption in favour of 
giving consent on green field land. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
• Additional evidence has been provided to illustrate the development opportunity which exists in this location, and address items 
of concern raised in the assessments that accompany the LPR in respect of access, flood risk and heritage impacts; 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

As above brown field land, additional infill where appropriate and reuse of buildings which have become redundant through 
shifting work patterns, or where industries have moved to another location. Agricultural land should absolutely not be considered 
first just because it’s the easiest for single minded housing firms to develop. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The area located to the south east of Chippenham with plans for 7500 houses should not in my opinion be built on at all. The 
scale of development for Chippenham should be far more modest and comprise of a  number of smaller sites. There is no 
infrastructure to support this level of housing. For example the local doctors surgery in Pewsham is already under considerable 
pressure and could not take anywhere near this number of patients. A completely new GP practice would be required to cover 
circa 18,000 patients! 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

The Health section has not been properly considered and the impact not covered. Lodge surgery has very modest plans for 
increasing capacity in their existing building. Hathaway theoretically has some capacity. Taken together this still represents a very 
small increase in capacity. The number of houses proposed in this plan would probably mean the establishment of a new 
medium sized practice to cope with the projected numbers of patients (circa 17,000). The local CCG must be consulted on the 
future need and any identified infrastructure requirements should be funded via S106, or CIL, as appropriate. 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
• Whilst the A350 is perceived as a physical barrier to future growth to the West of the town, there is no reason why successful 
new pedestrian and cycle connections could not be made, enabling new development to be integrated, and providing new access 
routes into the countryside beyond for existing communities. 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am a resident of Chippenham who has followed the Town Council’s discussion of the proposed development with interest. I 
whole heartedly agree with the Council’s decision to oppose this development on the grounds that the number of houses being 
proposed is completely out of proportion to Chippenham’s need. I trust that our local democracy is strong enough to ensure that 
the views of local people are fully taken into account before a decision is made. Please could you inform me what the next stage 
of this process is and how I can submit my view. 
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Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
• This is an absolutely massive expansion, equivalent to adding another town the size of Calne 
• Chippenham will become an even bigger commuter town with grid-locked roads  
• The scale of growth should be a lot less and it would be more sustainable to redevelop brownfield sites in the centre of 
Chippenham, rather than destroying beautiful countryside. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



• Beyond the perceived barrier presented by the A350, there are no substantive physical or environmental constraints that 
otherwise prevent the growth of the town to the West, and where sustainable new development within a landscaped setting can 
be achieved – meeting a variety of policy priorities; 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
• No. Site 1 to the East of Chippenham is not appropriate for development 
• Development should not impact the country setting and views from the conservation village of Tytherton Lucas; 
• Development should not come anywhere near the ecologically significant wild-life corridor of the River Marden; 
• The much loved Chippenham to Calne cycle track, on the old railway line, would be ruined by development on both sides 
and roads across it. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
CP11 – Do you agree with some housing to be located north of the cyclepath? 
• No. Development should not be permitted on land which is protected in the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan. 
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no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I would like to object to Wiltshire Council’s local plan proposals for housing development to the East of Chippenham for the 
following reasons: 
- The housing target is out of all proportion to Chippenham’s actual housing need and will cause significant extra congestion 
due to the residents of this urban sprawl commuting out to their place of work. Planning should be given for developments where 
there is actual need, and not create car dependency, which this development undoubtedly would.  
- The housing will destroy a considerable green field site in the Avon and Marden Valley, destroying productive farmland 
and wildlife habitat, with great detriment to the overall biodiversity of the area. 
- The new road development, which did not undergo any public consultation, should not dictate spatial planning and 
Chippenham housing numbers. 
- Wiltshire council should be encouraging housing development if possible on brown field sites, which is led by employment, 
environmentally sustainable and proportionate in scale. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P300 
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no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am writing specifically about Wiltshire’s proposals for the area to the east of Chippenham. I urge that a total reconsideration of 
these plans be made. 
• Houses should only be built where there is a genuine need. They should be of the highest environmental standard and in 
areas where public transport is a viable option. 
• In view of the climate emergency and severe loss of biodiversity, all currently green land MUST remain so. 
• Thus the Avon and Marden Valley is totally unsuited to the proposed ‘development’. It should instead be considered a 
green corridor, in line with the Lawton Report 2010 Making Space for Nature. 
• The proposals are contrary to the views of Chippenham Town Council and of the local parishes. 
• The principles of Biodiversity Net Gain, ideally with a minimum of 20%, should apply to the whole of the Local Plan, 
including the areas to the east of Chippenham. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Response to Chippenham Consultation 
The UK is one of the most nature depleted countries in the world and despite nature struggling against all odds to survive, more 
than one in seven native species face extinction and more than half are in decline. 
Due to the complexity of the ecosystem of farm animals churning the land to feed the birds (who spread the seeds) with insects 
which spread the pollen and feed the small mammals which feed the birds of prey, by thinking you can just put bridges and 
tunnels in for the animals and it will all be fine goes against scientific research.  The noise and air pollution from the traffic will 
also have an effect on any animals, insects and birds not killed by the large machinery building works and loss of habitat. 
Please put these photos owls, egrets, herons, woodpeckers, Water Rails, rabbits, slow worms, stonechats, birds of prey, 
butterflies, Kingfishers and other birds and information into the consultation replies. 
Wiltshire Council declared a Climate emergency in 2019 and the farmland plays an important part in providing local food and 
reducing food miles and carbon from imported food.  Soils play a key role in the carbon cycle by soaking up carbon from dead 
plant matter. Plants absorb CO2 from the atmosphere through photosynthesis and this is passed to the ground when dead roots 
and leaves decompose, as soon as you start the building work you release this carbon into the atmosphere accelerating the rise 
in temperature which leads to droughts, floods and extreme weather as we are already starting to see.  The excessive building 
we are seeing in Chippenham and Wiltshire, 5,000 houses over government figures just to build a road because a grant was 
available is unacceptable, Chippenham is already providing over 4,510 houses which should be it's allocation for the period, 



suggesting 20% of the allocation for the whole of Wiltshire is built in Chippenham alone is unsustainable for a historic market 
town with a centre going back to the 9th century.  Births have fallen by 15.3% over the last 8 years and deaths are up 14.9% 
compared to the last 5 years, we still have not seen the final outcome of the pandemic deaths and  indirect deaths from delays in 
cancer and heart treatment, to rush into this project without knowing the effects of the pandemic, Brexit and the highest 
Government borrowing since the second world war, destroying our countryside which we value and makes Chippenham the 
community it is for something that may not be needed is unacceptable. 
We have seen from the cycle route put in on the A420 and then taken out a few months later because the consultation was 
completed after not before the project went ahead and there was a cycle path already running parallel to the additional one 
shows Wiltshire Council need to listen to the residents of Chippenham who know their areas best. 
We use this area for leisure and recreation leading to healthy lives from exercising outside in fresh air, putting houses right up to 
the cycle path and removing the landscape will cause residents like myself to get in our cars as we will no longer be able to walk 
to the countryside and go to other areas of the County clogging up the roads. 
We have a 7 mile cycle path that is used by families from all over Chippenham to get to Calne, due to the safety and landscape 
of this area, these children then go onto be cyclists for the future, the development will ruin this. 
Isn't it better to wait a year and make the right decision than rush into something which will destroy our town's ethos forever? 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P302 
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 
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listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
This is a huge expansion, equivalent to adding another town. How much of this will be for commuters rather than business here 
in Chippenham? How much traffic will this add? 
We would much rather see development on brownfield sites rather than the beautiful countryside here and growth to be slower 
and reflect genuine housing need rather than commercial ambition. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
We are very worried about no. Site 1 to the east of Chippenham and do not think it is suitable for development. It will change the 
nature of the conservation area around Tytherton Lucas and adversely impact the ecology of the River Marden. This is also a 
very popular area for walkers around the Chippenham area and has been popular and beneficial during the pandemic. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
No. Development should not be permitted on land which is protected in the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Wiltshire Council Proposal to Build houses to the EAST and SOUTH of Chippenham. 
I object strongly to the proposal by Wiltshire Council to build so many houses on the green fields sites, particularly those adjacent 
and straddling Stanley Lane towards New Leaze Farm, SITE 1.  The presentation given by the Leader of Wiltshire Council was 
based on figures apparently given by the Government using their acknowledged flawed and out of date (2014) distribution of 
houses over the whole of England.  Wiltshire Council has also added a ‘contingency’ which the Leader did not adequately 
explain. The presentation given did not show that BROWN Field sites had been considered and only productive agricultural land 
was included.  The Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan does not support building to the NORTH of the disused railway, which is 
also a National Cycle route 
The building of houses should be employment driven and as WC must clearly be aware Chippenham is becoming a dormitory 
town;  this is evident by the daily traffic on the A350 towards the M4.  That, and the electrification of the Bristol/London rail line, 
shows that it is expected that a substantial number of workers currently commute from Chippenham for employment.  This is also 
supported by the size of the carparks at Chippenham Railway. 
The farmland where the development is proposed at SITE 1, is adjacent to the rivers Avon and Marden, and currently holds rain 
water and reduces run-off into the rivers.   If this area were built on it would give substantial run-off down to the rivers. Significant 
SUDS would need to be incorporated to account for the increased frequency of very heavy rain storms, which could increase the 
risk of flooding in Chippenham, Melksham and Bradford on Avon where problems  are already presented. Local examples of 



SUDS, presumably approved by WC, have shown to be inadequate.   I assume WC  has carried out a Risk Assessment and 
alerted these councils  downstream of the proposal, and of the potential risk the proposal could present.   
I consider that Wiltshire Council should initially concentrate on providing employment to reduce the out commuting .  Wiltshire 
Council should reduce the number of houses considerably to a number supported by the Town and Parish councils and their 
Neighbourhood Plans  Any building should include a considerable number of affordable houses  for local workers and social 
housing should be included.  Wiltshire Council appear to have ignored both the Neighbour Plans  and the need for low cost 
housing.  Any risk assessment on potential  flooding that the proposal presents should be made public at this stage.  If a Risk 
Assessment has not been carried out the Public and local Town and Parish Councils should be informed. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
• This is an absolutely massive expansion, equivalent to adding another town the size of Calne 
• Chippenham will become an even bigger commuter town with grid-locked roads  
• The scale of growth should be a lot less and it would be more sustainable to redevelop brownfield sites in the centre of 
Chippenham, rather than destroying beautiful countryside. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
• No. Site 1 to the East of Chippenham is not appropriate for development 
• Development should not impact the country setting and views from the conservation village of Tytherton Lucas; 
• Development should not come anywhere near the ecologically significant wild-life corridor of the River Marden; 
• The much loved Chippenham to Calne cycle track, on the old railway line, would be ruined by development on both sides 
and roads across it. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
• No. Development should not be permitted on land which is protected in the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is excessive and not justified.  Why do Wiltshire Council feel it’s necessary to add 4790 homes to 
Government targets other than to promote this scheme.  The 2016-2026 CSAP planned homes is already 600–700 
Homes above requirements. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
NO 



Chippenham is already far from the market town Wiltshire Council describes it as and with the proposed addition of 4715 houses 
the population will rise to be in excess of 70,000; far from that of a market town, but without the infrastructure to support this 
growth.  The Health Statement in this plan is lamentable.   Far from a vibrant market town Chippenham has become a residential 
wasteland.  These priorities were obviously dreamt up by marketing people trying to be PC with heat waves, flood risks and 
extreme weather all getting a mention.  When was the last time there was any serious flood damage in Chippenham town centre?  
The missing priorities are the fair distribution of counties housing needs around the county NOT just manipulated to suit council 
sales and majored on 2 or 3 locations. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Land which is contained within the current town boundaries as defined in CSAP.  Site No 4  listed on the site selection report 
which is just south of the A4 on the Western side of town would be an ideal location for a secondary school to cater for Cepen 
Park South, Rowden area and the new Showel developments, not one at Lower Lodge which is within 1 Km of Abbeyfield School 
which already caters for the children from Pewsham.  This would ease congestion which is only apparent at peak times ie. School 
drop off and collect. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
These sites should not be built on. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes 
This whole exercise was carried out without Public Consultation.  This is totally unacceptable; perhaps a more open approach 
would have been better.  Most residents found out about the HIF bid via BBC Points West or the Gazette & Herald.  Every effort 
to communicate and get answers to what is going on has been rebuffed.  A pretty sad state of affairs!! 



 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It is clear that the majority of residents of Chippenham are against these plans and the destruction of the green spaces around 
the town. The Town council, Calne town council and over 5000 locals have signed a petition to stop the road and development, 
please ensure we are listened to before more of the public purse is wasted. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please don't spoil Chippenham with lots more houses.  My heart is mortified at the thought of such a travesty. It is a market town 
with a pretty river and beautiful countryside.  Don't turn it into a sprawling mini Swindon. Please 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



As a resident of Bremhill I am writing to express my concern about and object to the excessive numbers of houses being 
proposed which have nothing to do with local housing needs.  
The proposed location in the Avon and Marden valley will destroy a valuable wildlife habitat, green open space and high quality 
farmland to create an enormous commuter extension with no benefits to Chippenham town or the surrounding parishes and 
villages. The impact will only be negative. 
The proposals are not backed by Chippenham Town Council or local parish councils. Therefore I ask that Wiltshire Council 
develop an alternative plan that is environmentally appropriate and sustainable and in line with the various neighbourhood plans; 
it can no longer continue with such outdated and unacceptable ideas. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please don't destroy the green belt at Chippenham by building more houses 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
20% of the houses for Wiltshire in Chippenham is not acceptable, adding 5000 houses onto Government figures is not 
acceptable, if you take the 5,000 houses off the Chippenham allocation we have provided our share for the period, the figures 
were out of date in 2019 so more houses have been built all over the County since then as developers are building on top of the 
Local Plan numbers in areas where business needs require them. 
The Old College building photo attached has been derelict for 6 years plus the time the new college was being planned and built, 
we need affordable homes on this site and the Bridge Centre as they are ideal with links to train and bus stations and amenities 
and will revitalize the town centre, at the moment all the building is for retirement homes in the town centre, for a vibrant town we 
need all ages. 
We also have many derelict and vacant houses for years, see 2 examples attached which are on the main routes into the town 
and have been that way for many years, the Old College and Bridge Centre sites are also on the main rail and road views into the 



town centre, this is not giving a good impression for prospective Businesses needed for the 37 vacant business premises of 
various sizes available in Chippenham and is not even considered in the main part of the local plan. 
Because Wiltshire Council want to get rid of the County Farms and Farmland owned by Wiltshire Council for housing and the 
developers are honest and say they make more money out of greenfield sites the footprint of Chippenham is growing without the 
investment in existing sites, we have built over 40% above the housing targets CPRE figures so far in this local plan period.  
Please don't destroy the farmland needed for local food in the declared climate emergency policies and use these sites and take 
a break from excessive building, we have already got ongoing large building sites all around the town and need to regenerate 
after the Pandemic, Brexit and the Climate Emergency being declared. 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth needed is based on historic data which following the Covid Pandemic is totally inaccurate.  
Working from home has become the new norm thus removes the need for commuting and commercial developments. The St 
Modwen development at Chippenham Gateway is unlet along with the Sadlers Mead commercial building is unoccupied. Could 
Wiltshire Council operate from this new building to free up Monkton Park Offices for conversion to dwellings?  
Chippenham has been the dumping ground for development in Wiltshire and is based on the false understanding. Chippenham 
was once a vibrant market town but has grown into a dormitory town by previous development encouraged and permitted by 
Wiltshire County Council and Wiltshire Council. The Council centred its development in a radius around the Railway Station that 
was originally sited for the cattle market and Westinghouse both of which are no more. In consequence travel to the Station by 
commuters, from Chippenham and surrounding areas (pre Covid) caused high levels of pollution in the process. This is also 
aggravated by the Bus Station and vehicle routing. Wiltshire Council should approach the railway authorities to resite the station 
to be adjacent to the existing A350 where large housing developments are sited or are in the process of being built. A large 



number of new builds could be sited there on the Range site, if needed in future. This will reduce the need for travel through the 
Town Centre and in consequence improve pollution levels. This would allow efforts to be made towards regeneration of the Town 
Centre where there are a large number of disused retail premises which will increase following the demise of the Arcadia Group. 
It should also be borne in mind that the current trend is for shopping online rather than in traditional shops.  
These scales are far too high and are being promoted to justify the creation of new, unnecessary road developments plus the 
sale of Council Farms. New roads promote major infill development whereas the correct number of new houses could easily be 
built into villages and avoid young residents moving away to find affordable housing thus preserving villages as vibrant 
communities for the future.  
The development on Council farmland proposed removes any chance of  
employment/career potential for graduates from Wiltshire College, Lackham. It also reduces the homegrown agricultural products 
leading to more imports, for example: milk. (please refer to statistics for requirements for companies such as ARLO where they 
are dependent on imports of milk from the EU).  
Furthermore, piecemeal small developments simply reduce independent farms to become unviable entities thus reducing current 
employment and potential future employment. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
1. Development to provide new employment opportunities with a strong emphasis on timely delivery to redress existing levels 
of net out-commuting within the town and enable people to live and work locally. 
This is not required in the foreseeable future due to the existing empty properties and by change of working practices (working 
from home, etc.). Chippenham is not viewed as the preferred location for significant employers compared to Bristol, Swindon, 
Reading and London. 
2. Improving the resilience of the town centre!. 
The town centre has almost reached rock bottom and it will need a miracle for it to be revived to be attractive to shoppers. It is 
devoid of butchers, greengrocers, fishmongers, etc. It is however, in normal times, a good place to find a choice of coffee shops, 
banks, opticians and charity shops, etc. There are no significant clothes shops which forces people to shop on line or travel to 
The Mall, Cribbs Causeway or Swindon Designer Village. Without such attractions there is no point in people travelling to 
Chippenham Town Centre to shop. 
3. Improved access to the River Avon Valley through Chippenham as an important green infrastructure corridor for the town. 



Access to the River Avon Valley has been adequate for hundreds of years and is best left alone otherwise the whole character 
will change. 
4. 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. 
The residents of Chippenham have used cycles as a means of transport for a great many years and continue to do so. In fact, the 
majority of staff at Westinghouse  
(when operating) used cycles without the need for dedicated cycleways and traffic volume was similar then to now (post covid). 
Major road building creates the need for cycleways. The countryside is easily accessed by the existing public transport or on foot.  
5. Linking the A4 to the A350 which will provide for a more resilient local network addressing traffic congestion within the 
town centre. 
Linking the A4 to the A350 will not increase the resilience of the local road network. The only possible road necessary is a link 
from Lackham roundabout on the existing A350 to Pewsham Way to make the Strategic Lorry Route bypass the town centre. In 
fact, recently a total closure of the M4 the lorry/vehicle traffic passed almost unnoticed to as vehicles travelled to the existing 
A350 roundabout thence onto M4 J17. 
6      Respect the individual identities of villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham and their relationship to the town. 
Village communities are slowing dying by younger residents moving away for work or housing at affordable levels. Respecting 
villages is surely to help them retain the identity for the future with a generational continuance of residents. Small local 
developments should help this position especially if the characters are retained by the proposed planning reform of building 
design. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Areas 5 and 6 should be the priority as it does not require major infrastructure development due to the existing A350 and would 
be the ideal location with a newly sited Railway and Bus stations.  
Area 2 requires too higher cost in infrastructure development and will concentrate more traffic into the town centre.  
Area 1 (northern area) has already a road development in building stages which links to the existing A350 and no further new 
road extensions are warranted.  
Area 1 (southern area) simply reduces the available agricultural land and countryside. See my previous comments.  
Area 3 is a logical location as it is adjacent to existing road infrastructure (A350). 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
My overall comment is that the Local Plan Review has been undertaken using old data and does not reflect the current situation. 
As with the HIF Future Chippenham consultation the planning has been undertaken as a desk top exercise (confirmed by Atkins 
in their presentation) and has been blindly followed by Wiltshire Council to the current position. The Council should take time to 
reflect on what they are trying to achieve and go back to basics looking at previous developments, deciding what has gone wrong 
and seeking ways of correcting the situation rather than just developing and compounding the errors of the past.  
A public consultation before any plan is produced would help Wiltshire Council comprehend what is needed on the ground rather 
than relying on their remote understanding of the situation. Major expenditure for purely self-aggrandisement reasons must 
avoided. They should also consider the financial implications in a broader context just because Government money is available it 
does not have to be taken and spent. With the financial situation post covid Wiltshire Council should remember that the cost will 
always fall on residents and businesses either by local or national taxation. 
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Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth for Chippenham is too high. Reducing the overall target for Wiltshire as outlined in response to the Emerging 
Spatial Strategy (above) should result in a reduction in the number required in Chippenham.   
Chippenham does not have the road infrastructure capacity to support this level of growth. The HIF grant of £75m for relief roads 
have predetermined this scale of development in Chippenham.   
Development at Chippenham results in developing greenfield sites that should be retained as agricultural land to contribute to UK 
self-sufficiency in food production and to assist in reaching the Climate Emergency targets.  
Development on this scale will attract people from other parts of the UK to move here and particularly those from higher house 
price areas. These people will not necessarily be employed in Chippenham but will join the 65% of Chippenham residents who 
pre Covid out commuted. In turn this will increase traffic with the resulting adverse impact on the environment (air and noise 



pollution). A more sensible approach would be to reduce the housing target and encourage new employment to the town that 
would be attractive to current residents so they no longer needed to out-commute.   
There should be a brownfield target particularly as post- Covid more town centre premises will become available for conversion 
to residential dwellings. Also it will encourage owners and planners to work together to develop sites more quickly and reduce 
properties standing empty (as with the Wiltshire College building) for years. More brown field sites have come forward to the 
current plan period than anticipated. The same is likely to be the case going forward particularly as town centre retail premises 
and offices are repurposed. The figure should be higher than 240 proposed. A suggested target is at least 500. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Overall comment: These PSPs are designed to support building 2 new urban extensions to Chippenham, one largely in Bremhill 
Parish, rather than address the lack of leisure and retail services in Chippenham or the adverse PSPs such development will 
have on Bremhill Parish.  
PSP1- Development to provide new employment opportunities. Providing employment land does not necessarily bring 
employment to Chippenham as is shown by the empty units at Bumpers Farm and M4 junction 17. With sustainable transport 
(electric buses) these and other sites close to A350 should be the preferred employment land. Post Covid more of the existing 
employment estate could become available for new businesses. Therefore we do not support employment land in Site 1.  
PSP2 – Improving the Resilience of the Town Centre. Before making Place Making decisions on Chippenham Town Centre there 
needs to be a thorough review of its purpose in the post Covid era and from this develop a strategy for making best use of 
repurposing buildings. More people living and working in the town centre rather than out-commuting would strengthen the 
resilience of the town in terms of hospitality and retail.   
PSP3 – Improved access to the River Avon through Chippenham as an important green infrastructure corridor for the town. The 
Marden Valley is also an important green infrastructure corridor for Bremhill Parish and should be protected as such.   
PSP4 – Ensuring a network of well-connected footpaths and cycleways. There is already a well used cycle route from Calne to 
Chippenham along the North Wiltshire Rivers Route cycle track. Not only is it used by cyclists but also by walkers and runners. 
Its use has increased greatly during Covid when people realised the need for exercise and access to open country for their health 
and wellbeing. Development proposed in Site 1 would substantially extend the urban boundary along the cycletrack reducing the 
available green space for residents of both Bremhill Parish, Chippenham and Calne to use.  



PSP5 - Linking the A4 to the A350 to address traffic congestion in Chippenham Town Centre.  A road to the East of Chippenham 
routed through residential suburbs will not reduce town centre congestion.  A road to the south of Chippenham from the A4 to the 
Lackham roundabout on the A350 would be better placed to address traffic problems in Chippenham. It is shorter in distance and 
would take traffic to the A350 for onward travel on the A4 to Bath, A420 to Bristol or continue on A350 to the M4.   
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. However, Site 1 is close to the village of Tytherton Lucas (a conservation area). and 
the settlement of Stanley. In the case of Tytherton Lucas the proposed development will greatly increase coalescence with 
Chippenham whilst in the case of Stanley a large part of it will be subsumed into the urban environment. Therefore such 
development would not meet this Place Shaping Priority. In the Sustainability Appraisal this seems to have been considered a 
lower priority than the priority for building roads and associated development. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Much of the development to the east of Chippenham (Site 1) is in Bremhill Parish. Such an enormous level of growth is not 
supported in the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan and therefore we do not support it for the reasons below:   
Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan 
 Housing numbers. The Neighbourhood Plan identified the requirement for up to 30 additional houses over the period to 2030. 
The relevant Vision Statement An Attractive Parish states:  
To ensure any new development should be of a small scale and reflect the types of buildings already in the Parish. Maximum use 
should be made of brownfield (including agricultural buildings) and infill development rather than greenfield development.   
Please see attachment for information on the Bremhill Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
As we do not agree with development on Site 1 for reasons cited in our response to the Emerging Spatial Strategy and the site 
allocation for Chippenham these questions are premature. 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
There should be no changes to the boundary between Bremhill Parish and Chippenham during the period of this Local Plan. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
See CHIPP311, CHIPP311a,CHIPP311b for full details of representations including an River Marden ecological assessment and 
wildlife update. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P312 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Resident Tytherton Lucas 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
• The scale of growth is enormous and far too big - the expansion is set to be the equivalent to adding another town the size 
of Calne. 
• Chippenham will become an even bigger commuter town with grid-locked roads which will lead to far more pollution and 
eventually lose its unique local town-like feel. 
• Surely given all the current world widefocus on the welfare of our environment it is the Councils’ responsibility to uphold 
this rather than give way to more unnecessary development, which will have huge environmental impacts. It would be far more 
beneficial and sustainable to redevelop vacant brownfield sites in the centre of Chippenham, rather than destroying beautiful 
countryside, to make way for yet more growth. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
• No. Site 1 to the East of Chippenham is NOT appropriate for development. 
• Development should not impact the surrounding country from the CONSERVATION village of Tytherton Lucas; 
• Development will have detrimental effects on the ecologically significant wild-life corridor of the River Marden; 
• The popular Chippenham to Calne cycle track, on the old railway line, would be tragically lost by future development on 
both sides and roads across it. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
CP11 – Do you agree with some housing to be located north of the cyclepath? 
• Absolutely not - the land north of the cycle path is protected under the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan and should 
therefore not be permitted. What is the point of these local plans which have been put in place if they get over ruled whenever it 
suits the Council? 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P313 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP313 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
’The scale of housing increase for Chippenham is being challenged by the Town Council, the Parish Council of neighbouring 
Bremhill, and CAUSE. All have raised multiple objections. The large numbers proposed depend to a significant extent on the 
selection of Option CH-B, which allocates the majority of the housing area to Chippenham. This is only briefly described in 
several unevidenced assertions in Section 4.2, and the summary tables 4.2.3 4.2.6 and 4.2.9 of the Interim Sustainability 
Appraisal (ISA). The main justification for the tables that leads to the selection of CH-B is claimed in the two ISA Appendix 
documents. Neither is easily understood, and Appendix 1 is particularly hard to follow, with a bewildering selection of subjective 
judgements set out in boxes of text and coloured conclusions. That alone questions the validity of this process. So that there is a 
procedural objection to this section of the Local Plan consultation. The data in Annex 1 is presented in such a way that it does not 
allow members of the public to understand it and form judgements. There is another mass of inaccessible information in Annex II 



where there are (for example) no clear divisions between the assessments of the different sites. There is no adequate 
explanation that Chippenham is covered in both Annex 
3 
1 and Annex II. So that anyone wanting to re-assess the arguments for and against the prioritisation of a site, or all the sites, 
faces what is for many an impossible uphill task. This is a presentational and democratic failure, which undermines the validity of 
the whole consultation exercise. Secondly the evaluation is fatally flawed by its inherent subjectivity, which is made all too 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 significant shortcomings of the entire ISA process have already been highlighted in the linked CAUSE Local Plan response. 
Here its worth repeating that the lack of verifiable validity is as serious failing, and becomes even clearer as the reader tries to 
plough through the morass of tables and colours in the two Annexes. So-called Decision Aid Questions (DAQs) are produced in 
each topic to guide conclusions about the level of positive or negative effects. These DAQs are nowhere justified, but will by 
definition influence the subjective judgments that follow. Unjustified questions lead to subjective judgement being piled on 
subjective judgement, accumulating in the end – again subjectively - in the boxes in para. 4.2.3 in the main ISA document. This is 
a very laborious and opaque process which simply produces fake rationality – and unsustainable conclusions. 
Turning to specifics, Objective 2 in Annex1, on Chippenham as a whole, relates to land use. Amongst the five ill-assorted DAQs 
there is one on efficient use of land which gives no indication of what is meant by efficient. There is then a question on BMV land, 
where the answer reveals that the authors of this Plan do not understand the extent of BMV farmland around the town. This 
entirely undermines the validity of their judgement that building on this land would have only a moderate negative effect on high 
quality farmland into serious doubt. 
Therefore there is no obvious reason that CH-B (maximum house allocation for Chippenham) is the most sustainable outcome. 
This is just one example of the poverty of the analysis. It is also a crucial result as tis answer on Objective 2 plays a large part in 
the eventual positive rating for CH-B in the para. 4.2.3 table. If the impact on BMV land was properly assessed it could easily 
reduce its comparative score from -1.3 to -1.6, and the overall gap to one decimal point. 
Under Objective 3, account is the not taken of the loss of farmland’s ability to retain water, and improve drainage. Similarly under 
Objective 5 no attention is given to the ability of progressively managed farmland to minimise water run off. Objective 7 is 
‘Conserve and enhance the character and quality of rural and urban landscapes, maintaining and strengthening local 
distinctiveness and sense of place’. No mention is made there of the local distinctiveness (and importance) of the peri-urban 
farmland which separates Chippenham and Bremhill. Nor of the sense of place which Chippenham’s farmland gives to the town. 



These are only a few examples of how taking farmland into these subjective judgements could reasonably lead to a different 
judgement of CH-B and the massive expansion now proposed for Chippenham. 
Relevant to these concerns is that the claimed objectivity of this exercise is undermined by its failure to mention that the ‘upper 
housing range’ of the CH-B option had already been favoured by a political decision by the Wiltshire Council Cabinet to prioritise 
its consideration in April 2019. 
Given these failings it is not surprising that the commentary in Section 4.2 of the ISA is opinionated and largely subjective, as is 
the conclusion in favour of CH-B. 
4 
Reduced housing targets, for example in line with the current Plan projections could readily be accommodated elsewhere than on 
Site 1 farmland, including on the brownfield sites that have been wrongly omitted from the current Local Plan calculations. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Planning for Chippenham proposes place shaping priorities for the town on pages 5-6. For the most part these concern the town 
centre. They are for the most part appropriate for that purpose. 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 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 (ii), (iii) and (vi) should be amended and a new priority added to reflect the 
important contribution that strong public connection to progressively managed farmland can make. This is further elaborated in 
CP 12 and 13. In that context priority (v) should be omitted , as badly planned roads could put the currently productive farmland 
at risk. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
CP3 The case for selecting Site1 (along with 2 and 3) is mainly set out in the Chippenham Site Selection Report (CSSR), the 
main Interim Sustainability document and its Annex 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 core 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 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 Annex 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 Annex II table, still with Site 1at the top. 
5 
This 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 further weakened by the absence in all of them of appropriate 
consideration of the value and potential of the farmland in Area 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 explained2. 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 example 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. 
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 Annex is crucial to the decisions that follow. The issues and questions which frame this Annex 
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. The separate 3A and 3B grades are clearly set out in the 1988 Agricultural 
Classification of England and Wales.3 This basic error further undermines the confidence in this Sustainability analysis. Objective 
2 is also an example of 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 
2 In this case the judgements are made on Accessibility, Wider Impacts (Landscape, Heritage, Flood Risk and Traffic) and 
something called Strategic Context. The last is frankly admitted to be a subjective view of the cumulative outcomes of the other 
assessments (page 80). 3 MAFF, 1988, where 3A land is distinguished from 3B, and described as ‘ Land capable of consistently 
producing moderate to high yields of a narrow range of arable crops, especially cereals, or moderate yields of a wide range of 
crops including cereals, grass, oilseed rape, potatoes, sugar beet and the less demanding horticultural crops.’ 
6 
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 
3 A land is corrected, the conclusion must be Significant Adverse Effect, which would 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 recognise that the adverse effect of 
massive development of Site 1was 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 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 that 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 Annex 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. 
7 



• 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 Site, 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 preliminary 
stages of decision-making processes” and also “SWOT is intended as a starting point… Menon et al. (1999)4 and Hill and 
Westbrook (1997)5 suggested "no-one subsequently used the outputs within the later stages of the strategy". There are many 
other critiques of SWOT and a visible consensus that it should only be used at an early stage of a decision process. So that it is 
unusual to say the least to see it being used 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 exclusive of alternatives. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
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 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 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P314 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

I am writing with regard to Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan proposals. 
I do not agree with the proposed housing development and associated road route to the east of Chippenham for the following 
reasons: 



• the proposed number of houses is excessive and does not reflect local housing needs as suggested by Neighbourhood 
Plans; 
• the proposed number of houses and therefore cars will add to congestion levels in Chippenham which will not be relieved 
by the distributor road; 
• additional housing without additional employment opportunities will simply increase the levels of commuters and therefore 
traffic; 
• there will be significant loss of natural habitat for species already in decline; 
• farmland should be kept for local food production, be that crops or livestock, therefore strengthening self sufficiency and a 
more prosperous local economy; 
• there will be increased risk of flooding, an increase in air pollution and therefore an adverse impact on health; 
• the Covid pandemic has also taught us the value of having green space around us for mental well-being - the development 
will result in a significant loss of green open space;  
Two years after Wiltshire Council declared a climate emergency, and with plans announced to make the county carbon neutral by 
2030, it seems strange that you are now planning a development with such a massive carbon footprint! Once built on, the green 
space is gone forever - no turning back! Climate change is happening now - we cannot afford to keep burying our heads in the 
sand! What legacy are we leaving our children? 
Many respected organisations, such as CPRE, are against this proposal, as are Chippenham and Calne town councils, MP's and 
local residents. Please listen to them and stop the destruction of our beautiful countryside.  

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P315 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Teneo 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
• The scale of growth is enormous and far too big - the expansion is set to be the equivalent to adding another town the size 
of Calne. 
• Chippenham will become an even bigger commuter town with grid-locked roads which will lead to far more pollution and 
eventually lose its unique local town-like feel. 
• Surely given all the current world widefocus on the welfare of our environment it is the Council’s responsibility to uphold 
this rather than give way to more unnecessary development, which will have huge environmental impacts. It would be far more 
beneficial and sustainable to redevelop vacant brownfield sites in the centre of Chippenham, rather than destroying beautiful 
countryside, to make way for yet more growth. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
• No. Site 1 to the East of Chippenham is NOT appropriate for development. 
• Development should not impact the surrounding country from the CONSERVATION village of Tytherton Lucas; 
• Development will have detrimental effects on the ecologically significant wild-life corridor of the River Marden; 
• The popular Chippenham to Calne cycle track, on the old railway line, would be lost to future development on both sides 
and roads across it. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
CP11 – Do you agree with some housing to be located north of the cyclepath? 
• Absolutely not - the land north of the cycle path is protected under the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan and should 
therefore not be permitted. What is the point of these local plans which have been put in place if they get over ruled whenever it 
suits the Council? 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P316 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I write pursuant to recent “consultations" of Wiltshire Council regarding their proposed version of the Local Plan for Wiltshire, in 
particular the section dealing with Chippenham.   
I believe that Wiltshire Council has plans to create “two new suburbs” for Chippenham on 600 acres of green fields that are 
currently productive farms. 
My conce 
1. Climate Change:  a publicly declared environmental emergency, so now is not the time to be building more houses than 
required and the related infrastructure on green field sites and unspoilt river landscapes, which are our best defence against 
climate change.  With climate change a very imminent and growing threat, we should not be building development that will 
exacerbate flood risks.  It poses real threats to homes: this year has seen the highest ever water levels recorded. 
2. The ‘roadshows’ conducted by Wiltshire Council to discover whether the public were in favour of the “development” 
resulted in a report that 60% of participants at those roadshows were NOT in favour.  The scheme has been devised by Wiltshire 
Council to meet housing targets which are not required, while the Council ignores the environmental and public concerns of those 
who will be directly affected. 
3. The “distributor road” options (particularly the outer one) will encourage overdevelopment of housing (7500 houses to be 
placed on green fields around Chippenham, mostly to the east, which will sell off council farms, much needed agricultural 
amenities).   Why is Wiltshire Council proposing to build thousands more homes than the Government guideline, when there is 



not a detailed plan of flood mitigation for any extra run-off of the proposed infrastructure and planned housing which could 
potentially increase the threat to flooding to homes and businesses? 
4. The “new road” will not reduce Chippenham’s traffic congestion. If anything, it will make it worse, as a single new 
distributor road will neither alleviate existing traffic pressures nor accommodate 10,000 (or more) new cars.  It will create a ‘rat 
run’ in any number of narrow lanes whether around Bremhill Parish or elsewhere, as the traffic jams increase on the A4; rat-run 
traffic courtesy of van deliveries from online shopping and large vehicles/lorries belting down the parish lanes already increase 
the accident potential in what is essentially an agricultural community.  
5.  What has happened to development of brownfield sights?  Surely they should be put forward rather than building over farm 
fields, given that the Government seems to want to “become the first generation to leave the environment in a better state than 
we found it”  - while also destroying green fields by concreting them over.   
6.  We need to protect the Marden and Avon Valley, as stated by John Harris.  It should be protected, enhanced and enjoyed so 
we can appreciate the ecological value of the Marden and the Valley, not to use it “as a bail-out for Government housing targets 
that have failed to have been met by Wiltshire Council and are now proposed to be massively exceeded with very damaging 
consequences to the equilibrium of life for parish residents including loss of natural green space, potential increased flooding and 
the escalated danger of more rat-run traffic.”  In fact, we need to protect them from those who would mis-use it. 
"Chippenham Town Council in Feb 2021 voted unanimously against the scale of the proposed new housing and asked that 
Wiltshire Council needs to develop an internal spatial strategy, which is employment led, “appropriate in scale” and 
“environmentally sustainable” as stated in the Vision for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan.”   
Please can we have a complete re-write of the Local Plan proposals. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P317 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Rocke Associates 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Hallam Land Management 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP317 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
For reasons set out in response to the ‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’, HLM supports the broad spatial strategy for the Chippenham 
HMA, which is considered to provide the potential for sustainable growth subject to attention to the necessary pre-conditions for 
delivery. HLM supports the inclusion of Site 3 (east of the B4578). This is a highly flexible option that can be developed either on 
a solus basis as a logical conclusion to the existing South West Chippenham urban extension, or as part of a wider South 
Chippenham allocation offering potential for an early phase of development. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

As is evident from the Site Selection Report, in Stage 4 of the Site Selection Process, Site 3 is one of the strongest performing of 
all of the site options that are considered. It is the only site that is assessed to have strengths in relation to PSP3-6 inclusively, 
and is neutral on the other two. Whilst it is assessed as ‘neutral’ in relation to PSP1 since the amount of employment land that it 
could contribute is limited, given the proximity of existing employment land in the immediate vicinity to the west of the B4578, 
which remains available for development, there is no requirement for additional employment land in this location, and its 
relationship with existing such land should be construed as a strength. Whilst it emerges from Stage 4 in joint first place, it should 
properly hold first place on its own.                                                                                            
It is therefore clear from the evidence base, and the Site Selection Report in particular, that Site 3 should be included on its own 
merits, and irrespective of any wider and/or alternative allocations at South or East Chippenham, or anywhere else. It is a clear 
and logical completion of the existing South West Chippenham allocation, and will provide an appropriate new south-western 
gateway to the town from the A350. The site can be accessed directly from the B4578, and can therefore be developed 
independently without any wider development or as an early phase of a wider South Chippenham allocation. It could also be 
served from the proposed Southern Link Road if this goes ahead. For reasons set out in earlier representations relating to the 
‘Emerging Spatial Strategy’, early phases of development are critical to achieving the step-change in housing delivery that is 
required.Site 3: Concept Plan 
Whilst HLM support the allocation of Site 3, they comment specifically on the preliminary concept plan in relation to the following 
matters: 
• Heritage cordon sanitaire 
• Possible Renewable Energy Site 
• Flood Risks 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 

 
Further comments 
 

See representation CHIPP317 for full details.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
Land east of Showell Farm was promoted through the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan, but was assessed in conjunction with 
rising land to the south, and rejected at that stage largely on the basis of the impact of development on that more elevated land. It 
is a natural extension of the existing South West Chippenham allocation to the roundabout at the junction of the A350 with the 
B4578, and will provide a logical and defensible south western limit to the urban area. 
Conclusions 
HLM therefore broadly supports the inclusion of Site 3 as a preferred option for allocation, but objects to the conceptual proposals 
as currently shown on Figure 6 (Concept Map for Site 2 and 3 …). The cordon santaire currently shown to the east of the Showell 
Farm buildings is excessive and disproportionate, and not justified by any evidence. The Statement of Significance included at 
Annex 1 to these representations confirms that the extent of the buffer is not justified in heritage terms, and that the alternative 
proposals shown on the Concept Plan at Annex 2 to these representations will provide a proportionate and effective balance 
between the objectives to protect heritage assets and make effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and other uses. 
There are no contributory reasons on grounds of flood risks for the cordon sanitaire that is identified. 
HLM also objects to the potential renewable energy site shown on the Figure 6 which is neither consistent with the Government’s 
current strategy for reducing carbon emissions which focus on ‘on-plot’ measures combined with de-carbonising the grid, nor 
would it be appropriately located within the overall development for delivering a district heating network. 
HLM’s revised concept plan at Annex 2 has been prepared taking into account all known constraints, including those 
foreshadowed in the consultation documents and considered in the foregoing representations. It demonstrates how Site 3 can 
accommodate approximately 450 dwellings at a similar density to the South West Chippenham urban extension to the north, 
whilst protecting the setting of the heritage assets and incorporating existing watercourses into the green infrastructure 
provisions. 
The revised concept plan demonstrates how the site can be accessed from the existing highway network (B4578), and can 
therefore be delivered at an early stage during the plan period, thus making a significant and essential contribution to housing 
land supply. It also demonstrates that the proposed developmentcould accommodate the Southern link road on an appropriate 
alignment to connect with the existing roundabout on the A350, contain the southern limit of development, and maintain land use 
efficiencies. 
HLM therefore commends the conceptual proposals set out on the plan at Annex 2 to these representations as a more 
appropriate and efficient basis for the development of Site 3. 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P318 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
This is an absolutely massive expansion, equivalent to adding another town the size of Calne 
•             Chippenham will become an even bigger commuter town with grid-locked roads 
•             The scale of growth should be a lot less and it would be more sustainable to redevelop brownfield sites in the centre of 
Chippenham, rather than destroying beautiful countryside. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



•             No. Site 1 to the East of Chippenham is not appropriate for development 
•             Development should not impact the rural nature of Stanley Lane or the views from Bencroft Hill; 
•             Development should not come anywhere near the ecologically significant wild-life corridor of the River Marden; 
•             The much loved Chippenham to Calne cycle track, on the old railway line, would be ruined by development on both 
sides and roads across it. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I sincerely hope that local residents' views are taken seriously and taken note of.  I know of not one person that wishes the 
housing and distributor road proposals to go ahead. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P319 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth for Chippenham is too high. Reducing the overall target for Wiltshire as outlined in response to the Emerging 
Spatial Strategy (above) should result in a reduction in the number required in Chippenham.  
Chippenham does not have the road infrastructure capacity to support this level of growth. The HIF grant of £75m for relief roads 
have predetermined this scale of development in Chippenham.  
Development at Chippenham results in developing greenfield sites that should be retained as agricultural land to contribute to UK 
self-sufficiency in food production and to assist in reaching the Climate Emergency targets. 
Development on this scale will attract people from other parts of the UK to move here and particularly those from higher house 
price areas. These people will not necessarily be employed in Chippenham but will join the 65% of Chippenham residents who 
pre Covid out commuted. In turn this will increase traffic with the resulting adverse impact on the environment (air and noise 
pollution). A more sensible approach would be to reduce the housing target and encourage new employment to the town that 
would be attractive to current residents so they no longer needed to out-commute.  



There should be a brownfield target particularly as post- Covid more town centre premises will become available for conversion 
to residential dwellings. Also it will encourage owners and planners to work together to develop sites more quickly and reduce 
properties standing empty (as with the Wiltshire College building) for years. More brown field sites have come forward to the 
current plan period than anticipated. The same is likely to be the case going forward particularly as town centre retail premises 
and offices are repurposed.  
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
These PSPs are designed to support building 2 new urban extensions to Chippenham, one largely in Bremhill Parish, rather than 
address the lack of leisure and retail services in Chippenham or the adverse PSPs such development will have on Bremhill 
Parish. 
PSP6 – Respect the individual identities of villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham and their relationship to the town. 
I agree with this Place Shaping Priority. However, Site 1 is close to the village of Tytherton Lucas (a conservation area). and the 
settlement of Stanley. In the case of Tytherton Lucas the proposed development will greatly increase coalescence with 
Chippenham whilst in the case of Stanley a large part of it will be subsumed into the urban environment. Therefore such 
development would not meet this Place Shaping Priority. In the Sustainability Appraisal this seems to have been considered a 
lower priority than the priority for building roads and associated development. 
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Much of the development to the east of Chippenham (Site 1) is in Bremhill Parish with huge impact on Stanley Lane. Such an 
enormous level of growth is not supported in the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan. This is not the most appropriate land on 
which to build. It appears the development of this site is predicated on the building of the Eastern distributor road for which the 
Council has a £75m government grant. I do not believe the following factors have been accurately assessed in the site selection 
process: 



• Many of the residents of Stanley Lane will be subsumed into the urban environment by being surrounded by new housing 
and having a distributor road crossing the rural lane.  
• The SUSTRANS cycle route will be similarly urbanised with development either side of it meaning it will take the many 
people who use it longer to access open countryside. 
• The site is highly visible from Bencroft Hill and particularly the higher areas (New Leaze Farm and behind Middle Farm). 
New Leaze Farm is visible from Tytherton Lucas. Such development will adversely impact on the rural setting of the village of 
Tytherton Lucas and settlement of Stanley and increase the coalescence between these areas and Chippenham.  
• Developing such a large area close to the rivers Marden and Avon will increase the risk of flooding downstream in 
Chippenham. Factors contributing to this are the increase in severe precipitation events doe to climate change and the fact that 
the underlying soil is clay. 
• I know from the recent assessments commissioned by Bremhill Parish Council, and available on their website that the 
Marden Valley has a particularly rich biodiversity and should be protected rather than destroyed. I am particularly concerned 
about the impact the development will have common and rare bat species, to which no consideration has been given. Also there 
will be an impact on great crested newts.  
• The development will bring on average an additional 2 cars per household. This will add to the congestion on the roads 
around Chippenham even with a relief road being built. As they do now drivers will avoid congestion in Chippenham by using the 
rural lanes in my parish. The country lanes are not suitable for the current levels of traffic let alone any increase. Since COVID 
many more walkers, runners and cyclists have used the lanes and any additional traffic adds to the risk of accidents involving 
them. As far as I can see there has been no traffic modelling on the impact on the rural lanes in this parish. 
• A road to the east will adversely impact on the air quality and increase noise pollution in the west of the parish. The 
increase in noise will be particularly acute where the proposed road goes over the River Avon at just over 1km from Tytherton 
Lucas. 
• Developing such a large area of green space is taking away a valuable means of reaching the net zero carbon target i.e. 
reducing area that acts as a carbon sink while at the same time increasing the carbon footprint by building roads, bridges and 
housing. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Traffic congestion in Chippenham 



The development at Site 1 is predicated on the building of the Eastern distributor road. As the housing allocation has not been 
approved the requirement for this road has not been established. The Local Plan argues that such a road will relieve the traffic 
congestion in Chippenham Town Centre. Currently this congestion centres on the Bridge Centre and Rowden Hill due to vehicles 
passing on an east/west axis. This would not be resolved by a relief road winding through housing development to the east of 
Chippenham. What would solve this is a road from A4 at Pewsham to Lackham giving quick access to the PRN A350. Traffic 
modelling on just a southern distributor road needs to be done to compare with the one done for an eastern distributor road to 
show which is best for relieving congestion in the centre of Chippenham. Further a road to the south would give quick access to 
the employment land at Bumpers Farm and retail outlets off the A350 and make development west of the A350 more sustainable 
that developing Site 1. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
CP11 Do you agree with the proposal for some housing to be located north of the North Rivers cycletrack? 
No 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P320 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I object to the proposed Local Plan for Chippenham and Wiltshire on the following grounds: 
The housing target allocated to Chippenham is outrageously high at 9,225 new houses which equates to 20% of the required 
total for the whole county.  
The houses are proposed as part of new developments which include a new road around Chippenham. However, there has been 
no consultation process regarding whether a new road should be built. The proposed new road scheme is deeply flawed and 
should not go ahead without proper consultation. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
There are severe climate and environmental implications to the proposed housing and road developments. These include the 
foolhardiness of building with woefully inadequate precautions in an area already subject to flooding where this is projected to 
increase significantly and potentially catastrophically over the coming decades; as well as destroying high quality farmland and 
wildlife habitats in the Aden and Garden Valley. 
I urge you to develop an alternative housing and road strategy which is appropriate in scale and environmentally sustainable as 
outlined in the Vision for Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P321 
 

 
Consultee code: Developer/Agent 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Terrence O'Rourke 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? Yes 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable): Gleeson Strategic Land 
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP321 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
We support this scale of growth at Chippenham. As the principal settlement at the centre of the housing market area it makes 
sense for it to be a focus for growth. 
In respect of the brownfield target, whilst brownfield development should be supported, we are not sure a target is particularly 
helpful when in principle this form of development is acceptable. We wouldn’t anticipate that once any target is met, further 
brownfield development would be refused, so it doesn’t seem particularly useful. Similarly, if brownfield sites do not come 
forward, this should not mean that greenfield development should be refused, as housing need would still to be met. 
If a target is set, it needs to be realistic, having regard to the SHLAA and available brownfield sites. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
These priorities seem reasonable. However, criterion (i)  Following the COVID-19 pandemic, an element of home working 
appears likely to stay, in which case net commuting will be less of an issue, and the provision of employment land will need to be 
led by the market. 
We would also comment that the delivery of homes is also very important, given in the current plan period delivery of homes has 
stalled. We would not want a position where new homes in Chippenham were resisted as it did not ‘redress the existing level of 
net commuting’ issue. 
As set out in our answer to question CP8, there already appears to be an excess of allocated employment land from the 
Council’s own evidence. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
We agree with the allocation of site 2, within which Gleeson has land under its control. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
There are a range of competing interests, but clearly the viability and deliverability of the scheme are of the utmost importance. 
Ensuring the burden on nonbeneficial uses is shared between the different landowners and developers is crucial, otherwise this 
could slow development. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 



Whitmarsh Lockhart report attached.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
I do not consider that the Forest Farm location is an appropriate location for a larger scale employment site in the greater context 
of Chippenham. 
The new southern distributor road will be a relatively slow road passing through new residential areas and inappropriate for large 
scale commercial vehicles and transport. 
The existing road infrastructure through Chippenham, via the A4, is already recognised as being poor. The creation of the 
southern distributor road will do little to alleviate the current access issues for commercial traffic. 
An employment site of 5 hectares would attract larger commercial occupiers significantly increasing the size and number of 
commercial vehicle movements and this has to be considered inappropriate in this location. 
Going forward in the marketplace, I anticipate that the majority of demand will come from the industrial/warehouse sector and not 
from the office sector. 
The latest work from home rules have made most office occupiers reconsider the amount and nature of their office occupation 
This will mean that there will be significant amounts of existing office space put on the market place making new development of 
offices and business space unviable.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
Appropriate Site Locations 
For a larger employment site of 5 hectares, I consider it would be far more appropriate for this to be allocated directly adjoining 
the A350 corridor west or north of Chippenham. 
The A350 is the principal route way in this location and links the motorway to Chippenham, Melksham and Trowbridge. This 
commercial property market 
place orientates along this road and tends to make it interact as one entity. This is particularly true in the industrial/ warehouse 
sector. 
This therefore means that any future employment development should be focused on the A350 West of Chippenham running 
north towards Junction 17 
of the M4. 
With future demand will come principally from the industrial/warehousing marketplace. The size and nature of these buildings and 
the scale of 
commercial traffic to a significant employment site of this nature would be much more appropriate if it was accessed directly from 
the A350. 
As such, I would consider it as more appropriate in the circumstances of the southern distributor road, that the employment 
allocation was moved much 
closer to, or adjoining the Lackham road roundabout. 
Conclusions and Recommendations 



It is therefore my recommendation that the larger scale employment site would be more appropriately located close to the A350, 
allowing the site to be occupied by industrial/warehouse occupiers without the need for travelling any significant distance from 
this route way. This will limit the amount of commercial traffic using the new southern distributor road through new residential 
areas. 
I do not consider that the new southern distributor roadway will provide an adequate access route for a large scale employment 
site. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Some of the proposed concept plans are not well thought out because they either fail to reflect the evidence base or because 
they fail to factor in economic considerations that are critical to deliverability. We comment further on this in our response to CP8. 
The concept masterplans need to be devised in consultation with landowners and prospective developers, not foisted upon them. 
The concept plans need to be made clearer, perhaps by having larger scale plans of each part of the site. Gleeson would 
welcome meeting with the Council’s planning policy department to discuss these.We agree broadly with the range of uses set out 
for Chippenham’s expansion, but do not support the quantum and specific location of some land uses, most notably the proposed 
employment allocations on land at Forest Farm. However, it appears that a large amount of non-beneficial uses are proposed for 
the Gleesonmparcel including: employment, primary school, nursery, local centre, self-build, and renewable energy site. Less of 
these uses have been distributed to other landowners/developers with no clear rational behind this or any proposed mechanism 
to share this burden across the allocation. 
 We suggest that an understanding of each site’s phasing is required so that the deliverability of the proposed developments can 
be assessed. Gleeson is keen to bring forward development proposals at Forest Farm quickly, and given its location adjacent to 
the A4, would make an ideal early phase of the development. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P322 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth proposed in the Planning for Chippenham is based on an out-of-date Local Housing Needs Assessment 
produced in 2019 prior to the COVID-19 pandemic and Brexit. These events together have produced a once-in-a-multi-
generation change to the basis on which planning should be carried out for example, there has been a recent overall reduction in 
the UK population. The formulae and assumptions used in the LHNA are not valid, and should be reassessed.  
The brownfield target should be increased from a target of 240 homes over the next 10 years. S20 states that "The town centre 
has seen falling vacant retail units .... "; this is no longer true and post-COVID there will be a lower need for physical retail space 
in the town centre, and this can be converted to brownfield housing. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
Linking the A4 east of Chippenham to the A350 north near Morrisons supermarket will not provide a more resilient local traffic 
network unless the road is a bypass. The proposed new housing will create more traffic than the proposed new distributor road 
will alleviate, and the result will be greater traffic problems in Chippenham.  
Linking the A4 east of Chippenham to the A350 south near Lackham is not justified due to the majority of through traffic wanting 
to access either the M4 via M4 J17, the A420 or A4, not the A350 south. In addition, as below, the 'site selection report' identifies 
Site 2 as a lower priority site than is needed to address the new housing requirements. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
If a reworked Local Housing Needs Assessment identifies the need for more housing than can be addressed by brownfield sites, 
then the priority should be as per the 'site selection report'. There is no justification for new housing on Sites 2, 3 or 7 (ranked 
equal 4th in the 'site selection report') as even the existing LHNA can be met by rankings 1 to 3 of the sites - i.e. Sites 1, 4 & 6 as 
per the priorities in the 'site selection report'. Indeed, Site 1 on its own is estimated to be able to hold 6100- 8539 dwellings which 
is greater than the housing requirement. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The Local Plan aspires to reduce out-commuting and its associated carbon footprint. Currently 67% of workers who live in 
Chippenham commute to work GJutside Chippenham. Improvements to A350 (dual carriageway), M4 J17 and mainline railway 
electrification all encourage out-commuting. The reality is that the proposed additional housing is not required for existing 
Chippenham residents, but for other M4 corridor residents that would move to Chippenham to commute to their place of work 
elsewhere in the M4 corridor. Wiltshire Council's arguments about reducing carbon emissions do not fit with the reality of its 
proposals. 
 

 



CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Linking the A4 east of Chippenham to the A350 south near Lackham is not justified due to the majority of through traffic wanting 
to access either the M4 via M4 J17, the A420 or A4, not the A350 south. If a reworked Local Housing Needs Assessment 
identifies the need for more housing than can be addressed by brownfield sites, then the priority should be as per the 'site 
selection report'. There is no justification for new housing on Sites 2, 3 or 7 (ranked equal 4th in the 'site selection report') as even 
the existing LHNA can be met by rankings 1 to 3 of the sites - i. e. Sites 1, 4 & 6 as per the priorities in the 'site selection report'. 
Indeed, Site 1 on its own is estimated to be able to hold 6100- 8539 dwellings which is greater than the housing requirement. 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Please include the attached photos and information below in the consultation for the Chippenham Local Plan responses. 
On reading the documents it doesn't seem evident that the people drawing up the information know the local area so I thought 
the attached photos would help.  Due to the unique nature of the Monkton Park hill housing area we have many wonderful views 
for residents, walkers, runners and cyclists who come from all over the town and villages to cycle or run along the 7 mile off road 
cycle path to Calne or walk part of it, the beauty of it is the openess, it is safe for families and lone women as it is such an open 
landscape.  The County Farms owned by Wiltshire Council and the farmland are invaluable for local food as we are in a climate 
emergency. 
By taking away what we already have it will be detrimental to the health and wellbeing of residents, nature and wildlife, noise, 
dust and fumes on air quality 
To destroy all the above and what is shown in the photos for 5,000 houses over Government figures should be a criminal offense. 
Photos can be seen in SharePoint (LPR - Reg 18 - Consultation Reps Jan 2021 - Chippenham - MelanieBoyle_090320210 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



We are extremely concerned about the proposed massive expansion of Chippenham which will destroy our beautiful countryside.  
The site East of Chippenham is particularly unsuitable for development. 
We live at [ADDRESS REDACTED] in the conservation village of Tytherton Lucas.  Our garden leads down to the River Marden 
which has an ecologically significant wild-life corridor.  This wild-life is much appreciated by the community.  In addition, land 
north of the cyclepath is protected by the Bremhill Parish Neighbourhood Plan, so no development should be permitted. 
I trust that you will take these points into consideration and perhaps concentrate more on brownfield sites . 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P325 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): N/A 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
I am submitting my comments by email as I found the online consultation process unwieldy - particularly unhelpful not being able 
to save and return to later on.  
I am a resident of Chippenham. I am writing in support of our Town Council's objections to proposed new housing in Chippenham 
in Wiltshire Council's Local Plan  Review https://www.chippenham.gov.uk/chippenham-town-council-say-no-to-proposed-new-
housing-in-wiltshire-councils-local-plan-review-consultation 
It is difficult to understand why, during an acknowledged climate and ecological emergency plans are not drawn up with climate 
change considerations front and centre.  
I urge you to not go ahead with the proposed housing and road development for the following reasons: 
• the new development is not based on evidence of genuine need 



• it creates car dependency and risks Chippenham becoming more of a dormitory town, at a time when we should be 
focused on revitalising the heart of the town and thinking of new and innovative ways to use, for example, unused shop and office 
space.  
• there is no reason why planning policies cannot include housing and commercial developments to be built to zero carbon 
standards, as is happening in other Local Authority areas. Wiltshire Council is significantly behind the times in their approach to 
this. 
• Look again at the plan for the road, using evidence based projections of volume, and s taking into account local and 
national climate change policies and longer- term changes in work patterns as a consequence of COVID-19 and promotes active 
transport infrastructure. 
As a start Wiltshire Council should: 
•       introduce a policy framework that comprehensively addresses the urgent need for material, year on year reductions in 
carbon emissions, in line with the Council’s democratic and legislative obligations, and the advice given by Client Earth; 
•       follow the recommendations on planning made by the Climate Emergency Task Group; 
•       completely rewrite the current Local Plan proposals in line with the above. 
I don't want to be ashamed of where I live, because of the failure to tackle the existential crisis facing the planet. This plan makes 
me ashamed, particularly with the efforts being made in other areas so close by, for example Exeter and Bristol. There is no time 
left, there is no more pressing issue, climate change should be front and centre of your decision making - international and 
national Governments say so, business says so, communities say so, public opinion says so. We have the technology and 
means at our disposal to do something effective about climate change. If we fail it's because we didn't try hard enough. These 
plans don't try hard enough.  
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth is too high for Chippenham, and departs from previous County policy for the town 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
1. West side of Chippenham, along the west side of A350 
2. Land surrounding Eastern Distributor Road (but limited in extent) 
3. NOT land to the south of Chippenham on east side of River Avon 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Need to prioritise sustainable transport, and minimise encouragement to car use 
Therefor need to focus future development along main bus corridors 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Yes: the Local Plan (and Future Chippenham) has not adequately considered alternative southern road links: (1) A link road from 
A4 Rowden Surgery to Avenue La Fleche (2) The alignment reserved in the Rowden Park outline planning permission of March 
2017 for a southern link road from B4528 north of Showells Farm to Pewsham Way 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The draft Local Plan and eastern/distributor road proposals are not sustainable and will not support Wiltshire Council’s Climate 
Emergency resolution of 2019. Further detailed comments are submitted by me to Wiltshire Council in a separate report. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

7. Stanton Park: The Opportunity Wiltshire and SW Regional Needs for Strategic Logistics Employment 
7.1 As well as looking at the national UK logistics market, Savills’ Market Assessment Report 2021 Addendum (Appendix 5) also 
draws a number of specific conclusions in relation to the south west logistics market; the inherent lack of supply; and potential for 
significant investment to be lost from the Region if adequate supply is not provided in Wiltshire. The Report finds: 
i. The south west has the lowest level of speculative development across the nation with just 360,000 sq ft under construction or 
4 %49. Of note, the speculative floorspace coming forward is in just a single building being developed by Stoford at Mountpark, 
Bristol50; 
ii. In the south west, the average take up in the last 5 years is 2.12 m sq ft showing take up is accelerating. Of the 
accommodation taken in 2020 this was all either grade A, speculatively developed or Built to suit, rather than existing poorer 
employment land stock51; 
iii. Of the 32m sq ft available on a national level just 5.45% of the accommodation on the market is located in the south west 
region. This supply represents c 1.75 m sq ft. Of that supply of existing accommodation less than 500,000 sq ft is new 
speculatively built accommodation. This level of supply represents less than 1 year supply using 5 year average take up 
figures52; 
iv. Active/known requirements in the Wiltshire and south west market include 10 unsatisfied/live requirements for up to 2.7 million 
sq ft of floorspace. A number of the requirements are south west focused (rather than specifically related to Wiltshire) and by the 
very nature of the requirement will gravitate towards the deliverable building/land supply53; 
v. Larger requirements are relatively more footloose in the market and rely on deliverability amongst other criteria. Savills 
highlight demand being satisfied in other south west locations that had initially been Wiltshire focussed such as The Range and 
Bart Ingredients. Without adequate land supply and pipeline, the requirements will go elsewhere in the region as demonstrated in 
these two examples54; 
vi. A review of absorption levels (the rate of take up of infrastructure ready sites) has shown the likely level of take up being in the 
order of 360,000 sq ft or 18.50 acres per annum, this is based on historic levels of take up and out of date with 49 Savills (2021) 
Supplemental Market Assessment (Addendum to the November 2018 Report), para 3.6 50 https://mountpark.com/bristol/bristol-
xl/ 



51 Savills (2021) Supplemental Market Assessment (Addendum to the November 2018 Report), paras 5.3 and 5.4 52 Ibid, paras 
5.6 to 5.8 
53 Ibid, paras 7.1 and 7.2 
54 Ibid, para 10.525 
no consideration for the anticipated increases in demand. If we are to use Chippenham Gateway as the example of land supply 
at 1M sq ft being available – this would anticipate a supply to the market of only 2.75 years (2024)55 before complete, but using 
Panattoni park Swindon as an absorption rate would show less than a year before land supply is taken up. This highlights that 
existing commitments at Chippenham Gateway are wholly inadequate to meet the sale of demand across the plan period. 
7.2 Looking closer at the Chippenham Gateway scheme and absorption rates, the scheme already benefits from a completed unit 
extending to 106,000 sqft which achieved practical completion within 12 months of planning permission being granted. It has also 
been confirmed by Savills that terms have been agreed with an occupier for 88,000 sqft. This therefore already represents a 20% 
take up of the scheme to date. 
7.3 Our representations have also highlighted that housing growth is also a driver for the need for logistics development. The 
emerging Spatial Strategy identifies a potential need for up to 45,630 new homes in Wiltshire over the plan period of 2016 to 
2036 and the relationship between homes and warehousing evidently represents an important consideration for the Wiltshire 
Council in preparing the new Local Plan. 
7.4 The application of the regional ratio to the housing requirement over this period suggests that over 2 million sq ft of additional 
warehouse space would need to be provided on this county wide housing growth measure alone to maintain the current 
relationship. This is notwithstanding the wider housing growth envisaged in the south west, the generally accelerating demand for 
logistics space and the lack of supply in the Region. Supporting the Economic Objectives of the Swindon and Wiltshire Local 
Enterprise Partnership 
7.5 In a Wiltshire context, the Swindon and M4 corridor in the north of the SWLEP area, and A350 Corridor, which connects north 
and south Wiltshire, are identified as an important Growth Zones. The Swindon and M4 Growth Zone, which includes 
Chippenham and other market towns, is cited has having the highest density of businesses in the SWLEP area with the most 
prominent sectors including advanced engineering and manufacturing, banking, insurance and finance, construction and 
distribution and storage56. Advanced engineering and high value manufacturing57 are also prominent sectors in the A350 
Growth Zone, alongside ICT and the visitor economy58. 
7.6 More widely, Wiltshire also forms part of a wider strategic geography, the ‘Western Gateway’ - a cross-border ‘super-region’ 
covering Swindon and Wiltshire, Gloucestershire, the West of England and cities in South Wales – which is already being 
supported by the Government in its ambition to deliver significant economic growth. 
55 Ibid, paras 1.8 and 10.4 
56 SWLEP (2020) Emerging Local Industrial Strategy, p27 



57 Ibid, p27 
58 Ibid, p2726 
7.7 Advanced manufacturing and engineering is identified as one of the Gateway’s key sectors59. It is of note that the emerging 
SWLIS provides support for growing the area’s high value manufacturing sector60 and maximising opportunities presented by 
Wiltshire’s location in the Western Gateway area, including the areas connectivity and greater exporting power61. 
7.8 A recent study concluded that businesses in the area already benefit greatly from the Western Gateway’s location and 
transport connectivity, offering road and rail connections to tech and other creative sectors in London, and traditional 
manufacturing regions in the Midlands62. The transport connectivity to the wider South East, Midlands and Oxford-Cambridge 
Arc, is also noted63. 
7.9 In combination these factors have the potential to act as important drivers of logistics demand in Wiltshire with the 
connectivity provided by the M4 evidently representing a major locational strength and opportunity upon which to build in order to 
support, and benefit from, investment being planned across this wider geography. 
7.10 Importantly, the proposals at Stanton Park are supported by the Swindon and Wiltshire Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP). 
A letter of support is provided at Appendix 6 to this representation and confirms that: 
• In its guiding strategic document, the Local Industrial Strategy, the LEP state that it will seek to influence the allocation of 
employment land and new homes within local plans for Swindon and Wiltshire, focussing on the areas with high potential for 
significant economic benefit. 
• Junction 17 is of major importance to the LEP as it is at the meeting point of two our identified Growth Zones – Swindon and the 
M4 and the A350 Corridor. 
• £75m from the Housing Infrastructure Fund has been awarded to Chippenham to improve road connectivity between east and 
south of the town, linking the A350 at the northern and southern ends of the town, alongside the improvements around the M4 
junction 17. This will alleviate current traffic congestion and create capacity for future growth, including building of up to 7,500 
new homes and 1 million square feet of commercial space over the next 25 years. 
• The development at Stanton Park will bring benefits to the area during its construction and once complete will be operating in a 
sector, distribution and logistics, which has a resilient growth path due to changes in consumer behaviour over recent years, 
which has now been accelerated by the Covid 19 pandemic. 
• That the economic investment in Wiltshire, the significant jobs that will entail from the proposals and the overall significant 
positive effect on the Wiltshire economy are powerful reasons to support the scheme. 
59 Western Gateway Partnership (2020) Western Gateway – propelling a greener, fairer, stronger Britain 
60 Ibid, p9 
61 Ibid, p2 
62 Oxford Economics and HJA (2021) Western Gateway Economic Position Statement, paragraph 3.2 



63 Oxford Economics and HJA (2021) Western Gateway Economic Position Statement, p827 
7.11 The support of the LEP is very welcomed by our client. In the context of national policy, paragraph 81 of the NPPF requires 
policies to have regard to Local Industrial Strategies, and PPG64 guides that strategic policy makers should engage with Local 
Enterprise Partnerships in order to help identify the scale and need for logistics development 
7.12 Our client intends to continue to engage proactively with the LEP, and with Wiltshire Council to bring forward these 
proposals. Importantly, however, our client requires the necessary positive planning policy context to provide the necessary 
support for the intended significant economic investment that the LEP strongly supports. 
7.13 Without the allocation of land at Junction 17, potential investment in Wiltshire will be lost. A number of the occupiers that 
have been attracted to the availability and deliverability of sites in neighbouring authorities would have considered Wiltshire, had 
there been a deliverable solution available. These include, but are not limited to, Barts Ingredients, The Range, Amazon, DHL 
and Lidl who have committed to sites in Avonmouth and have contributed to the 4.65million square feet of development carried 
out in the area of the previous 5 years. In addition, approximately 3million square feet of development has been contracted in 
Swindon for Iceland, Amazon and B&Q in recent years. The Benefits and Suitability of Land at Junction 17 for Strategic Logistics 
7.14 In respect of Policy support within the emerging Spatial Strategy, paragraph 3.47 does, to a degree, acknowledge that 
Junction 17 of the M4 is of wider strategic importance, stating: 
“Some land for employment uses has become established adjoining junction 17 of the M4. This employment development was 
considered essential to the wider strategic interest of the economic development of Wiltshire, in accordance with Core Policy 34 
of the current Wiltshire Core Strategy. Any further growth will need to be of the same significance. Continued growth may also 
justify a more comprehensive treatment of the area to ensure its role is defined distinct from settlements that might otherwise be 
undermined and to consider what infrastructure or other uses can help to support sustainable development objectives.” 
7.15 Our client supports this acknowledgement, but is disappointed that the opportunity is not taken further and translated into 
any intention to provide a clear and positive planning policy framework for the area, a framework that is necessary for us to bring 
forward this important investment opportunity in the County, and one that is supported by the LEP. Indeed, at the current time 
(appreciating that the consultation is on an Emerging Strategy only at this stage), there is no stated intention to include a 
continuation of Core Policy 34, which lends support to additional employment considered to be of strategic importance, as a new 
policy in the Local Plan Review. 
7.16 We set out, below, why Junction 17 is of such strategic importance for the regional logistics market, and for Wiltshire as an 
authority. Indeed, our analysis shows that Junction 17 represents the most logical, if not the only, opportunity within Wiltshire to 
64 ID: 2a-031-2019072228 meet this type of logistics need in the county, and benefit from the significant 
opportunities that flow from it. 
7.17 There are three motorway junctions along this particular stretch of the M5 corridor, two of which lie in Wiltshire. Junction 17, 
which principally serves Chippenham. Junction 16 further to the east predominantly serves Swindon and Junction 18 to the west, 



which falls just outside the Wiltshire administrative boundary and is better related to Bristol and the surrounding area. In order for 
Wiltshire to maximise the benefits that will arise from the significant economic investment of a strategic logistics development of 
this scale, such investment must be directed to Junction 17. 
7.18 The Constraints Plans enclosed at Appendix 7 demonstrate that all the land around Junction 17 is unconstrained from an 
environmental perspective, whereas Junction 18 lies wholly within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and partly within the 
Greenbelt. Junction 16, which is at the very eastern extent of the Wiltshire administrative area and predominantly serves 
Swindon, is already well developed and any strategic employment here is likely to principally draw from the labour force within 
Swindon itself, and so Wiltshire would stand to benefit less from any strategic employment located at this junction. 
7.19 The Drive Time Plan enclosed at Appendix 8 demonstrates Junction 17’s unparalleled links to the strategic highway network 
and its wider reach across the UK within a one hour drive time. Its reach spans from just south of Worcester to the north, to 
Reading and Oxford (noteworthy given its strategic context in relation to the Oxford Cambridge Arc) to the east, Winchester to the 
south and Cardiff, Monmouthshire and Bridgwater to the west. 
7.20 The site is also located in close proximity to Chippenham and the significant labour pool provided by the town, and the 
benefit that its train station provides in respect of providing wider sustainable access (linked to our suggested sustainable 
transport strategy). 
7.21 Junction 17’s location is strategically positioned within the centre of Wiltshire adjacent to the M4 motorway corridor also 
allows it to be easily accessed by a wider Wiltshire population, giving access to a significant range and quantum of job 
opportunities. The plan at Appendix 9 confirms that 22,325 economic active people live within approximately 10 minutes’ drive 
time of the site. Within a 20 minutes’ drive time of the site, this increases to nearly 90,000 economic active people.  
Wiltshire Council’s Previous Findings on Chippenham Gateway 
7.22 The credentials of Junction 17 have already been demonstrated by St Modwen recently securing the granting of outline 
planning permission for 92,900 sq. m of B8 floorspace to the south east of Junction 17 at Chippenham Gateway (LPA Ref: 
17/03417/OUT). 
7.23 It is worth highlighting at this point that the Chippenham Gateway proposals were assessed against the current 
Development Plan (Wiltshire Core Strategy 2015) and the key policy (Core Policy 34 (Additional Employment Land)) confirmed 
that outside the defined centres, employment developments would be supported, which are considered essential to the wider 
strategic interest of the economic development of29 Wiltshire and where they meet a number of criteria and are supported by 
sufficient evidence. 
7.24 In his Report to the Strategic Planning Committee, dated February 2018, the case officer acknowledged the following, which 
are of significant relevance to Stanton Park and the strategic importance of Junction 17: 



• “The proposals will support the economic led strategy of the WCS contributing toward meeting the identified requirements for 
employment led and reducing out commuting from Wiltshire and by providing employment land in the M4 and A350 corridors 
which are a focus for growth and supported by the SWLEP.”; 
• “… J17 of the M4 does provide an ideal location for linkages between the south, east, west and midlands; supporting a 
distribution network and the changing and expanding nature of the logistics/distribution sector which is seeking greater 
connectivity. Clearly some of the existing sites in Swindon and Bristol could potentially meet some of the demand, however, this 
is not considered a sufficiently robust and defensible reason for refusal when such sites have been available for some time and 
have not come forward and whilst on-going demand 
is projected with supporting marketing information and the SWLEP demonstrating interest in and some support for growth at J17 
M4 in Wiltshire.”; 
• The Report notes the significant level of demand in both the site itself and the wider search area. (Section 7 of our Appendix 5 
now identifies 10 current requirements of up to 2.7 million sq ft); 
• Reference is made to the Council’s Economic Land Review, which acknowledges the development potential of locations at 
Junction 17; 
• Reference is also made to the Wiltshire Strategic Economic Plan, which states that employment sites at Junctions 15 and 16 
(Swindon) and 17 (Chippenham) have the greatest potential for growth and have the added benefit of easy links to surplus public 
sector land; 
• The Report notes that the nature of the B8 Warehousing and Distribution Sector involves strategic level movement of goods 
with linkages across sectors and across regions indeed in some instances of much wider national, European and even 
international areas. In this context the Report acknowledges that it can be argued that there is a strategic element to the 
Chippenham Gateway proposals;  
• The Report considered that submissions for Chippenham Gateway relating to impact to alternative allocated sites are 
reasonable. 
“The allocated and permitted sites in and around Chippenham are for various reasons not considered to be ideally suited to the 
delivery of the application proposals (large scale B8 uses) and indeed are more suited to a mix of employment uses of a range of 
scales particularly in the B1 and B2 use classes….Given the scale and nature of proposals they are considered to complement 
rather than compete with the allocated sites as no permitted sites 
could accommodate this type of development. Overall it is not considered that30 the grant of permission does directly and clearly 
undermine employment development on allocated sites at Chippenham.” 
• The Report highlights that: 
“The site is however adjacent to the strategic road network and a major junction on that network. The proposed land use of B8 
warehouse and distribution is ideally suited to such a location in access and operational terms. The proposals are also of a scale 



and nature that would not lend themselves to locations directly adjoining residential areas/existing settlements where it would 
potentially be necessary to utilise the local residential road network. Indeed previous proposals of this nature adjacent to 
Chippenham have been the subject of very significant objection with strong and very clear recommendations that the 
application site at J17 M4 be considered in preference.” 
7.25 The previous findings of Officers remain highly relevant and lend support to the opportunity provided by Stanton Park. It is 
relevant that the UK logistics sector has, since this Office Report in 2018, accelerated in respect of need and importance. 
Stanton Park – Site Suitability 
7.26 Of the three motorway junctions within or at edge of Wiltshire’s administrative boundary, Junction 17 is unquestionably the 
most suitable location for delivering a strategic employment opportunity within Wiltshire, and one which would benefit the 
authority the most. 
7.27 Junction 17 is not subject to any environmental constraints and has significant reach across the strategic highways network 
reaching as far as Cardiff, Reading and Oxford, which has particular significance given its relationship to the Oxford Cambridge 
Arc. 
7.28 The Stanton Park site itself has no environmental or landscape designations that will prelude development; the site is not at 
risk of flooding; and landscape work undertaken by EDP (and previously submitted to the Council – please see Appendix 3 
demonstrates that the site has the capacity to suitably accommodate the development with no unacceptable landscape effects. 
Stanton Park – Draft Masterplan 
7.29 The proposed Masterplan, provided at Appendix 2, have been developed with the benefit of Stoford’s significant experience 
in the employment sector, to create a development that responds to and meets expected market demands. The masterplan 
shows that the Site can deliver the following: 
1) The development of 5 employment units between c. 85,000 to 289,000 sq ft including warehouse and associated office space. 
2) A total of c. 848,000 sq ft across the development. 
3) Required space for loading; HGV parking; and car parking.31 
4) Landscaping and drainage attenuation. 
7.30 It is clear that the Site can deliver a significant quantum of employment development, across a range of unit sizes, with easy 
access to and from Junction 17 of the M4.  
Stanton Park – A Sustainable Transport Strategy 
7.31 A Sustainable Transport Strategy, prepared by BWB (Appendix 10) concludes that the site is well located for access to the 
strategic road network and junction 17 itself will be the subject of capacity improvements through the planning terms agreed for 
the recent Chippenham Gateway site; and will also benefit from £5 million of funding from the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF), 
which has been allocated for improvements to Junction 17. 



7.32 A preliminary design showing the potential access solution is appended to the Transport Strategy showing the upgrading of 
the existing junction to a signalised junction. BWB envisage that these signals would be linked to new signals at the A429 
approach to M4J17 provided either as part of a standalone mitigation scheme for the Site, or as an enhancement to the 
Chippenham HIF funded improvement scheme. 
7.33 The Site is in relatively close proximity of Chippenham, which would provide a significant labour source and the potential for 
wider accessibility via its train station. Therefore, in a similar manner to the approved Chippenham Gateway development, it is 
suggested that a shuttle bus service is provided to the Site. Any service should cover the key shift patterns of future users and 
route via Chippenham train station. 
7.34 Alternatively, in conjunction with local bus operators and the Chippenham Gateway development, a new scheduled bus 
service could be investigated to serve both developments. 
7.35 Given the accessibility of population centres such as Chippenham, Cirencester, Bristol and Swindon afforded by the Site’s 
proximity to the strategic highway network, car sharing is likely to be a viable opportunity for sustainable travel and can be 
actively encouraged and incentivised via a specific site scheme, or app-based system. 
7.36 Electric Vehicle and accessible parking spaces can be provided as part of the development of the Site. Therefore, potential 
incentives can include preferential parking and/or discounted electric vehicle charging for car sharers. 
Stanton Park – The potential for significant economic benefits for Wiltshire 
7.37 Strategic logistics development of this nature brings with it significant economic benefits. We have already set out, in 
Section 6 of this representation, national evidence on the importance of the logistics sector to the UK economy and the high 
volume of jobs, including higher grade jobs, which it can support. 
7.38 To demonstrate the specific economic opportunity for Wiltshire, the enclosed Economic Benefits Statement (Appendix 11) 
quantifies the potential economic benefits to the local Wiltshire and wider South West economies that are expected to arise from 
delivery of the proposed development at Stanton Park.32 
7.39 As the proposed development is completed and occupied, the following economic 
benefits are expected: 
OPERATIONAL PHASE ECONOMIC BENEFITS 
• Direct Employment – once operational, the employment floorspace is expected to support up to 1,620 gross FTE jobs on site. 
When allowances for leakage and displacement are made it is estimated that approximately 1,100 FTE jobs could be contained 
within the South West regional labour force, of which 920 FTE jobs are expected to be taken by residents of 
Wiltshire. A range of managerial, professional, skilled trades and administrative jobs will be 
supported by the proposed development, providing a variety of employment opportunities in 
different occupations. 



• Indirect and Induced Employment – a further 550 FTE jobs would be supported within supply chain and related businesses, as 
well as through onward expenditure of wages within the South West regional economy. This is inclusive of an estimated 230 FTE 
jobs supported in Wiltshire throughout the operational lifetime of the proposed development. 
• Productivity – the operation of the employment floorspace will generate a net additional GVA contribution of up to £166.1 million 
within the regional economy each year during occupation of the proposed development, including £146.1 million within Wiltshire. 
• Business Rate Revenue - it is estimated that the employment floorspace could generate a net uplift of approximately £2.4 
million business rates revenue per annum. If this total, £1.2 in business rates revenue could be retained by Wiltshire Council per 
annum as a result of the proposed development. 
• Wage Expenditure – it is estimated that direct wage expenditure benefits for Wiltshire residents employed in the new jobs 
directly created could equate to £29.9 million per annum, in addition to an annual indirect wage expenditure effect of circa £5.4 
million. This therefore sums to a total wage generation of £35.3 million per annum. This will support the local and wider economy 
through increased spending power in local shops and services. 
7.40 Prior to the operational phase, the following headline economic impacts are likely to 
be associated with the construction phase of the development: 
CONSTRUCTION PHASE ECONOMIC BENEFITS 
• Direct Employment – there will be significant investment of approximately £59.0 million in the construction of the proposed 
development. This has the potential to support approximately 520 person-years of direct employment with the construction 
sector. This equates to an average of 130 full-time equivalent (FTE) temporary jobs annually over an estimated 4-year 
construction period, of which it is estimated that 115 FTE jobs per annum could be sourced from the South West regional labour 
force, including 75 FTE jobs per annum locally within Wiltshire. 
• Indirect and Induced Employment - a further annual average of 60 FTE temporary jobs would be supported within the supply 
chain, related businesses, and onward expenditure within the33 South West economy throughout the construction period, 
inclusive of 20 FTE jobs per annum in Wiltshire. 
• Productivity - the construction phase of the proposed development will generate a significant Gross Value Added (GVA) impact. 
The GVA generated during the proposed development’s construction phase has been calculated through analysis of Experian 
data relating to the average GVA generated per employee by sector in Wiltshire and the wider South West region. Applying the 
appropriate GVA figures to the numbers of direct, indirect and induced FTE jobs supported by the construction of the proposed 
development, it is estimated that the proposed development will generate £12.7 million net additional GVA contribution to the 
South West economy each year, equating to a total of £50.8 million over the estimated 4-year construction period, including a 
£40.8 million net additional GVA contribution to the Wiltshire economy. 
7.41 It is clear that significant economic benefits will result from the development at both 



construction and operational development stages. Indeed, it is feasible that the job numbers could greatly exceed the numbers 
suggested as certain sectors have a higher job density than are assumed in the economic benefits analysis. 
Stanton Park: Summary of the Opportunity: 
• Land at Junction 17 is the most logical opportunity for large scale, strategic employment in 
the County and is eminently suitable for logistics development. 
• The Stanton Park proposals will generate a net additional GVA contribution of up to £166.1 million within the regional economy 
each year during occupation of the proposed 
development, including £146.1 million within Wiltshire. 
• The proposals have the potential to create 910 direct FTE jobs within Wiltshire when the 
development is operational and 75 FTE jobs per annum within Wiltshire during the construction phase. 
• The allocation of the Stanton Park Site is supported by the LEP. The proposals align with the LEP’s economic priorities and 
aspirations, as articulated through its Local Industrial Strategy. The LEP recognises the compelling economic reasons for 
supporting the proposals. Significant investment will be lost if the Site is not allocated for employment. 
• The site is available, suitable and deliverable; it has limited constraints and can appropriately accommodate the proposed 
development. 
It is evident that the value of logistics as an economic contributor, both in its own right and in terms of supporting other business 
sectors and meeting societal demands, has been overlooked in the preparation of the emerging Local Plan and its informing 
evidence, which is now outdated and considered to be inadequate for plan making. 
It is incumbent on the Council to robustly assess the needs of the logistics sector based on evidence that is current and robust. 
Indeed, the dynamic nature of the economy is precisely why the NPPF expects planning policies to be underpinned by ‘up-to-
date evidence', and subjected to ongoing monitoring and review to respond to changing circumstances. 
We have identified the significant role of logistics in the UK economy and have provided up-to-date evidence on the increasing 
and accelerating need for logistics space, which is not being matched by available or planned supply. 
We have identified the opportunity at and strategic importance of Junction 17 as a suitable location for logistics employment and 
have identified why, if Wiltshire fails to allocate land here for strategic employment, significant investment is likely to be lost to the 
Region. 
A number of the occupiers that have been attracted to the availability and deliverability of sites in neighbouring authorities would 
have considered Wiltshire, had there been a deliverable solution available. These include, but are not limited to, Barts 
Ingredients, The Range, Amazon, DHL and Lidl who have committed to sites in Avonmouth and have contributed to the 
4.65million square feet of development carried out in the area of the previous 5 years. In addition, approximately 3millionsquare 
feet of development has been contracted in Swindon for Iceland, Amazon and B&Q in recent years. 



The Stanton Park proposals have the potential to generate a net additional GVA contribution of up to £166.1 million within the 
regional economy each year during occupation of the proposed development, including £146.1 million within Wiltshire. 
Importantly, the allocation of the Stanton Park site is supported by the LEP. The proposals align with the LEP’s economic 
priorities and aspirations, as articulated through its Local Industrial Strategy. The LEP recognises the compelling economic 
reasons for supporting the proposals. 
Overall, there are no technical or environmental considerations that should preclude the allocation of the Stanton Park site for 
employment uses. 

 
Further comments 
 

SEE STRAT327a for full details of representations.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
4.1 This Section provides commentary on the Planning for Chippenham (PFC) papers5, although it is noted that the papers are 
very much focused on proposals for the town itself and the general employment needs arising locally. The ‘Site Selection Report 
for Chippenham’ is very much focused on sites within and immediately adjoining the town and do not extend to a consideration of 
land and its suitability at Junction 17. 
4.2 Under ‘Settlement Profile on page 21’ the paper recognises that: “Chippenham, one of many vibrant market towns, is located 
with the Swindon and Wiltshire Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Growth Zone, which has the highest density of businesses in 
the LEP area.” 
4.3 The same section confirms that “Sites granted planning permission recently include Land at J17, M4 (St Modwen Park) for 
use class B8 Storage and Warehousing uses”. However, there is no suggestion that the paper considers the future of other land 
at Junction 17 nor wider strategic proposals that will support the aspirations of the LEP and the intentions of the Growth Zone. 
4.4 Paragraph 9 of PFC consultation document confirms that “On current evidence, 5 ha additional employment land is needed at 
Chippenham.” It is important to recognise that this current evidence of need is based on the general industrial and employment 
market and not for large scale, strategic logistics which PPG confirms “has distinct locational requirements that need to be 
considered in formulating planning policies (separately from those relating to general industrial land).”6 In respect of this PPG 
requirement, we consider, further, the adequacy and findings of the Council’s evidence based in the Section 5 of our 
representations. 
4.5 The current evidence for 5 ha of employment land is translated into emerging proposals for 3ha of employment land at ‘Site 1 
East Chippenham’ and approximately 5ha of employment at ‘Site 2 South Chippenham’. It is clear that these suggested 
allocations and levels of employment land are not intended for, nor would be suitable for, strategic logistics proposals and these 
3ha and 5ha allocations compare to the Stanton Park Site standing at c.21ha. 
4.6 The PFC consultation paper, under ‘Place Shaping Priorities’ does recognise that development in the town should: 



“provide new employment opportunities with a strong emphasis on timely delivery to redress the existing levels of net out-
commuting within the town and enable people to live and work locally.” 
4.7 As we will set out later in our representation, our client’s Stanton Park proposals have the potential to deliver a significant 
number, and range, of new jobs in close proximity 5 Planning for Chippenham and Site Selection Report for Chippenham to the 
town which, through the implementation of a sustainable transport strategy, can be easily and sustainably accessed and so can 
help to address this priority. 
4.8 Indeed, it is also important for the Local Plan Review to recognise the economic impact of the Covid-19 Pandemic and rise in 
unemployment in Wiltshire, and in Chippenham, and to be clear on the ability of new employment land and development to 
support job creation. In January of this year, 11,510 Wiltshire residents were unemployment and claiming out of work benefits, 
compared to 4,950 in January 2020)7. In Chippenham, there were 980 people unemployed and claiming out of work benefits in 
January 2021. 
The number of claimants has increased from 455 in January 2020 (a 115% rise)8. 
4.9 It is clear from our review of the Planning for Chippenham Papers, that these do not consider the future of land at Junction 
17. The Papers consider general industrial and employment needs only and do not consider the need for wider strategic 
employment. Nevertheless, the Papers recognise the desire to address current high levels of out commuting from the town and it 
is clear that the Stanton Park proposals can play a key role in this respect. It is important for the Council to also recognise the 
impact of the 
Covid-19 Pandemic and the important role that the Local Plan Review can play in supporting job creation and economic recovery. 
7 ONS Claimant Count by sex and age, January 2021 
8 Ibid 

 The Planning for Chippenham Papers consider the general industrial and employment needs only and do not consider the 
need for wider strategic employment. 

 The employment land proposed to be allocated within East and South Chippenham is 3ha and 5ha only respectively and would 
not be suitable for a large scale logistics development. 

 Whilst the approval of employment development at Chippenham Gateway is referenced, the Papers do not consider land 
availability or suitability around Junction 17. 

 The Papers recognise the desire to address current high levels of out commuting from the town and it is clear that the Stanton 
Park proposals can play a key role in 
this respect. 

 Levels of unemployment have increased in Wiltshire and at Chippenham. It is important that the Council recognises the 
economic impact of the Covid-19 Pandemic and the important role that the Local Plan Review can play in supporting job creation 
and economic recovery. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth needs re-addressing as it takes the wrong starting points. A much higher brownfield target over a lot of areas 
– your 290 target is just ridiculously low for a council looking at climate change issues. Railway, hospital sites, central town sites, 
etc could provide good centrally located higher density accommodation to match the needs of local people. The median assumed 
for average salaries does not match the levels of the majority of local people. Salary levels and the availability of employment 
does not encourage growth of living standards. There a lot of existing retail and commercial units that are under-utilized or not 
being used and should form the basis of putting into use or re-developed into housing locations before considering building more 
units. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
In the past we have seen very little evidence following on from recent developments ie. Bowerhill, of Infrastructure improvements. 
These shortcomings are in the areas of schooling, Doctors and dentist surgeries, improvements to Hospital services, shopping, 
road improvements, rail (more stations) and bus services.  
This also assumes the skilled staff will be available to provide the services. Where is the evidence to demonstrate the staff will be 
available? 
Housing - We see Wiltshire plans to grow the housing stock but we do not see the same extent in other parts of the country. New 
developments always suffer from lack of gardens and parking and this is driven by housing density and builder’s greed. 
Affordability does not match the suspected building company’s shareholder needs. How does this expected planned growth 
match the needs - is the population really going to increase at this rate and how much of this will be commuter – out-of-area 
population? 
Within the Site Selection document the housing volumes proposed appear to be out of balance with the surrounding areas and 
the lack of infrastructure in Chippenham. 
There appears to a lot mentioned regarding the road and infrastructure improvements but you would expect solid concrete plans 
and budgets committed to put these into place before the building plans are agreed. 
The potential selected sites are along the proposed new distributor roads – HIF related. We have seen from other locations that 
building alongside these roads just encourages demands for further radial bypasses and further urban sprawl, destroying the 
countryside for developers’ benefit and loss of village/town ‘place’. 
Environmental - Light, Noise, Air Quality and Flood Plains. These plans do not match the local government key environmental 
objectives and are encouraging opposite behaviour. 
There is no evidence provided that job opportunities and growth will be available. This just adds to the amount of commuting that 
will be necessary for people to work. 
The statement ‘To protect the individual identities of the villages within their landscape setting’ – What can that mean when you 
are joining them all up and destroying their landscape? People who live in and around Chippenham can have no confidence in 
Wiltshire council based upon prior housing developments which have cut through the green belt land surrounding their homes. It 
appears the Local Plan will only be satisfied when all villages and towns are physically joined together and all local individual 
identities will be lost. 
 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
You are asking the wrong question here. We oppose the current plan strategy. You are promoting development for the wrong 
reasons outlined above and the belief that Wiltshire Council are seeing the county as a dormitory housing estate. The reasons 
these areas are being promoted for development by landowners or prospective developers is purely for financial gain, not for 
reasons of betterment of Wiltshire County. 
This plan needs to be binned and started over again with the main consideration being the quality of life for people already living 
in the area and not just ‘how many fields can we dig up and concrete over for housing! The people of Wiltshire have already 
accepted their fair share of development, other counties now need to be considered. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Wiltshire is a rural shire that over the last few years (and by looking at plans for the future) is moving inexorably towards 
becoming an Urban county. The fields, green spaces that have been concreted over in the last 10 – 15 years is inexcusable and 
unsustainable if we hope to maintain our rural status. These current proposals need radical rethinking with full public consultation.  
There needs to be better utilization of brownfield sites ie. mix of multiuse, mixed, maybe attractive and well built multi-storey 
blocks providing affordable housing instead of repetitive suburban car-worshipping box houses for the better off. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
See comments on Chippenham Concept Plans 
 

 
Further comments 



 

 
This whole Wiltshire Development policy needs to be looked at again and the people involved need to realise that they are 
destroying our county. 
The destruction of open spaces, the narrowing of open countryside between towns and villages means people have fewer and 
fewer opportunities  to enjoy the  wonderful Wiltshire scenery or venture out into the surrounding countryside. This is one of the 
reasons people chose to live here, they didn’t want to live in an urban sprawl! At a time when Coronavirus has taught us the 
importance of space and fresh air, not just to avoid this disease but also to help our mental health, this plan seems intent on 
ignoring these promoted values and instead wants us to live closer together in more confined areas. 
Looking in particular at the plans for Chippenham it is quite preposterous that anyone, never mind qualified planners, could 
believe that it would be a good idea to double it’s  present size.  Proportionately more housing is planned here than in most towns 
in the West of England. Forgetting the fact that we don’t have the schools, surgeries (there are 3 not 4 here), jobs, etc.. it means 
that Chippenham would lose it’s identity as a market town and become a huge sprawl. 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth needs re-addressing as it takes the wrong starting points. A much higher brownfield target over a lot of areas 
– your 290 target is just ridiculously low for a council looking at climate change issues. Railway, hospital sites, central town sites, 
etc could provide good centrally located higher density accommodation to match the needs of local people. The median assumed 
for average salaries does not match the levels of the majority of local people. Salary levels and the availability of employment 
does not encourage growth of living standards. There a lot of existing retail and commercial units that are under-utilized or not 
being used and should form the basis of putting into use or re-developed into housing locations before considering building more 
units. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
In the past we have seen very little evidence following on from recent developments ie. Bowerhill, of Infrastructure improvements. 
These shortcomings are in the areas of schooling, Doctors and dentist surgeries, improvements to Hospital services, shopping, 
road improvements, rail (more stations) and bus services.  
This also assumes the skilled staff will be available to provide the services. Where is the evidence to demonstrate the staff will be 
available? 
Housing - We see Wiltshire plans to grow the housing stock but we do not see the same extent in other parts of the country. New 
developments always suffer from lack of gardens and parking and this is driven by housing density and builder’s greed. 
Affordability does not match the suspected building company’s shareholder needs. How does this expected planned growth 
match the needs - is the population really going to increase at this rate and how much of this will be commuter – out-of-area 
population? 
Within the Site Selection document the housing volumes proposed appear to be out of balance with the surrounding areas and 
the lack of infrastructure in Chippenham. 
There appears to a lot mentioned regarding the road and infrastructure improvements but you would expect solid concrete plans 
and budgets committed to put these into place before the building plans are agreed. 
The potential selected sites are along the proposed new distributor roads – HIF related. We have seen from other locations that 
building alongside these roads just encourages demands for further radial bypasses and further urban sprawl, destroying the 
countryside for developers’ benefit and loss of village/town ‘place’. 
Environmental - Light, Noise, Air Quality and Flood Plains. These plans do not match the local government key environmental 
objectives and are encouraging opposite behaviour. 
There is no evidence provided that job opportunities and growth will be available. This just adds to the amount of commuting that 
will be necessary for people to work. 
The statement ‘To protect the individual identities of the villages within their landscape setting’ – What can that mean when you 
are joining them all up and destroying their landscape? People who live in and around Chippenham can have no confidence in 
Wiltshire council based upon prior housing developments which have cut through the green belt land surrounding their homes. It 
appears the Local Plan will only be satisfied when all villages and towns are physically joined together and all local individual 
identities will be lost. 
 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
You are asking the wrong question here. We oppose the current plan strategy. You are promoting development for the wrong 
reasons outlined above and the belief that Wiltshire Council are seeing the county as a dormitory housing estate. The reasons 
these areas are being promoted for development by landowners or prospective developers is purely for financial gain, not for 
reasons of betterment of Wiltshire County. 
This plan needs to be binned and started over again with the main consideration being the quality of life for people already living 
in the area and not just ‘how many fields can we dig up and concrete over for housing! The people of Wiltshire have already 
accepted their fair share of development, other counties now need to be considered. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Wiltshire is a rural shire that over the last few years (and by looking at plans for the future) is moving inexorably towards 
becoming an Urban county. The fields, green spaces that have been concreted over in the last 10 – 15 years is inexcusable and 
unsustainable if we hope to maintain our rural status. These current proposals need radical rethinking with full public consultation.  
There needs to be better utilization of brownfield sites ie. mix of multiuse, mixed, maybe attractive and well built multi-storey 
blocks providing affordable housing instead of repetitive suburban car-worshipping box houses for the better off. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
see comments from Chippenham Concept Plans response 
 

 
Further comments 



 

 
This whole Wiltshire Development policy needs to be looked at again and the people involved need to realise that they are 
destroying our county. 
The destruction of open spaces, the narrowing of open countryside between towns and villages means people have fewer and 
fewer opportunities  to enjoy the  wonderful Wiltshire scenery or venture out into the surrounding countryside. This is one of the 
reasons people chose to live here, they didn’t want to live in an urban sprawl! At a time when Coronavirus has taught us the 
importance of space and fresh air, not just to avoid this disease but also to help our mental health, this plan seems intent on 
ignoring these promoted values and instead wants us to live closer together in more confined areas. 
Looking in particular at the plans for Chippenham it is quite preposterous that anyone, never mind qualified planners, could 
believe that it would be a good idea to double it’s  present size.  Proportionately more housing is planned here than in most towns 
in the West of England. Forgetting the fact that we don’t have the schools, surgeries (there are 3 not 4 here), jobs, etc.. it means 
that Chippenham would lose it’s identity as a market town and become a huge sprawl.  
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Through the assessment of Alternative Development Strategies, Chippenham performs strongly against key assessment 
constraint tests: environmental, infrastructure/accessibility, deliverability, and socio/economic factors. Chippenham is identified as 
key settlement suited to accommodate new growth recognising that to deliver the quantum identified it is necessary to plan for 
urban extensions and green field development to support its role within the HMA. 
 C2020 supports: 
• the upper range figure of the Chippenham HMA housing requirement 
• The future role of Chippenham as the principle location for growth within the HMA. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Supports the inclusion of its land within the boundary of Preferred Site 1. C2020 does not agree with the approach presented in 
the Draft Framework Plan which, against a lack of evidence, does not support significant development at the northern end of Site 
1 (north of the North Wiltshire Rivers cycle way). In that regard, evidence is presented with these comments to support its 
inclusion and identification as land to accommodate new development. Accepting that landscape sensitivity is of key importance 
and in reviewing the Draft Framework Plan for East Chippenham, it is considered that alternative options that respond to the 
landscape analysis, evidence and other planning policy considerations can deliver a more sustainable alternative to the concept 
presented in this consultation 
• In defining the extent of growth at Site 1, the capacity and development potential of C2020’s land has not been recognised nor 
presented in the WLPR Draft Framework Plan. C2020’s land north of the North Wiltshire Rivers cycle way has not been identified 
to receive any significant amount of development and there appears to be no evidence presented to support this approach 
• In questioning the suitability of development north of the cycle way through this consultation, it appears to favour a less 
sustainable and more sensitive approach that proposes further eastwards expansion at development blocks west of Pudding 
Brook and south east of an ‘indicative renewable energy site’ which appears to be unsubstantiated by evidence to date.                                                                                                                                                                        
It is of critical importance for deliverable and sustainably located land to be allocated . And creating new neighbourhoods through 
urban extensions is appropriate response where there’s a requirement to deliver the quantum of growth identified for 
Chippenham - providing for homes andcomplementary education, employment, community facilities all supported by essential 
infrastructure.                                                                          
Enclosed is a report entitled “Chippenham East: Baseline Landscape And Concept Development” - It presents a landscape-led 
analysis and assessment of C2020’s landholding. Through this work it identifies site development opportunities along with 
sensitivities and constraints and illustrates how a sustainable amount of development can be successfully accommodated at the 
northern end of Site 1 to the north of the cycle way. The WLPR has identified a quantum of development which will require the 
release of greenfield sites at Chippenham to meet housing need. In identifying preferred sites, the WLPR has undergone an 
iterative assessment starting with SHLAA and through sifting and SA, arriving at preferred sites. 



5.2 C2020 has reviewed the stages which have led to the identification of preferred sites and Draft Framework Plans to identify 
their extent, possible uses and development locations and the overall quantum development. The following presents helpful 
comments and observations which we trust the Council will welcome in considering further the extent and form of development 
required to meet planned need and in undertaking further SA work. 
SHLAA Assessment – including C2020’s landholding 
5.3 In identifying future development areas, the Council has started with site assessments through SHELAA. C2020’s land is 
situated within the wider site (SHELAA, 2017 site ref 506b) extending to 157ha. The SHELAA was positive about the wider site’s 
potential. It identified it as: Suitable (with no suitability constraints), Available, Deliverable, Achievable (for residential) and 
Developable in the short term. The SHELAA also identifies the site’s capacity to accommodate development – suggesting that 
some 70% of its land was developable – but whilst not specifically identifying the development areas within it. 
5.4 Adjoining SHELAA Site 506b is SHELAA site 3092 (Forest Gate Farm) which extends to some 68 ha. This land is situated to 
the south east of Site 1 to the north of London Road and bounded to its east by Pudding Brook. Whilst considered Suitable and 
Achievable, this site was identified as Unavailable, Undeliverable and Developable in the long term. It is reasonable to assume 
that its ‘long term’ status is by virtue of, amongst other constraints, its distance from Chippenham as compared to other land 
closer to or bordering the urban area. 
5.5 Through sifting, SHELAA sites were considered against: 1. Accessibility and wider impacts; and 2. Chippenham Strategic 
Context (the conclusions to which are presented in the table below). Whilst SHELAA site 506b was taken forward, it is notable 
that, when compared to site Forest Gate Farm: that whilst only a small area of the 506b was affected by flooding (its boundary 
extending to neighbouring river corridors) it was acknowledged that management measures were achievable. At Forest Gate 
Farm, surface water flooding is noted as being widespread across the site and particularly to its south – yet it has been flagged 
green as opposed of amber or red (higher risk). It is considered that Forest Gate Farm should be reassessed though SA in terms 
of its flood risk. 
5 Chippenham Site Selection 
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Chippenham Strategic Context and East Chippenham 
5.6 The iterative work, identified within the ‘Site Selection Report for Chippenham’ presents an assessment against settlement-
strategic context. For Chippenham, its strategic context has been considered assessed against: ‘Long-term pattern of 
development’; ‘Significant environmental factors’; ‘Scale of growth and strategic priorities’; and ‘Future growth possibilities for the 
urban area’. 



5.7 The WLPR identifies the River Avon being a lesser boundary to the east of Chippenham as opposed to the A350 to the west. 
It recognises that development at Pewsham has set an urban context for development to its north and south. Whilst floodplain is 
considered an ‘environmental factor’ along with the land between Tytherton Lucas and North Rivers Route cycle way, it is 
recognised that Chippenham should grow and receive further development. The Chippenham Development Sites report 
recognises that land east of the River Avon ‘provides ample opportunities for further housing and employment development’ 
notwithstanding the need for new infrastructure – which the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan accommodated. 
Sustainability Appraisal 
5.8 A third stage of Assessment is Sustainability Appraisal – where each site is assessed and, ultimately scored, in response to 
likely significant social, economic and environmental effects - for the purposes of (i) comparison and (ii) subsequent selection for 
consultation in the WLPR. 
5.9 Through Wiltshire Council’s Interim Sustainability Appraisal, Site 1 secured an overall highest site score (the Interim 
Sustainability Appraisal recognising it as having the highest Sustainability Performance) when compared against a further 6 sites. 
This is shown below: 
5.10 From the above, taken from the Chippenham – Development Sites Site Selection report, we note that Site 1 which includes 
SHELAA Site 506b (and sites 455, 3092, 458 & 3354) had the highest overall score and position (ranking). From the Interim 
Sustainability Appraisal (para 5.2.5) and summary of likely significant issues, it concludes (for Site 1) that: (Overall) no major 
adverse effects (where mitigation is considered unachievable) are likely and is considered the most sustainable against 12 SA 
objectives when compared against all other sites; (Housing) is likely to have a major benefit in terms of provision of a significant 
amount of affordable housing and a variety of mix, type and tenure; (Inclusion) likely major benefits in terms of affordable housing 
provision alongside employment, public open space, amenity green space and other community and social facilities; (Transport) 
the scale of development would require delivery of significant road infrastructure to link to the major allocation to the north and A4 
to the south - a likely significant impact; (Economy) major benefits through housing, employment and new services; with minor or 
neutral effects likely for biodiversity, water resources, climate change, energy and landscapes. 
5.11 The Interim SA Annex II presents a ‘Principal Settlement Site Assessment’ for Site 1. In being an Interim SA set against 
emerging proposals at Regulation 18, and in recognition that further SA work is required by Wiltshire Council to support plan 
preparation, C2020 has reviewed the 12 SA Objectives against the work and comments as follows: 
Objective 1 – Protect and enhance all biodiversity and geological features and avoid irreversible losses 
5.12 The SA identifies the River Marden and the River Avon as providing biodiversity and geo diversity – and a wooded area at 
the western end of the North Wiltshire Rivers Route (cycleway). A 100m buffer between identified features and development and 
infrastructure is also sought. In response: C2020 recognises that the river corridors will require further detailed assessment and 
sensitive treatment. The requirement for at least 100m buffers should be reconsidered to ensure that development responds 
more fully to specific features or characteristics of their site and maximises its capacity for development use of a fixed buffer 



distance of 100m should be avoided and used as a baseline guide against which to masterplan – noting that buffer distances 
may vary in response to features, evidence, approach and mitigation. 
5.13 In respect of designated and non designated assets, a requirement for 10% net gain for biodiversity is presented. In 
response: C2020 recognises that net biodiversity gain is a matter presently being considered through the Environment Bill. Any 
confirmed figure in response to legislation should be applied consistently across sites. However, it is a topic issue likely to be 
explored through the Local Plan Review Examination. Priority habitats can be responded to positively through investigation and 
mitigation. Bespoke surveys will be necessary, however C2020’s land is not subject to statutory/non 
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statutory nature conservation designations albeit the Bristol Avon River County Wildlife Site is adjacent to the boundary. Suitable 
buffer areas can be readily incorporated into a site masterplan. 5.14 We note that Local Geological Sites and the protection of 
such areas is referenced. In response, C2020 considers that further investigation is required regarding site geology given its 
implications for land take along river corridors – albeit suitable buffer areas aligned where necessary with habitats can be readily 
incorporated into a site masterplan. 
5.15 To support the delivery of multifunctional green infrastructure, the SA identifies the cycle route as providing an opportunity 
for cycle track to be enhanced as a green corridor for wildlife. In response: C2020 considers that the cycle track is of key 
importance to wider site connectivity supporting access to a choice of modes of transport. The cycle way can be enhanced as an 
attractive and direct means of movement into Chippenham. It can be carefully and effectively incorporated into the masterplan 
along with green infrastructure and ecological habitat. It is then incorporated into the eastern development rather than it being a 
peripheral feature the utility of which would then not be maximised. Land within Site 1 which is readily accessible to the cycle way 
will be considerably more connected than development areas set some distance from it. 
5.16 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of minor adverse effects are likely against this objective as set 
across Site 1. However, specific to C2020’s land holding, it is considered that further development north of the cycle way can be 
accommodated successfully to meet this objective. 
Objective 2 Ensure the efficient use of land and the use of suitably located previously developed land and buildings 
5.17 In considering whether the development site will ensure the development maximises the efficient use of land, C2020 refers 
to the ‘Chippenham Landscape and Concept Development’ document prepared by Define. In response: C2020 considers that a 
landscape-led scheme can deliver development north of the cycle track to an extent and density which responds positively to 
those issues of landscape and visual significance and the overarching need to deliver sustainable development. There no is 
reason in landscape terms as to why the development of land north of the cycle track cannot be increased to ensure that its 
development capacity is achieved. 



5.18 In considering matters of encouraging development of brownfield land, the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land 
and encouraging site remediation, it is acknowledged that to accommodate the growth needed for Chippenham that greenfield 
development will be necessary. In response: C2020 considers that in respect of greenfield development it is appropriate for 
development to make the most efficient use of land in the most sustainable locations - so to check 
sprawl and deliver well connected and attractive new neighbourhoods. Land in C2020’s ownership falls within the land 
classifications of 3a (good) and 3b (moderate). 5.19 Supporting sustainable waste and management facilities. In response: 
C2020 considers this to be a detailed design matter best addressed through emerging policies and aligned to finalised growth 
figures – and one requiring further SA analysis in advance of Regulation 19. 
5.20 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) that moderate (significant) adverse effects are likely against this 
objective as set across Site 1. 
Objective 3 Use and manage water resources in a sustainable manner 
5.21 With regards to protecting water quality/quantity it is noted, in particular, that consideration should be given to SUDS. In 
response: C2020 considers that an appropriate drainage regime can be satisfactorily planned into the scheme to meet 
requirements and not compromise or adversely affect subsequent phased delivery across the site to meet the local plan’s 
requirements. Attenuation will be required and likely to be through balancing ponds with SUDS with in plots providing harvested 
water and further attenuation. Bespoke FRA would ensure that development would not raise the risk of flooding elsewhere. 
5.22 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of moderate (significant) adverse effects are likely against this 
objective as set across Site 1. However, land north of the cycle way can accommodate SUDS and other sustainable means of 
managing water and flood risk. Development would be sited within Zone 1 land with residual risks managed so to not affect land 
elsewhere. 
Objective 4 Improve air quality and reduce all sources of environmental pollution 
5.23 In terms of whether the development will minimise or where possible improve on unacceptable levels of noise, light pollution, 
odour and vibration, C2020 notes that the SA considers that that mitigation measures at Site 1 could include locating higher 
density development nearer to Chippenham and lower densities near to surrounding rural areas. There are also concerns over 
activities associated with active rural farms which will require mitigation. In response: C2020 considers that through further 
analysis supported by baseline landscape assessment and other technical work that carefully sites development, Environmental 
Construction Management Plans, adequately implemented can ensure that new development is delivered successfully without 
adverse impacts during the construction process. 
5.24 With regards to locating sensitive development away from areas likely to experience poorer air quality due to high levels of 
traffic and poor air dispersal, the SA advises upon CIL/S106 contributions towards mitigation and the availability of accessible 
transport options in the development to avoid significant impacts on air quality. In response: C2020 considers that through 
development in Site 



1 to the north of the cycle track and indeed either side of it can help moderate the adverse effect of new development in this area. 
Development around the proposed distributor road will ensure that access to this infrastructure is maximised – reducing the 
lengths of undeveloped and therefore uneconomic and inefficient road frontage (that would be ‘open sided’ and lit) in the eastern 
area of Chippenham. Better be it for development to maximise the benefits of having roadside development within a shorter 
distance of Chippenham to the east and its centre and other established economic areas. Further, full utilisation of the benefits of 
the cycle track will present the opportunity for walking and cycling into Chippenham – with the wider health and environmental 
benefits associated with such modes of movement. 5.25 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) that moderate 
(significant) adverse effects are likely against this objective as set across Site 1. 
Objective 5 Minimise our impacts on climate change (mitigation) and reduce our vulnerability for future climate change effects 
(adaptation) 
5.26 The SA supports mitigation though building energy efficient homes, generation renewable energy and delivering sustainable 
development. Low carbon community infrastructure including on-site renewable energy is suggested to be supported by 
developers and considers identifying suitable areas for low carbon energy sources and decentralised systems. In response: 
C2020 considers that delivery of development across Site 1 could present the opportunity for low carbon renewable energy 
systems to be explored and incorporated. C2020 will investigate this matter further and will engage with the local planning 
authority to explore options in more detail. 
5.27 In terms of avoiding zones of high flood risk, minimising surface and other forms of flooding and delivering development that 
can adapt to climate change. The SA advises on Level 2 FRA and recognises that the scale of development will require sufficient 
land to be set aside for surface water management. In response: C2020 has undertaken flood risk assessment work associated 
with the extant planning application which includes their land. Whilst further updated flood risk assessment work will be 
necessary to inform the delivery of development on their landholding, the development areas within their landholding are in Zone 
1 at a low risk of flooding. C2020 awaits the outputs from any Level 2 SFRA undertaken to support the WLPR. 
5.28 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) that minor adverse effects are likely against this objective as set 
across Site 1. However, it is noted that within C2020’s land holding, the Council recognises that management measures are 
achievable. 
Objective 6 Increase the proportion of energy generated by renewable and low carbon sources of energy 
5.29 In considering whether the site support renewable and low carbon sources of energy, be capable of being connected to the 
local grid, and create economic and employment opportunities we refer to C2020’s response to the similar points raised in 
Objective 5 above. 
5.30 With regards delivering high quality development that maximises the use of sustainable construction materials and 
development that exceeds minimum building regulation requirements, the SA considers that development at Site 1 can achieve 
these. In response: C2020 considers that these are matters best commented upon in the consideration of planning policy. 



5.31 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of a minor positive effect is likely against this objective as set 
across Site 1. 
Objective 7 Protect, maintain and enhance the historic environment 
5.32 The SA identifies concerns over the development across Site 1 having the potential to impact on heritage assets including: 
the non-designated heritage asset of New Leaze Farmstead; Grade II listed Bridge on the River Marden; Tytherton Lucas 
Conservation Area; and outside of C2020’s land holding the listed and non-listed heritage assets associated with Hardens Farm, 
Hither Farm amongst others. Mitigation could include preservation or a management strategy. The site is characterised by some 
field boundaries and overall not highly sensitive. In response: C2020 refers to the Define Baseline Landscape and Concept 
Development illustrating how, through analysis, development can be successfully accommodated so not to adversely impact on 
heritage assets. 
5.33 Regarding the enhancement of the character and distinctiveness of settlements, the SA considers that Site 1’s development 
could deliver housing that maintains the distinctiveness of settlements through high quality design. The SA notes that 
“Development of the site would have the potential to appropriately protect and enhance designated heritage assets according to 
their significance. Whilst the site is located near to conservation areas and there are several listed buildings in the vicinity, it is 
considered that development has the potential for appropriate mitigation measures to safeguard the historic environment of the 
site and its immediate surroundings”. In response: C2020 again refers the reader to the Define Baseline Landscape and Concept 
Development Document. 
5.34 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of moderate (significant) adverse effects being likely against this 
objective as set across Site 1. 
Objective 8 Conserve and enhance the character and quality or rural and urban landscapes, maintaining and strengthening local 
distinctiveness and sense of place 
5.35 The SA enquires as to whether development at Site 1 can minimise impact and where appropriate conserve and enhance 
nationally designated landscapes; minimise impact on and enhance locally 
valued landscapes through high quality inclusive design of buildings; and protecting and enhancing rights of way, public open 
space and common land. In response: C2020 again refers to the Define Baseline Landscape and Concept Development 
Document. 5.36 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of a minor adverse effect being likely against this 
objective as set across Site 1. 
Objective 9 Provide everyone with the opportunity to live in good quality, affordable housing, and ensure an appropriate mix of 
dwelling sizes, types and tenures 
5.37 The SA refers to providing and appropriate supply of affordable housing and supporting the provision of a range of house 
types drawing from a 2016 dataset and a Chippenham affordability ratio of 4.16 (being lower than the Wiltshire average); 
supporting affordable homes delivery noting a (30% policy compliant provision) and supporting the provision of a range of house 



types to meet the needs of all sectors. In response: C2020 recognise that there is a need for new homes to deliver new homes 
promptly and respond to affordable housing needs aligned to the housing needs assessment. 
5.38 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of a major (significant) positive effect being likely against this 
objective as set across Site 1. C2020’s landholding presents an early opportunity for a mixture of homes to be delivered – 
supporting the Council’s housing requirement for the HMA and its affordable housing requirement. Locationally, their landholding 
is highly favourable in ensuring that homes are located close to proposed movement networks, local (planned) centres and hubs, 
employment land, and Chippenham’s urban area. 
Objective 10 Reduce poverty and deprivation and promote more inclusive communities with better services and facilities 
5.39 In response to the SA querying whether Site 1 would maximise opportunities for affordable homes; be accessible to 
community and other facilities to meet additional demand; create public spaces and community facilities and reduce the adverse 
impacts associated with rural isolation it is considered that through careful masterplanning each of these matters can be satisfied. 
Further as part of a wider development commitment to the east of Chippenham, connectivity to the educational, health and other 
facilities can be readily planned into Site 1. Connectivity can be readily supported through the provision of a suitably aligned road 
which delivers a sustainable level of residential development north of the North Wiltshire Rivers Cycling Route supporting the 
creation of inclusive communities. In response: C2020 refers to the Define Baseline Landscape and Concept Development. 
5.40 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of a major significant positive adverse effect being likely against 
this objective as set across Site 1. 
Objective 11 Reduce the need for travel and promote more sustainable transport choices 
5.41 The SA queries whether Site 1 can promote mixed-use developments in accessible locations reducing the reliance on the 
private car; provides suitable access; and makes efficient use of existing infrastructure. In response: C2020 considers that 
maximising the development capacity of C2020’s landholdings fully aligns with the objectives for promoting mixed development 
that reduces the need to travel by unsustainable means of transport. Cycling distances to Chippenham are reasonable as will be 
some walking distances from C2020’s land towards Chippenham via the cycleway. A distributor road can be successfully 
accommodated within the site – its location indicated on the submitted Define document – to deliver new homes and improve 
connectivity across the eastern expansion area in connecting neighbourhoods with employment and other community facilities. 
This should be set against consideration of the suitability of other areas within Site 1, recognising that land to the south eastern 
corner is less favourably located to promote of sustainable modes of transport. 
5.42 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of a moderate significant positive adverse effect being likely 
against this objective as set across Site 1. 
Objective 12 Encourage a vibrant and diversified economy and provide for long-term sustainable economic growth 
5.43 The SA queries whether the development at Site 1 will support the vitality and viability of town centres; provide employment; 
contribute to the provision of infrastructure that will promote economic growth and balance employment and residential 



development to help reduce travel to work distances. In response: C2020 refers to the Define Baseline Landscape and Concept 
Development. Whilst the document focuses predominantly in respect of C2020’s holdings and is itself deliverable as an early first 
phase of development, it is also shown that through a landscape-led masterplanning exercise, adjoining development areas will 
not be compromised and can be easily connected. It will not compromise the delivery of other development required to support 
East Chippenham’s growth. 
5.44 C2020 recognises the assessment outcome (on balance) of a major significant positive adverse effect being likely against 
this objective as set across Site 1. 
5.45 With the Interim SA recognising that Site 1 was considered the most sustainable site when set against the 12 SA objectives, 
it is considered that further sustainability benefits can be identified following this Regulation 18 consultation to inform subsequent 
plan preparation stages. 
5.46 In terms of Place Shaping as part of SA, again Site 1 has been seen to perform strongly – supporting the delivery of 
essential road infrastructure which helps tackling town centre congestion and delivering homes and employment. Whilst it is 
noted that the in respect of Place Shaping Priority 6 (Surrounding Villages) that results are deemed neutral, evidence presented 
here by C2020 in respect of development north of the cycle way addresses these concerns. It is therefore considered that this 
Place Shaping Priority should be reviewed in the light of this evidence. 
5.47 To conclude: 
• C2020 considers that through the reassessment of Site 1 in light of new evidence regarding the suitability of development north 
of the cycle way that Site 1 is more sustainable than presented in the SA. In directing development to less sensitive and more 
accessible locations within Site 1, a more sustainable pattern of development can be achieved. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
Define’s study work identifies that there is alignment between findings of their study and that presented in the Draft Framework 
Plan for Site 1. However, from a landscape-led masterplanning perspective the following notable exceptions have been identified: 
• First, the existing North Wiltshire Rivers cycleway is a key movement feature. It provides an important means of enabling 
sustainable movement to the east of Chippenham. However, it is not a landscape feature that should structure or restrict the 
positioning of development as it is not a feature that can be read in three dimensions 
• Secondly, that development should take place to the north of the cycleway. It can connect logically to the Rawlings Farm 
allocation in a form that responds to the topography of the landscape, which also acts to reduce its visibility from low level views 
from Tytherton Lucas and footpaths to the north 



• Thirdly, that the land to the south east of Site 1 is the most sensitive in wide expansive views from both Derry Hill and Bencroft 
Hill (which are the most notable views of Site 1 from the local landscape). They conclude that development should be restricted 
from this part of the site. This is due to the likely significant effect it will have from these more expansive viewpoints. It is also 
shown in their reporting that it also is located farthest (in walking and cycling terms) from the proposed local hubs and the existing 
town centre thereby being least sustainable for non-vehicular travel modes. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The WLPR recognises that Chippenham’s resilience can be improved through ensuring that a network of well-connected cycle 
ways is provided. Therefore, new development both north and south of the cycleway will clearly support and encourage its use – 
enabling people to choose alternative modes of transport to the car thereby supporting healthier lifestyles. The cycleway should 
be incorporated more fully within a masterplan for Site 1 as opposed to it being more a peripheral feature as presented in the 
WLPR. Connections from residential blocks to the cycle way can be incorporated through the design process – with habitat 
created and enhanced along it as part of a connected green infrastructure strategy.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
The ability to readily access the cycle way is a key sustainable benefit of allocating development either side of it – and justifying 
development being sited within a reasonable distance from it. Land which is situated away from the cycle way will not be as 
sustainable from a connectivity perspective. It is noted that land to the south east of Site 1 towards Pudding Brook does not 
benefit from immediate connections to the cycle way being some distance from it. This area is therefore less connected and 
therefore less sustainable than that land proximate to the cycleway.                                                                                                                                                 
CONNECTIVITY Connectivity across Site 1 is supported by a distributor road. The road can be delivered through development at 
Site 1 – connecting with the Rawlings Farm development to the west of C2020’s landholding to deliver promptly new homes. 
C2020’s landscape work has demonstrated that new homes can be accommodated along the distributor road north of the cycle 
way – maximising connectivity to it and reducing the movement distances along it – notably from development sites north of the 
cycleway into the town. This cannot be readily achieved where development areas are sited away from the distributor road or 
those roads providing shorter distance movements into the town. Again, this is most notable to the south east of Site 1 which is 
an area furthest from the centre and also, as evidenced by C2020, is well beyond a 15 minute walking time of proposed 
neighbourhood hubs to support East Chippenham. This means that sustainable modes of movement are less likely from this 
peripheral area increasing the potential for travel by motor vehicle to hubs and elsewhere in the neighbourhood. This concern 
supports further the benefits of considering carefully the location of development to meet wider sustainability objectives and siting 
new development to the north of Site 1 (north of the cycle way).BIODIVERSITY The Marden Valley and the River Avon areas can 



be protected and enhanced through the provision of green and blue infrastructure associated with new development. A network 
of connected spaces delivering green infrastructure and responding to biodiversity can be planned for and accommodated 
through further assessment and a finer grain of masterplanning. These river corridors can be managed and enhanced to create 
attractive areas which respond to and define the edges to Site 1’s boundary. Biodiversity is not a constraint to the delivery of 
development north of the cycle way. RENEWABLE ENERGY C2020’s work still supports and encourages options to be explored 
relating to on-site renewable energy. C2020 proposes to explore the options in more detail with the local planning authority. As 
part of the development at Site 1, options for the grounding of pylons crossing Site 1 and C2020s landholding are being 
explored.FLOODING Whilst Site 1 borders the River Avon and River Marden the developable areas presented by C2020 north of 
the cycle way are within Flood Zone 1 - at a low risk of flooding. HERITAGE In respect of the Tytherton Lucas Conservation Area 
to the north and the Chippenham Conservation Area – assets considered in the Council’s consideration of extant planning 
application (Ref 15/12363/OUT) the consultation response from Historic England is of relevance: Their response stated “As a 
statutory consultee, Historic England has a specific remit within the planning system; in this instance relating primarily to the 
impact of the proposals on the settings of highly graded historic assets, such as the Grade II* buildings in the Tytherton Lucas 
Conservation Area and in the Chippenham Conservation Area. Whilst the proposal would be a significant expansion of the town, 
given the topography and intervening distance, we do not believe it would harm the significance of those assets”. This response 
is positive in the consideration of heritage and the assessment of development land north the cycle way. Further development 
north of the cycle way can be planned so to not harm designated heritage assets. Mitigation measures can include the recording 
of archaeology remains at the site - and it is concluded that heritage issues do not preclude development north of the cycleway. 
OTHER POLICY CONSIDERATIONS Bremhill NP - forms part of the adopted Development Plan. It is also noted that the BPNP 
is now some 3 years old. NPPF Para 11; NPPF Para 13; Policies 2 and 3 of the BPNP permit development under the exceptions 
policies of the Wiltshire Core Strategy – therefore some forms of development are permissible. Whilst Policy NP3 states that 
development should not be permitted in the open countryside north of the cycle way up to Tytherton Lucas Conservation Area, 
this area of Site 1 (Site 1 being the most sustainable location following SA) is key to delivering significant road infrastructure to 
unlock the growth needs of Chippenham. It is evident therefore that other development must take place north of the cycle track 
which itself will, through landscape and other treatments, have some effect on the views northwards from the track. It is therefore 
considered that the weight afforded the BCNP (which is some three years old) and its policies protecting land north of the 
cycleway from development should be appropriately balanced against that of a new Replacement Local Plan tasked to deliver 
essential infrastructure and much needed growth and new homes to Chippenham. 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
See CHIPP330A and CHIPP330b for more details of representations.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
Wiltshire Council is undertaking a Local Plan Review and is consulting on an Emerging Spatial Strategy for Wiltshire, including 
site options for accommodating growth at the main settlements. 
These comments are submitted on behalf of Chippenham 2020 LLP (C2020) the promoter of development land at East 
Chippenham in response to this consultation. 
The emerging Plan recognises Chippenham as a Principal Settlement - one to which a significant proportion of growth is planned 
to be directed. A requirement has been identified in the Plan for 9,225 homes over the period of 2016-2036 – with a residual 
requirement of 5,100 to be accommodated at appropriate locations. Greenfield sites have been identified in the Plan in order to 
meet identified need. 
As presented in these submissions, C2020: 
• Supports the broad strategy which identifies Chippenham as a key settlement to which immediate growth, set against a long-
term strategy, is planned 
• Agrees that a higher housing figure for Chippenham HMA should be applied 
• Considers that to be consistent with the NPPF, the Plan needs to include a further 2 years’ supply of housing to provide a 
minimum 15 year period from adoption 
• Supports the inclusion of its land within the boundary of Preferred Site 1 
• Supports an evidenced, landscape-led approach to masterplanning which will deliver high quality development that is 
sustainably located and benefitting from existing and proposed road infrastructure 
However, C2020 does not agree with the approach presented in the Draft Framework Plan (as part of the consultation) which, 
against a lack of evidence, does not support significant development at the northern end of Site 1 (north of the North Wiltshire 
Rivers cycle way). In that regard, evidence is presented with these comments to support its inclusion and identification as land to 
accommodate new development. 
Executive Summary 
1.1 On behalf of Chippenham 2020 LLP (‘C2020’), we submit at this time the following helpful comments (alongside a Baseline 
Landscape And Concept Development Document prepared by Define and their cover letter of 9 March 21) to the Wiltshire Local 
Plan Review (WLPR). The WLPR presents, for consultation, a Spatial Strategy and site options for meeting identified growth at 
Wiltshire’s main settlements. These comments are made to: The Emerging Spatial Strategy; Planning for Chippenham; and 
Supporting Documents including the Interim Sustainability Appraisal. We have also viewed the associated webinars. 
1.2 C2020 is promoting its land holding – a strategic site situated on the eastern side of Chippenham (as identified above). 
Through collaborative working with other adjoining landowners, including Future Chippenham, C2020 supports the delivery of a 
sustainable extension. The Council will be aware that an outline planning application by C2020 (Ref 15/12363/OUT) comprising a 



mixed development for up to 1500 homes alongside employment land, community facilities and wider infrastructure remains 
undetermined - and that application extends to approximately 104 ha, with C2020’s landholding (of almost 67 ha) within it at its 
northern end. For the purposes of this consultation, the following comments relate predominantly to C2020’s landholding – noting 
its inclusion within a wider area presently being identified as a Preferred SiteOption at Chippenham (known as ‘Site 1’) – but they 
also refer to the extent of Site 1, notably to its south eastern end. 
1.3 In considering the scope and evidence base presented at this early stage consultation, C2020 supports: 
• the broad strategy which identifies Chippenham as a key settlement to which immediate growth, set against a long-term 
strategy, is planned 
• an identified higher housing figure for Chippenham HMA 
• the identification of development to the east of Chippenham as a location for addition growth 
• an evidenced, landscape-led approach to masterplanning which will deliver high quality development that is sustainably located 
and benefitting from existing and proposed road infrastructure 
• supports the identification of development Site boundaries – notably Site 1, within which C2020 landholding is identified, to 
support the delivery of new homes, employment space, community uses and open space alongside new infrastructure 
1.4 However, C2020 wishes to draw to the Council’s attention the following matters which require further consideration now to 
ensure that the WLPR is prepared soundly: 
• Accepting that landscape sensitivity is of key importance and in reviewing the Draft Framework Plan for East Chippenham, it is 
considered that alternative options that respond to the landscape analysis, evidence and other planning policy considerations can 
deliver a more sustainable alternative to the concept presented in this consultation 
• In defining the extent of growth at Site 1, the capacity and development potential of C2020’s land has not been recognised nor 
presented in the WLPR Draft Framework Plan. C2020’s land north of the North Wiltshire Rivers cycle way has not been identified 
to receive any significant amount of development and there appears to be no evidence presented to support this approach 
• In questioning the suitability of development north of the cycle way through this consultation, it appears to favour a less 
sustainable and more sensitive approach that proposes further eastwards expansion at development blocks west of Pudding 
Brook and south east of an ‘indicative renewable energy site’ which appears to be unsubstantiated by evidence to date. 
1.5 It is of critical importance for deliverable and sustainably located land to be allocated . And creating new neighbourhoods 
through urban extensions is appropriate response where there’s a requirement to deliver the quantum of growth identified for 
Chippenham - providing for homes and complementary education, employment, community facilities all supported by essential 
infrastructure. 1.6 Enclosed is a report entitled “Chippenham East: Baseline Landscape And Concept Development”, prepared by 
the ‘Define’ (Landscape Consultancy). It presents a landscape-led analysis and assessment of C2020’s landholding. Through this 
work it identifies site development opportunities along with sensitivities and constraints and illustrates how a sustainable amount 
of development can be successfully accommodated at the northern end of Site 1 to the north of the cycle way. C2020 looks 



forward to engage with Wiltshire Council during plan preparation and in respect of delivering development promptly in this 
location. 
2.1 The ESS identifies the long term roles of settlements against which growth will be planned for – with new sites allocated in a 
new Local Plan where necessary to do so. This responds to a key ESS ‘Delivery Principle’ whereby a deliverable supply of land 
is allocated to ensure that the County’s housing and employment needs are met. 
2.2 Wiltshire Council has identified two calculation methods for identifying housing need for the proposed plan period of 2016-
2036: a first, lower figure based upon the Standard Method of 40,840 homes, and second higher figure drawn from a Local 
Housing Need Assessment of figure; of 45,630 – with this higher identified housing requirement based upon the longer term 
migration and economic forecasts. 
2.3 C2020 supports the application of the upper figure of 45,630 as it is informed by the economic potential of the area (ie 
matches new homes with future job projections). The lower figure is simply based on the standard method for calculating housing 
needs. 
2.4 In following the standard method figure, this would give rise to the under provision of homes needed to house the additional 
labour force to fill future jobs and allow the economy to grow. Under provision of homes could have the effect of: 
• encouraging more commuting into Wiltshire for work; 
• increasing pressure on a limited supply of housing relative to demand, hence further increasing house prices; and/or 
• creating labour market constraints which then constrain the Wiltshire economy from growing. 
2.5 Therefore, C2020 supports the principle of an economic-led housing requirement and encourage the Council to identify the 
upper range figure as the housing target for the Plan. Early agreement to the adoption of this higher housing requirement will 
support the strategy’s development – moving the Plan forward to a Regulation 19 stage towards the end of the 2021. 
2.6 Notwithstanding this support, C2020 notes that the Local Plan Review programme estimates the adoption of the Wiltshire 
Local Plan in 2023 – but the plan period only extends to 2036 (ie 13 years from adoption). The NPPF states: 
“strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption”. 
2.7 Therefore, to be consistent with the NPPF, the Plan needs to include a further 2 years’ supply of housing to provide a 
minimum 15 year period from adoption. 
2.8 Applying the annual economic-led requirements (2,281 dpa), over the 2 additional years, takes the housing requirement to at 
least 50,192 dwellings 2016 - 2038. In response: C2020 considers that Wiltshire Council should again review its supply 
requirement to include an additional two years’ supply of housing to align with Government Guidance. 
3.1 The distribution of the homes within the Chippenham HMA is 17,410 – 20,400. This range has been derived from the 
Standard Method for the lower requirement figure and, in respect of the higher requirement figure, a Local Needs Assessment 
which responds to longer-term migration and the balance of workers to jobs. It is noted that the ORS Local Housing Needs 
Assessment 2019 (Report of Findings) recognises that to align the projected increase in resident workers with additional workers 



needed to fulfil forecast jobs growth without changes to commuter patterns, it is likely that housing supply above the minimum 
LHN would be needed. This equates to 1,020 dwellings p/a in Chippenham over the plan period. 
3.2 In informing the ESS and drawn from the conclusions of the Local Housing Needs Assessment, Wiltshire Council has 
identified different spatial scenario (ie alternative development strategies) for each of the four HMAs. The approach is presented 
in the document ‘Formulating Alternative Development Strategies – Chippenham HMA’ (Jan 2021) which identifies the 
reasonable alternative development strategies for subsequent testing through Sustainability Appraisal to arrive at a preferred 
strategy. 
3.3 We note that para 2.24 of the ESS document states that “the sustainability appraisal assessment of the alternative 
development strategies concludes that there are no adverse effects of such significance that would prevent the higher [housing] 
figure being progressed”. A higher level would be more robust when planning for the longer term and does more to meet national 
and local needs for more homes”. 
3.4 In response: C2020 supports the emerging approach for Wiltshire for the Emerging Plan to take forward the upper range of 
the Chippenham HMA housing requirement. 
Distribution of housing within the Chippenham HMA 
3.5 Chapter 2 of the Wiltshire ESS looks at 3 alternative development strategies for the distribution of development across the 6 
towns within the Chippenham HMA, and arrives at a preferred development strategy. Before we comment on the Council’s 
preferred position, first we look at the Council’s supporting document ‘Formulating Alternative Development Strategies – 
Chippenham HMA’ (Jan 2021) which has informed both the alternatives identified and ultimately, the preferred strategy for the 
Chippenham HMA. 
Formulating Alternative Development Strategies – Chippenham HMA (Jan 2021) 
3 Chippenham HMA Alternative Development Strategies 
3.6 The ‘Formulating Alternative Development Strategies’ report has compiled evidence on how each of the 6 main towns in the 
Chippenham HMA perform in relation to: 
• High level environmental impacts and risks 
• Infrastructure needs – constraints and opportunities 
• Deliverability 
• Economic aspects 
• Social aspects. 
3.7 From this assessment, the Council concludes that Chippenham is one of the most sustainable locations to accommodate 
growth, and has the potential to accommodate higher growth than that which was directed to the settlement in the adopted Core 
Strategy. The Council’s findings are presented below: 
Future role of Chippenham 



3.8 Chippenham is one of the largest towns in Wiltshire and has excellent transport links, close to the M4 and on the main Bristol 
to London railway line. As such, and notwithstanding the fact that there has been a lack of land available for business 
development in the recent past, the town is an attractive location for employers. The town also has a strong retail offer and acts 
as an important service centre for its rural hinterland. 
3.9 And in terms of future economic potential, the Chippenham HMA Alternative Development Strategies report states “The 
[Employment Land] Review indicates a strong market demand due to the proximity to M4 (Junction 17)…. and when this is 
factored into forecasts, prospects exceed levels indicated by continuing the current strategy. This supports higher rates of house 
building” (para 95). 
3.10 The town’s significant role and function is recognised in para 3.3 of the Emerging Spatial Strategy which states: “The great 
majority of growth is proposed at the County’s three Principal Settlements [ie Chippenham, Salisbury and Trowbridge]. This 
continues the approach of the current Wiltshire Core Strategy”. 
3.11 Para 2.1 of the ESS also recognises the benefits for climate change of concentrating development at key sustainable 
locations: “A sustainable pattern of development and how growth is distributed appropriately continues to be an important means 
to help address climate change. The aim is to focus growth on the main settlements and the largest of these, Chippenham, 
Salisbury and Trowbridge, in particular”. 
3.12 Therefore, the evidence continues to highlight the sustainable role of Chippenham in accommodating a significant proportion 
of Wiltshire’s future growth. In that regard in moving towards a spatial distribution strategy, this is supportive of directing 
significant growth towards Chippenham HMA – and specifically Chippenham and is supported by C2020. 
The alternative development strategies 
3.13 The ESS explores directing different levels of growth to Chippenham as follows: 
• Chippenham A (CH-A) – rolling forward the core strategy % distribution for all HMA settlements and rural area applied to the 
higher housing requirement for the HMA (ie a requirement of 6,440 dwellings and no additional employment requirement for 
Chippenham 2016-36) 
• Chippenham B (CH-B) – expanded growth at Chippenham (ie a requirement of 9,800 dwellings and 7 ha of employment for 
Chippenham 2016-36) 
• Chippenham C (CH-C) – Melksham Focus – greater amount of housing directed to Melksham, and less to Chippenham than 
CH-B (ie a requirement of 6,930 dwellings and no additional employment land for Chippenham 2016-36). 
3.14 With regards to these 3 possible development strategies, C2020 highlights para 3.30 of the ESS which recognises the 
significant sustainable contribution Chippenham can make to accommodating future growth in the HMA: 
“Of the alternatives, the Chippenham Expanded Community performed clearly best in sustainability terms (as in CH-B). An 
emerging strategy therefore has a strong focus on growth at Chippenham”. 
Chippenham HMA Preferred Strategy 



3.15 The Council’s preferred strategy as presented on page 14 of the ESS is copied below which is a combination of CH – B 
(Chippenham expanded) and CH-C (Melksham Focus). This directs a total of 9,225 dwellings and 5 ha of employment to 
Chippenham. 
3.16 In summary, C2020 supports 
• The upper range of the housing requirement for the Chippenham HMA 
• The future role of Chippenham as the principle location for growth within the HMA 
3.17 According to the Emerging Spatial Strategy, Chippenham will accommodate 20.2% (ie 9,225 homes) of the upper Wiltshire 
housing requirement of 45,630 dwellings. If the housing requirement were to increase to 50,192 and the percentage of growth to 
the HMAs/main settlements remains as per the Emerging Spatial Strategy, the housing requirement for Chippenham would rise 
to 10,139 dwellings 2016 – 2038. 
4.1 C2020’s land extends to approximately 66.8ha within the wider ‘Site 1’ as identified in the Chippenham – Development Sites 
Site Selection Report. C2020’s land comprises two area straddling the North Wiltshire Rivers cycleway. It is bounded to the north 
by the River Marden, to the east by defined field hedgerows and intermittent trees crossing over the cycleway (Sutrans Route 
403) to include a single (southern) field parcel; to the south (for the most part) by the aforementioned cycle track leading 
westwards to the River Avon which defines the western edge. 
4.2 The primary use of the land is agricultural. New Leaze Farm’s buildings are sited relatively centrally within the larger 
(northern) land parcel and elevated against the surrounding area. The land is primarily agricultural. 
4.3 Crossing the site or defining a boundary to it is the cycle way (a former railway line) which leads on to Lacock and Melksham 
further to the south. Public rights of way (BREM39 and BREM43) cross the larger northern field. Pylons, which lead south 
eastwards from Rawlings Farm and then generally southwards also cross the site and close to the cycleway. 
WLPR Draft Framework Plan – East Chippenham 
4.4 The Council has produced a WLPR Draft Framework Plan (referenced in text as a Concept Plan in the Planning for 
Chippenham document and presented at Figure 2 as a ‘Concept Map’). Its purpose 
is to stimulate discussion only. It has been confirmed that it illustrates just one way that Sites could be planned and developed. 
The Council has invited views on how the approaches adopted and presented can be improved. 4.5 The East Chippenham Draft 
Framework Plan presents a mixed use development comprising: approximately 2975 homes, approximately 3ha of employment 
space; a district and local centre; community use space and land for: allotments, a community orchard, open space, land for 
sports ground expansion, land for schools, nurseries, a renewable energy site; a distributor road and other cycling and walking 
links. ‘Normal’ and ‘higher’ density housing is suggested at 35dph and 45 dph respectively. 
4.6 In reviewing the Draft Framework Plan, C2020 highlights the following: 
• The Draft Framework Plan presents one possible boundary extent to Site 1 edged red. To be clear this is a boundary line within 
which to accommodate new development and within which layout is set and uses identified. The Draft Framework Plan’s layout 



focusses the majority of development south of the cycle way and where housing and other uses are proposed. North of the 
cycleway, only small pockets of residential land have been shown 
• Two local centres (south of the cycle way) are identified along with an employment area, renewable energy site and 
schools/nurseries 
• The boundary as drawn for Site 1, includes areas for green space and wider green infrastructure to the east and north at the 
corridors to the River Avon and River Marden and to the north east of the Framework Plan boundary 
• The boundary to East Chippenham extends eastwards and, most notably along London Road to the edge of Pudding Brook 
• A distributor road provides key infrastructure connecting the proposed neighbourhoods and uses. 
4.7 In response to the Draft Framework Plan, C2020 has concerns over the Draft Framework Plan. In response, work has been 
undertaken for C2020 by Define informing the baseline landscape position. We submit to the Council the following for 
consideration. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I write in response to the Local Plan Consultation, and to register my objection, in the strongest way an email will allow, to the 
proposals to build excessive numbers of houses around Chippenham (which appear not to be grounded on any local need) and 
their proposed location in the Avon and Marden valley - all of which will increase traffic, congestion, pollution and climate change, 
not least by the building of associated roads.  
Why has Wiltshire Council added almost 5,000 more houses than is currently required by central government? Why is Wiltshire 
not utilising pre-exisitng local plan housing plans - 2,000 previously approved houses have yet to be built - before adding even 
more housing sites?   
If these current proposals are permitted, it will destroy valuable green space, with the resultant loss of wildlife habitat and 
biodiversity. This is unacceptable when the rate on biodiversity loss is accelerating. Natural habitats are needed for our species' 
survival - removing them increases risk on wildlife and on us. 
Further, given the building materials needed, the loss of carbon sequestering green spaces, and the resultant emissions, the 
plans fail to make sufficiently clear how they would contribute to our nation’s legally binding net zero climate change targets. 
I also note Client Earth’s letter to Wiltshire Council urging you to adopt robust carbon reduction targets. And I note Chippenham 
Town Council’s rejection of the proposals, as well as the local MP James Gray’s condemnation of the plans.  
I would argue the plans are flawed: there is scant regard to society’s and Wiltshire’s wider sustainability needs; nor are they 
sufficiently current to be credible with no regard to the shifts in our population’s demographics post-Brexit or working patterns in a 
post-pandemic world. 
Please do not pursue the plans as they are: the numbers of houses needed is wrong; the methodology is outdated; too little 
concern for the climate, nature and biodiversity is made. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



BDW South West endorse and fully support the development of land at Gate Farm as part of the wider strategic expansion of 
East Chippenham as set out within the Local Plan Review consultation.BDW South West are committed to working positively with 
the Local Planning Authority and adjacent land owners, including Wiltshire Council within the wider planned strategic expansion 
of East Chippenham, to ensure the timely delivery of houses, facilities and associated infrastructure, principally in this case the 
planned eastern distributor road. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Notwithstanding BDW’s express support of the strategic objectives of the Council, there are elements of the published Concept 
Plans which are considered could be amended to deliver further substantial benefits. 
 To this effect, indicative site concept plans have been prepared to accompany this submission which detail alternative potential 
site layouts which could be taken forward as part of any masterplan accompanying the strategic allocation to the East of 
Chippenham. 
 In this instance, it is considered that the southern component of Gate Farm to the south of Stanley Lane would be best placed to 
be delivered as residential, rather than the mixed-use currently detailed inclusive of a new primary school and local centre. This 
approach is sought in considering the site’s proximity to the existing settlement and its capability to deliver housing without 
reliance on new infrastructure, as evidenced within the accompanying highway evidence. 
 This is determined to be particularly beneficial in light of the Council’s current inability to demonstrate a five-year housing land 
supply, which is in part due to the difficulties in bringing forward strategic scale residential development at the County’s main 
settlements. The allocation of this land for residential development would facilitate early delivery within the Plan period to address 
this current deficit. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

See CHIPP332A,CHIPP332B,CHIPP332C,CHIPP332D for full representations. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Chippenham has suffered from out commuting. The lack of sustainable connectivity to the town centre from outlying new 
development and the growth of out of town retail has damaged the economic viability of the town centre. Yet the town centre is 
attractive and well connected (with the mainline railway station). The location of proposed development and plan review gives an 
opportunity to readdress this balance and add much needed stimulus to the historic town centre. New employment land is 
required for Chippenham and whilst this should be well connected to the regions road transport links, it should also connect 
sustainably to the town centre and railway station. This will encourage regional connectivity and less reliance on the car. 
Wiltshire Council should consult more effectively with the existing secondary schools, which may have capacity to support 
education infrastructure to correspond with housing delivery subject to the allocation of sufficient resources to do so. 
The railway station is an important asset for the town and the surrounding sphere of influence, and connectivity to, and facilities 
at the railways station should be an important factor in considering the benefits and sustainability of any development. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
The proposed development for Chippenham and allocation of additional housing numbers is regarded as a positive for the future 
of business in the town. 
Of the options considered for the location of new development around the town, we agree with the conclusions of the site 
selection report that sites marked as 1,2 and 3 are most appropriate to meet the required housing numbers and provide the 
necessary supporting infrastructure for the existing town and new development. We question the extent of the development of 
particularly site 1 to the East. It may be that site 1 extends further to the East than is necessary to meet the needs of the town. 



Only development that is exemplary, environmentally sustainable offering zero carbon development, and forward looking in 
energy and transport infrastructure should be allowed to take place. Development should be shaped to provide maximum benefit 
to the town centre and to address the towns current infrastructural and structural shortfalls. 
We enclose a copy of the Chippenham Masterplan document produced by the Chippenham Vision for reference: 
http://pages.wiltshire.gov.uk/planningpolicydocument?directory=Chippenham%20Site%20Allocations%20Plan/12CSTU%20Other
%20Studies%20and%20Assessments&fileref=2 
Whilst this is now out of date, Page 30-31 in particular indicate the extent of improvement to the town centre that can be 
facilitated by the provision of these additional roads by relieving the town centre of through traffic. Sufficient funds from any 
development should be allocated to support improvements and connectivity to the town centre.  
In the context of delivering exemplary and environmentally sustainable development we would like to see consideration given to 
the sustainable connectivity of new development to the town centre and existing infrastructure. Development to the South of 
Pewsham should utilise the potential for sustainable pedestrian and cycle links along the River Avon Country park to the town 
centre. 
Similarly, pedestrian and cycle connectivity to the Town Centre and the railway station via Monkton Park and the cycle track 
should also be a priority for development on the East of the town. Abbeyfield School and Stanley Park are both existing facilities 
that should be incorporated into a sustainable development strategy. The potential for development to the North of the cycle track 
has been under utilized in the current masterplan. Given that the road will pass through this land, its high sustainability score and 
ability to provide accessible development close to the railway station and town centre this should be fully utilised. Development is 
proposed further South near Forest Gate at Lower Derry Hill/Old Pewsham. Development this far from the town threatens to co-
join Derry Hill with the outskirts of the town. Consideration should be given to the efficiency of land use alongside connectivity 
and qualitative factors. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Our comments in relation to the approach to brownfield land are set out above. 
This section of the document refers to the local economy and identifies that Chippenham remains a healthy town centre. This 
sets out that there is a need to ensure that the High Street and the 
shopping centres at Emery Gate and Borough Parade continue to underpin the health of the centre. We agree that it is important 
to support the health of the centre, however, given the current 
challenges faced in retaining the Tesco Metro store within Emery Gate, we believe this will need a wider approach to envisage a 
wider mix of uses that can support the town centre function. 
This includes increasing residential uses within the town centre to increase footfall and vitality. We are concerned that the current 
vision places an overreliance on retail uses and does not go far enough 
to positively re-imagine high streets and town centres. 



As of 1st September 2020 new regulations made substantial changes to the 1987 use classes order, which sit alongside other 
recent changes to permitted development rights, forming part of 
the government’s ‘project speed’ to support high street revival and allow greater flexibility to change uses in town centres in 
response to the impact of COVID-19. The changes demonstrate 
Central Government’s clear intentions to provide a more flexible planning system where there is an appetite to equip our centres 
with the tools to recover from the impacts of COVID-19. This 
should be reflected in local planning policies and the approaches made to support the future vitality of town centres. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The consultation document sets out the place shaping priorities for Chippenham. The principles are supported and we agree that 
improving the resilience of the town centre is a key priority. We 
note that the priorities focus on ‘retaining’ and ‘preserving’ the town centre. Structural changes that have pushed consumers 
away from physical retail to online outlets had already started to 
impact town centres and high streets. The pandemic has accelerated these pressures. In this context, we believe that continuing 
with the status quo for town centres is not an option and 
radical re-imagination of how town centres operate and the mix of uses within them is required. 
Whilst the town centre is currently considered to be largely vibrant, this could rapidly change and planning policies need to offer 
sufficient forward thinking and flexibility to allow for existing 
buildings and spaces to be successfully adapted, including the potential to facilitate alternative uses. 
This is set out within the Emerging Spatial Strategy (para 3.20), however, it is not reflected within the Chippenham priorities. 
Local authorities and planning policies have a critical role to play in 
promoting a clear long-term vision and strategy to bring together spatial planning, council services and local initiatives. Place 
shaping priority (ii) sets a passive role for the local authority and we 
consider that it should be stronger to include: 

 Support for partnerships and collaboration between occupiers, landowners and the local authority; 
 A clear town centre vision based on current evidence and likely future policy intervention; 
 Positive policy wording to support the inevitable changes that will occur in the town centre and environs; 



We would also encourage the introduction of residential development or mixed-use allocations into the town centre that would 
boost both the night and daytime economy. This type of 
development would support sustainable development and climate change objectives by being well located to benefit from 
sustainable modes of transport, optimising the use of public transport. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
See CHIPP334 for full representations. We write on behalf of our client, Eagle One Limited (‘Eagle One’), to make 
representations to the Wiltshire Local Plan Review consultation.  Eagle  One  has  freehold  and  long  leasehold  land  interests  
in  Emery  Gate  Shopping  Centre,  Chippenham. The shopping centre is located within Chippenham town centre, to the 
northeast of High Street. The shopping centre is popular with a range of shops and services including a Tesco Metro  at  its  
eastern  end.  However,  the  Centre  is  now  suffering  vacancies  as  part  of  the  severe  downturn in demand for Town Centre 
retail.  The Tesco Metro is a single storey commercial building that sits on a raised deck above car parking. Emery Gate car park 
is publicly operated by Wiltshire Council and provides pay and display parking. There are two levels to this parking and Tesco  is  
currently  built  above  the  sub-surface  car  park  level.  Surface  level  public  car  parking  is  provided to the south of the 



building. Eagle One is working hard to retain Tesco within their premises at Emery Gate, however there is uncertainty 
surrounding Tesco’s future tenancy and therefore a potential re-configuration of the shopping centre needs to be considered and 
the site future proofed. If Tesco decides to vacate the shopping centre during the Plan period, it will be important that planning 
policies are flexible enough to enable an alternative use in the absence of retail demand as soon as possible. This will not only 
support and retain footfall in the remainder of the shopping centre but a new proposal also  provides  a  unique  opportunity  to  
create  a  positive  place-based  design  response  and  enhancement to the surrounding conservation area.    Plans  are  now  
therefore  being  developed  to  explore  potential  for  alternative  uses,  including  residential  development,  that  could  be  
accommodated  through  demolition  and  re-build  of  the  existing Tesco store if the need arises. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
We support the scale of growth in Chippenham as a Principal Settlement. We would only support a brownfield target if it was 
supported by evidence around urban capacity and deliverability. Brownfield sites should be supported where they have a realistic 
prospect of contributing towards the housing target, but as identified above, the forecast need at Chippenham is significant and 
so sustainable sites such as Land South of Pewsham on the edge of urban areas should be the focus. As we will set out, our 
Client’s site as part of this wider allocation and is capable of early delivery, which will help protect the Council against speculative 
development during the Plan period. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
We support these priorities and consider Land South of Pewsham to contribute effectively given it adjoins Pewsham and will link 
well to the existing transport network, including footpaths, cycleways 
and public transport. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
We support the Council’s approach and the methodology in the Site Selection Report for Chippenham (January 2021). We agree 
that a high scale of growth for Chippenham is required and as such, urban extensions are a sustainable solution. 
The wider Site 2 South Chippenham site straddles several SHELAA References as set out in the Site Selection Report for 
Chippenham (January 2021). Our Client’s land interests primarily comprise Reference 809 – and South of Pewsham Way. As 
demonstrated in the Council’s judgment, the site has no significant constraints, with good access to the A4. As set out above, we 
will provide technic al information alongside a Vision Document to support this position. 
As set out in the Formulating Alternative Development Strategies (ADS) Wiltshire Council Chippenham Housing Market Area 
(January 2021), Chippenham is one of the least constrained areas environmentally compared to other areas in the HMA. It also 
appears to be one of the best served settlements in terms of infrastructure, indicating its potential for higher growth.  
The Wiltshire Local Plan Transport Review (January 2021) conveys the importance of the A350 corridor in the context of the 
County. On the case of Chippenham, new road connections will help to mitigate the impacts of additional development. Our 
proposals indicate this is achievable for our site. Analyses in the Transport Review establish the requirement for a new Southern 
Distributor Road (the spine road corridor) connecting the A4 to the A350. As noted above, the road is highly likely to be needed, 
but this is not certain yet. Further technical work will be carried out to es tablish this. 
Notwithstanding our initial work suggesting that a standalone development of around 750 dwellings could be delivered 
independently of this infrastructure on the site, we fully support the delivery of the distributor road and will ensure it is protected 
as part of any masterplan for the site. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 



 
We consider early delivery of the more accessible parts of the wider allocation Site 2 to be most important, because this will kick 
start the whole allocation and speed up the delivery of housing and other objectives. This will also support evidence around 
deliverability / developability, which will be key in supporting the allocation and Local Plan strategy / t rajectory. Infrastructure will 
be very important for the allocations. Early delivery of a development which can provide all of its own requirements, whilst 
contributing to wider requirements (e.g. distributor road), should be supported through the policy’s wording. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
See CHIPP335 for full details of representtions.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
 We write on behalf of our Client, Gallagher Developments, in respect of their land interests at Land South of Pewsham, 
Chippenham (‘the site’ hereafter) for residential development. We welcome the opportunity to respond to the consultation to 
inform the preparation of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review. 
We append a Site Boundary Plan (Appendix 1) illustrating our Client’s land interests, which form part of the Preferred 
Development Site – Site 2 South Chippenham. We are promoting the site through the Local Plan Review to support the Plan’s 
strategy and the Site 2 allocation as an appropriate location for growth to help meet the needs of Chippenham and the wider 
District in a sustainable manner. As we set out in these representations, we consider the location of our Client’s site is particularly 
well suited to be delivered early in the Plan period, and our Client has a demonstrable track record in this respect. We also 
append a Land Use Plan (Appendix 2) illustrating our Client’s land interests in the context of its relationship to the existing urban 
area and the wider Preferred 
Development Site. This is an initial concept plan setting out our thoughts on land uses and how they relate to some of the 
Council’s current objectives . We will provide more detail around a potential layout and the site’s relationship with the balance of 
the draft allocation and neighbouring draft allocation to the north (Site 1 East Chippenham) as part of a Vision Document, which 
we will submit in due course. This will be informed by the proposals for a potential distributor road, which we touch upon in this 
letter. We are responding separately to the Future Chippenham consultation on this road. 



These representations set out a brief overview of our Client’s land interests before providing  commentary on the Emerging 
Spatial Strategy and supporting documents which inform the development of the policy.To support these representations, we 
provide the following information: 
• Site Boundary (Drwg No. 9601) – Appendix 1 
• Land Use Plan (Drwg No. 9600) – Appendix 2 
The Site 
As shown on Appendix 1, the site adjoins the existing urban area and is immediately south of Pewsham Way, which provides a 
number of potential vehicular access points into the site. The site itself forms two parcels separated by an existing Public Right of 
Way which the Council envisages will connect the wider Preferred Development Site to Pewsham to the north. Pedestrian and 
cycle connectivity between the site and the existing town and other proposed development s will be central to our Client’s 
approach. 
We have reviewed the consultation material, including Figure 6 (Concept Map) in the Planning for Chippenham document, which 
shows the proposed layout and land uses for Site 2 South Chippenham. 
This illustrative plan shows a potential distributor road in Chippenham. Whilst we are responding to the separate consultation, 
given the implications for the design and layout of this site and the widerallocation, we make reference to the distributor road 
here. 
We would emphasise that our proposals are flexible in terms of the road’s alignment and the masterplan can and will be 
amended as the design of the road progresses ahead of the new Local Plan. It is also worth highlighting at this stage that we 
have undertaken some initial highways work , which indicates that the delivery of this site would not be reliant on the new road. 
This is indicated in the Planning for Chippenham document at paragraph 38: 
“It is highly likely, but not so certain, that a second road link from the A4 will also be needed as Chippenham continues to grow. 
This is a route south from the A4 to the A350. This is also shown on the concept plans for sites 2 and 3. The Council has made a 
successful bid to fund the road’s construction, if these proposals go ahead. A new road is shown on the concept plan for site 1.” 
This of course relates to the Site 2 as a whole, which is for 2,415 dwellings. As shown on the Land Use Plan at Appendix 2, our 
current thinking is that the site can provide around 550 to 750 dwellings from two or three separate points of access from 
Pewsham Road. Our Vision Document will set out more detail on how this can be achieved, but on the basis of the work we have 
undertaken so far (including highways), we consider that early delivery of this quantum of development is achievable without the 
new distributor road. 
We fully support the delivery of the road and we would protect a corridor for its delivery and provide an early financial contribution 
to facilitate this. This early delivery of housing in a sustainable location adjacent to the urban area will kick start the wider 
allocation and the Local Plan’s objectives . 



The site will propose a 2FE primary school and policy compliant public open space, with typology to be agreed with the Council. 
Key green and blue infrastructure corridors will be protected and enhanced, as will pedestrian and cycle routes e.g. the Avon Va 
lley Walk linking east to west. 
Emerging Spatial Strategy 
Introduction 
We support the principle of the various components of Local Plan Review consultation, however, we have certain comments on 
the Emerging Spatial Strategy (ESS) and supporting documents. 
We support the hierarchy of settlements and welcome the primary focus on development to the Principal Settlements of 
Chippenham, Salisbury, and Trowbridge. In addition, we welcome the Council’s growth ambitions and the acknowledgement that 
the minimum target is 40,840 dwellings in the Plan period. The ESS also acknowledges that the housing requirement figure may 
change once the Government has reviewed the Standard Method. We would support the Council’s higher growth target of a 
minimum of 45,630 dwellings to provide flexibility of supply and to encourage economic growth. 
Growth and Climate Change 
We support the Council’s intent to help address climate change by ensuring a sustainable pattern of development in appropriate 
locations. The site, as part of the wider South Chippenham Site, is well - placed to meet these objectives by virtue of its location 
on the edge of the settlement. This enables swift integration of the new development, reducing the need to travel, whilst making 
best use of existing infrastructure. 
As part of the Vision Document, we will provide more detail regarding our site’s contribution towards these goals – specifically in 
terms of heating, electricity generation/use/efficiency, sustainable transport and modal shift, and zero carbon design principles. 
As part of this strategy, we would provide innovative zero carbon heating concepts and initiatives. Gallagher Developments is 
committed to delivering innovative and viable solutions from day one to help Wiltshire Council achieves its zero-carbon transition. 
Delivery Principles 
We support the Delivery Principles and the use of place shaping priorities to guide development, particularly around the strategic 
allocations. The aim to maximise brownfield land is welcomed, but there does not appear to be an evidence base document 
exploring the urban capacity and what contribution this could feasibly make to the overall housing target. If brownfield targets are 
used, this should be produced to ensure the Plan is robust and justified. 
The Delivery Principles should make a clear distinction where needed between the strategic allocations and smaller allocations / 
windfall development . 
Emerging Spatial Strategy 
We welcome the Council’s approach to directing the majority of growth to the County’s three Principal Settlements, which 
continues the approach of the Wiltshire Core Strategy. 



We also welcome the Council having assessed alternative development strategies through the Sustainability Appraisal. We will 
provide more detailed comments on the Sustainability Appraisal as the draft Plan progresses. 
As above, the approach to brownfield targets may need some further evidence beyond relying just on historic windfall rates for 
each settlement. However, the recognition that the brownfield targets will be reviewed after 10 years is welcomed. 
Chippenham Housing Market Area (HMA) 
We agree with the Council’s approach that th ree main settlements are capable of providing sufficient capacity to meet even the 
highest spectrum of development requirements. We also agree with the forecast that the housing pressure in the Chippenham 
HMA presents the largest additional housing need. 
We note that the Council envisage the increase in carbon production and climate change in the Chippenham HMA due to the 
scale of development proposed. Development at Land South of Pewsham will be a sustainable urban extension which can 
incorporate measures to mitigate environmental effects and support linkages with the existing urban area. We will provide further 
detail around this through our Vision Document.  
Planning for Chippenham 
We set out the following answers to the consultation questions posed in the ‘Planning for Chippenham’ supporting document. 
CP5. How can these concept plans be improved? 
CP6. Do you agree with the range of uses proposed, what other uses should be considered? 
CP7. Do you agree with the location of the proposed uses? What should be located where - and why? 
We trust these representations are helpful to inform the next stage of the draft Local Plan. Should you require any clarifications of 
the points raised please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
5100 homes residual of a 9225 total quantum 2016-2036; 8 Ha employment 
In summary, as Stagecoach comments in its wider representations to the plan strategy, the extreme concentration of growth at 
Chippenham exceeds what we believe is justified or deliverable. It distorts the plan strategy by directing the vast majority of 
development in the County to a single HMA and within that to a single location: east of Chippenham. This is inappropriate, 
insufficiently justified and poses very significant risks to the deliverability of the plan.  
Stagecoach supports the broad principle that there should be an elevated the level of growth, but we do not believe that the 
requirement of 9,225 homes for the plan period 2016-2036 set out in paragraph 9 is either properly justified or, indeed, 
necessarily deliverable in the plan period. Irrespective, any figure should be prefixed with “at least” in order to be consistent with 
Government guidance and to boost housing supply.  



For reasons outlined in response to the Emerging Strategy, Stagecoach considers that the plan period should commence no 
earlier than 2018, and finish no earlier than 2038. Realistically it should cover the period 2020 – 2040 to ensure that development 
needs are properly identified and fully catered-for as NPPF requires.  
Chippenham is well placed to support economic growth being located in the A350 Growth Zone, and the Swindon M4 Growth 
Zone; that is to say, two of the three Growth Zones identified by the Swindon and Wiltshire LEP. This is represents a key 
economic centre of gravity for economic and supporting activity –including education and training -  and where there is the 
greatest capacity for supporting sustainable growth in the future.  
We recognise that Chippenham is one of the largest towns in Wiltshire and has excellent transport links being close to the M4 
and located on the Bristol to London railway route. As Chippenham is located in both the Swindon -M4 Growth Zone and the 
A350 Growth Zone it is a pivotal location in the development of both the M4 and A350 Growth corridors. Its inclusion in the 
Swindon M4 Growth Zone offers the potential to extend growth into the area that has developed out of London through to 
Reading and Swindon, as well as potential to draw in investment from the west out of Bristol and Bath.  
The Employment Land Review (May 2018) also supports further growth at Chippenham and Melksham. “In the A350 FEMA, the 
potential supply (excluding sites that are un-allocated or at high risk of non-delivery) is just above the range of potential demand 
scenarios. The market is interested in Chippenham, and there is scope for more land to be allocated here, as well as at 
Melksham and Corsham.” Chippenham and Melksham are amongst the areas where there is forecast demand for new 
employment land, but demonstrably insufficient supply. There is a strong case for significant further employment allocations at 
Chippenham or on the key inter-urban bus corridors nearby,to support the future growth of the Chippenham HMA. We note that 
the plan strategy fails to accommodate more than 8 Ha of new employment land. This is obviously insufficient. 
Looking at the proposed development quantum, we note that the Council suggests a target of 240 homes to be built on 
brownfield land over the next 10 years – 2021- 2031. This implies the loss of a substantial amount of existing employment land 
and space, including town centre space in use as offices. As we explain in our response to the Emerging Strategy consultation it 
is plain that no real thought has been given to the sources of supply of this component. If it is deliverable this can only be at the 
expense of the balance between homes and employment, extensifying patterns of travel and interaction and aggravating existing 
carbon intensity, car-dependency and congestion problems.  
It is noted in the Chippenham HMA Alternative Development Strategies document at paragraph 31 states that it is not proposed 
to review current plan allocations as “these are necessary to support a developable supply of land for housing development.”  
Applicable Planning Practice Guidance is clear: it advises that when determining whether a plan or policies within a plan should 
be updated, amongst the factors that should be considered are “whether issues have arisen that may impact on the deliverability 
of key site allocations;”  
An outline planning application (15/12351/OUT) for the Rawlings Farm site for 650 dwellings, employment land, primary school 
and country park achieved a conditional 'resolution to permit' from Wiltshire Strategic Planning Committee on 16th September 



2020 subject to the completion of a S.106 legal agreement within six months of the committee resolution. The committee 
resolution stated: "…or in the event that the applicant declines to enter the agreement and/or it becomes clear that they will not 
do so then to refuse permission…” Given delivery of the totality of the allocation is predicated on the construction of a new link 
road, including the provision of a new bridge over the mainline railway (permission for which is extant (18/02037/FUL)) it is most 
unlikely that the delivery of a substantial number of new homes from this site to the east of Chippenham will be achieved within 
the plan period of the Core Strategy of 2026.  
It is vital and required by NPPF, that the plan strategy for Chippenham itself and the wider plan, ensures a robustly identifiable 5-
year supply for the first five years after plan adoption. This experience at Rawlings Green, which is not unique in Wiltshire, and 
has been encountered in many other localities too, makes very plain that relying on strategic new road connections and 
infrastructure creates serious risks for plan deliverability as we also state in our response to the Emerging Strategy Consultation. 
The strategy that the review of the plan proposes, “doubles down” on this kind of approach, while compounding the problem by 
associating development with not just one, but two new strategic roads between the A350 and A4, and in so doing, creating a 
very clear and imprudent dependency on highways infrastructure delivery that consequentially threatens the achievability of the 
plans required housing trajectory for year to come. We are sceptical that the proposed strategy both in terms of the undue 
concentration of development in Chippenham, and its exceptionally heavy infrastructure dependency, can identify that supply. 
This would make the strategy unsound. 
The result of adopting the current proposals is highly likely to be the ongoing engagement of the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development and this is turn risks large-scale dispersal of development in an unplanned manner, in many cases 
poorly related to infrastructure and services, including public transport, and unable to support the comprehensive improvement of 
those services. 
While we have concern at the headline residential quantum for Chippenham, clearly as one of the principal towns in the County 
and with good strategic transport links including a major mainline rail station we agree that it makes sense for a substantial and 
strategic quantum of growth to be allocated at the town. We agree that broadly, the opportunities for sustainable transport 
including active travel and well as public transport, are more, if not most likely to be realisable here – though other options 
including new villages on major inter-urban bus routes could achieve very similar and possibly better outcomes. 
While accepting the town can and should grow substantially, we believe that a strategic but somewhat lesser quantum of 
development than proposed is more likely to be justifiable, with focus on the north east transport corridor and most of site 1, site 
3, and a portion of site 2 including Forest Farm most closely related to the A4 public transport corridor.  
We also support the identification of Barrow Farm (Site 8) as an allocation.  
Forest Farm (part of Site 2) South of Showell Nursery (Site 3) and Barrow Farm (Site 8) would demonstrably be deliverable 
quickly and without dependency on new strategic infrastructure, while also benefiting from credibly relevant public transport 
choices from first occupation.  



Site 1 clearly need the completion of the A350-A4 link in full before it can deliver completions. This seems likely to be later in the 
plan period. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Proposed Place-Shaping Priorities 
• Development to provide new employment opportunities with a strong emphasis on timely delivery to redress the existing levels 
of net out-commuting within the town and enable people to live and work locally. 
• Improving the resilience of the town centre. 
• Improved access to the River Avon valley through Chippenham as an important green Infrastructure corridor for the town. 
• 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. 
• Linking the A4 to the A350 which will provide for a more resilient local network addressing traffic congestion within the town 
centre. 
• Respect the individual identities of villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham and their relationship to the town. 
Stagecoach broadly agrees that these issues and priorities are the main ones that need to be the focus for the planning strategy 
to address. The bulk of the proposed place-shaping priorities are explicitly transport-related. While many of these ostensibly 
relate to sustainable transport, in reality they are a response to existing increasingly-serious traffic congestion. The proposed 
future strategy is exceptionally highly dependent on new road infrastructure, the primary purposes of which the Council has yet to 
make clear. The discussion about the new links strongly implies a great equivocation about the nature and purpose these links 
are intended to fulfill.  
South of the A4 and Pewsham, towards the A350 at Lackham, the link is referred to as a “Distributor Road”, and the implication is 
that it is to perform a local role only, manly acting as an access road to new development, and in the process providing attractive 
direct access from new homes to the A350 and the SRN and other longer-distance commuting destinations beyond. By contrast 
in the same material the link to the north east is described as a “Transport Corridor”, perhaps inferring a greater emphasis on a 
more strategic function, and certainly it would provide an attractive wider strategic option to reach the M4 from a large number of 
substantial settlements to the east including Calne and Devizes. 



The modelling submitted in support of this consultation set out in the Atkins Transport Review also makes plain that if built, they 
will tend to fill up with traffic arising from the new developments themselves, offering relatively little additional capacity to effect 
bypassing movements and virtually none to address any wider background growth. 
While we accept and broadly support a strategy that greatly reduces traffic passing through the town centre by providing one or 
two new orbital links, this is entirely dependent on the link/s being delivered in full at suitably early stage and quite robust and 
well-conceived measures to both prevent car-borne through movements through the town centre and its immediate environs, and 
ensure that the quality and relevance of the sustainable transport offer is positively and definitively transformed. While this is 
mentioned within the transport evidence base, in the Transport Review, it is little more than touched upon, with no specific targets 
set for public transport provision and use at all. There are no specific proposals made, and while 5 radial corridors are suggested 
in outline this doesn’t even present the level of detail required to act as a high-level concept strategy. 
We are also confused by the diagrams of the future year modelled network in the Transport Review by Atkins, that seems to 
indicate a  new link between Avenue La Fleche, from a new junction just west of the existing River Avon crossing, to the west 
joining the A4 Rowden Hill in the near vicinity of St Mary’s RC Primary School. The network benefits of this seem quite obvious at 
one level, but might serve more to induce more cross-town traffic onto the Bath Road, seriously further compromising the 
efficiency and reliability of both existing and committed future bus routes – including our proposed new service to Rowden Park. 
There is scope to provide a bus lane at least in one direction on the A4 in this area, and we would urge that should this proposal 
be taken forward, that it must seek to deliver alongside it, seamless bus priority on the entire Bath Road corridor, eastbound east 
of the railway overbridge, and westbound to the west. 
There are some very obvious opportunities to achieve a step change in the speed, relevance and reliability of cross town bus 
services, releasing all bus operators from current traffic conditions which are among the most congested in the South West, not 
only Wiltshire. This will be an essential condition is buses are to make a greater contribution to addressing mobility needs arising 
within the town, including for longer-distance journeys. 
• First, we see no reason why the length of the High Street cannot be re-opened to buses with EURO VI or lower emissions 
engines. This could be effected by a Statutory Quality Partnership arrangement under the Transport Act 2017. We have 
previously suggested this on multiple occasions to the Council but have had neither acknowledgement nor engagement. 
• Second, a bus-only link needs to be delivered between Cocklebury Road and Rawlings Green, if the north eastern Link 
Road is delivered. The currently proposed link as part of the existing Local Plan Site-Specific Allocations Plan allocation at 
Rawlings Green, west of Darcy Close, could be restricted to buses and cycles only at the point that this link road is provided. It 
may even be preferable to effect the closure to all traffic on Cocklebury Road, nearer the station, thus incentivising existing 
residents in Monkton Park using sustainable modes to make local journeys and better relieve the Bath Road Triangle of vehicular 
traffic. 



• Third, the future role of Pewsham Way could be looked at, if land south of Pewsham is brought forward, to achieve a 
strategic bus service corridor better serving the substantial existing development to the north, and new homes to the south. It 
may prove a more effective and attractive bus route than the proposed new “distributor road” that runs in quite close proximity but 
in parallel to the south.  Given its existing design and the fact existing adjoining development “turns its back” this is not going to 
be entirely straightforward. However there is enough permeability available, that could be enhanced, to make this a credible 
suggestion, especially if urban design on land immediately to the south is directed towards creating an attractive frontage aspect. 
Reducing the relevance and attractiveness of the existing road to through traffic, and ensuring the new link achieves it greatest 
effectiveness in reducing town centre traffic and cross-town movements, is likely to make introducing a point closure and filtered 
permeability east of the Canal Roundabout, permitting buses and cycle only, a very worthwhile idea, which we urge the Council 
to look at very carefully.   
This is especially important because the vast majority of development is proposed to the east of the town, while a great deal of 
local trip demand must cross the town centre today to reach destinations to the west. This includes most of the secondary 
schools, the college, and all the main employment areas. It also includes longer-distance trip demands seeking destinations to 
the west, using the A4 towards Corsham and Rudloe, and the M4 at junction 17. This being the case, demand to make cross-
town journeys from over 5500 potential addition residential origins can be reasonably expected to entirely dwarf that currently 
experienced from the 2400-2500 existing properties lying east of the town centre. It is clearly essential for the proposed strategy 
to begin to work, in practical terms, that a very large proportion of these trips will need to be made by bus and active travel modes 
rather than by car, even with one or more link roads in place. 
In stark contrast to the very vague ideas in the Transport Review, the Council is pressing ahead with assessing definitive 
alignments for both link roads, progressing this in advance of the plan itself. Indeed the terms of the funding from the Housing 
Infrastructure Fund (HIF) suggest that construction will have begun on these roads well before this plan reaches Examination in 
Public. 
The only other proposed priority we need to comment on is that relating to employment land and the desire to increase economic 
self-containment. A proposal to allocate only 5Ha of employment land to address a population growth that may exceed 55% over 
the plan period seems entirely inconsistent with the stated desire to increase economic self-containment, and reduce the need to 
travel. Given the degree to which the town already exports labour, this strategy would suggest a substantial strategic employment 
allocation, able to accommodate a wide range of employer requirements. 
Furthermore, the location of additional employment land should balances local cross town flows better in two directions. There is 
no employment on any scale east of the town centre. This is a key cause of existing local network pressure. 
Finally in line with our higher-level comments on the supply of employment land, it is plain that existing employment land 
continues to be used for housing development. The consent now starting to be built out at Langley Park, forming much of the 
former Westinghouse site near the station, demonstrates that this continues. The Council needs to take a much clearer and more 



rigorous view of the stock and flow of employment land in use and available across the County and nowhere more so than 
Chippenham. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1 Land at East Chippenham. North of A4 (Hardens Farm and vicinity) 
We are well aware that the Council, who are among the largest landowners in this area, as actively promoted and favoured a 
strategic land release east of the Avon in this area for many years, attached to a proposal for a A4-A350 link road of some kind. 
(SHELAA site 506b “Land at East Chippenham” (Hardens Farm and New Lease Farm)). 
As we discuss in our commentary on the plan principle and priorities for Chippenham, we can see some clear merit for this site 
as part of a robust approach that unlocks the potential for buses and active travel to play a greatly more important role. 
Of the two options proposed for an A4-A350 link this is the one that we think is likely to provide the greatest relief of the two, 
subject to its alignment and design being fit for purpose. As we allude above we think the movement function and the need to 
facilitate a higher proportion of longer-distance movements is such that a rather higher specification of carriageway and junctions 
on it is likely to be warranted, and while we do see this being a bus route, we believe that a 40mph design speed is certainly 
warranted. How built development frontages address this link will need careful thought.  
However we must point out that there are no bus services available or deliverable to any part of this site, and the extent, urban 
design and phasing of any development will need exceptional care. This includes a bus link between Rawlings Green and the 
station, and the ability for buses to reach the site over a new Avon crossing at or shortly after the first occupation. This in turn 
demands the earliest possible provision of the new Avon crossing – not least to prevent any traffic from initial phases reaching 
the congested eastern approaches to the town. 
There is virtually no frontage offered to the A4 in the south, so, unfortunately no part of the development can take advantage of 
the existing service 55 running up to every 15 minutes- one of the County’s busiest and most attractive bus services. It also 
strongly constrains the alignment and junction arrangements for the link road. 
Site 2 South East of Chippenham. South of A4 (Forest Farm/Middle Lodge) 
Stagecoach has consistently supported the release of Forest Farm for development as it is one of very few sites that can take 
direct advantage of a high quality public transport offer from first occupation. This is offered by service 55 which ordinarily offers 
up to buses per hour along the A4. In due course we expect to extend this across the town centre to serve Rowden Park.  
We continue to believe Forest Farm is a highly sustainable and appropriate location for release, and it also benefits from being 
easily deliverable without the need to rely on major infrastructure. Given the current challenges surrounding the identification of a 



forward 5-year housing land supply here and in the wider HMA, this is a highly relevant consideration. Our evaluation can be set 
in the context of comments made by HM Inspectorate at an appeal heard in 2017 . In essence, in our reading, the evaluation 
confirmed that the site was broadly appropriate, but that it was not needed at that time. 
We consider that the extensive proposals further south are a good deal less credible, on a number of grounds. We cannot 
support the wider proposed allocation without being a lot clearer about the transport impacts and the potential for mitigation, in 
particular how far this allocation could support an attractive and relevant bus service. We remain to be convinced that the urban 
form proposed and its likely urban design structure lends itself to the provision of a logical and progressive bus route.  
This is because the “distributor road” proposed between Lackham on the A350 and Forest Gate is so long, and links two points 
far distant from the town centre, and thus is generally unsuitable as a public transport corridor; while a northerly connection 
towards Pewsham Way has yet to be finalised in the design. The connection to the Canal Roundabout is obviously the basis for 
any reasonably logical and relevant bus route towards the town centre, but this suffers from problems with topography and cost, 
and we understand that this is unlikely to be progressed. 
We comment above that Pewsham Way in the circumstances, is likely to present a better option for a bus route, if suitably 
addressed and treated. Some limited development to the south could help catalyse and benefit from this provision. It may also 
avoid the wider landscape impact of the development being excessive. This concept suggests the capacity of the area might be 
rather lesser than the 2415 dwellings hypothesised. 
We are quite surprised that the Council is presenting a link road concept south of Chippenham that is so long, and feeds traffic to 
the southern end of the A350 bypassing the town, which then introduces substantial demand onto the links north towards the A4 
and M4. While these are anticipated to be dualled, the capacity this will provide is less important than that available at the key 
junctions, especially west of the town, where east-west and north-south movements conflict.  
The length and consequential cost of the link is exceptional and while we see up to £75m is available from HIF, to build this and a 
large number of associated schemes around Chippenham including improvements to M4 Junction 17, we struggle to see that this 
sum comes close to assuring the delivery of all the proposed links and improvements. Much more credible a scenario, reinforced 
by the highly analogous experience at Ashton Park, Trowbridge, is that the dependency on providing this road simply sets up a 
raft of circular cost and viability challenges which in all probability will lead at best to the development being highly compromised 
in many respects, including design and affordable housing delivery, and it may not be viable at all. 
If a “distributor road” link is desired or necessary, serving mainly local flows, much shorter and cheaper options look more 
capable of being achieved, including from at or near the Canal Roundabout to the eastern end of a distributor road link planned 
and purpose-designed to effect the western end of this within Rowden Park. This link would run broadly along the contours, 
following the side of a valley, crossing the floodplain of the Avon north of the Sewage Treatment Works. 
Site 3 South of Showell Nurseries Patterdown 



Stagecoach strongly supports land east of Patterdown Road, south of Showell Nurseries, being identified to meet housing needs. 
We believe the site has a capacity of about 400-500 dwellings. 
The site is directly related to current and future bus services and likely improvements, including the existing Faresaver X34 and 
our proposed extension of the 55 to Rowden Park which we can and would extend to the Lackham Roundabout to serve the 
development directly. The bulk of the developable area would be within 400m of this service. A pair of high quality bus stops 
should be provided on Patterdown Road, with attractive and direct pedestrian and cycle links to them.  
This site aligns exactly with a “public transport corridors” - focused development strategy, which the Council has regrettably 
elected not to progress. It also very helpfully consolidates development alongside the current Rowden Park and Showell 
employment consents which are moving forwards. The latter provides employment “on the doorstep” while Methuen Park and 
Bumpers Farm employment areas are both quite conveniently accessible by cycle using Saltersford Lane – a link we understand 
that is due to be improved for this purpose. This consolidation tends to support the improvement of bus service frequencies along 
the corridor in question. 
We see no need or logic in a future east-west link road being routed through this site. Such a link should effected through 
Rowden Park (then through Showell employment area to the A350 as currently proposed) or directly to Lackham Roundabout to 
the south. 
Again we see that this site is non-dependent on major infrastructure and as such can also be expected to come forward 
propitiously. Given the lack of securely identifiable 5-year supply we would support this being released ahead of plan adoption.  
Site 8 Land at Barrow Farm 
We disagree with the Council’s view that this site should not be taken forward for allocation. 
We are aware that a range of sites have been assessed and subject to a Sustainability Appraisal, but land to the North of Barrow 
Farm (SHLAA ref 744) has not been selected as a preferred site despite of the fact that it scored relatively well in the SA and was 
taken forward following the Stage 2 Assessment on the basis that it did not appear to have any overriding significant impacts or 
insurmountable constraints. 
Barrow Farm represents a consolidation of development in a location that is already recognised as being very sustainable, as it 
adjoins the current North of Chippenham development (“Bird’s Marsh View”) well under construction. Consolidating growth in this 
direction permits the combination of demands from development both sides of the northern orbital road to create a “critical mass” 
for existing and committed facilities, and their potential augmentation.  
For example, a combination of the 750 dwellings already permitted to the south and a further quantum to the north at Barrow 
Farm will materially assist in supporting the delivery of and the viability of a clearly identifiable new northern quality bus corridor 
within the town. We see this running along the newly-built NDR along the south side of the site. This would run at least every 30 
minutes, and with a substantially larger catchment of population a higher frequency should be aspired to, ideally every 15 
minutes. 



We are aware the promoter has submitted very comprehensive representations and supporting technical information to the 
Council, and that a first phase of development for up to 250 homes is now lodged with the Council. The capacity of the site could 
be up to 850 dwellings, including a new primary school and neighbourhood centre, neither of which is included in the adjacent 
North of Chippenham development already consented. This would provide 1600 dwellings either side of the NOR, which 
comfortably meets the threshold that justifies a new 2FE primary school and a local convenience foodstore. 
The existing recently completed portion of the northern orbital distributor road corridor that will continue in due course across the 
railway to serve the allocation at Rawlings Green and then is proposed to continue through Site 1  to create the link to the A4 to 
the east, forms the southern boundary. The Council are proposing that development within Sites 1 and Site 2 should “hang” on 
both sides of this transport corridor, which would also act as a bus route. This site maintains exactly this principle on this western 
section of the corridor and supports exactly the kind of approach we outline above. 
Again we see that this site is non-dependent on major infrastructure and as such can also be expected to come forward 
propitiously. Given the lack of securely identifiable 5-year supply we would support this being released ahead of plan adoption. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The vast majority of development is proposed east of the town and the Avon Valley in two major urban extensions, that are each 
among the largest that the County has ever seen delivered.  
Both sites are the opposite side of a highly congested town centre with a single through-traffic crossing at Avenue La Fleche, 
which itself feeds into a complex and highly limited one-way system immediately west of the town centre. Only a single public 
transport corridor exists to the east of Chippenham – the old A4 which is served by Stagecoach service 55. While this is a 
frequent premium service, it does not directly serve any part of the proposed strategic development areas, except the northern 
part of Site 2, Forest Farm. In every sense therefore, the development strategy starts from an all-but-empty empty page, both in 
terms of transport infrastructure and public transport services. 
The inception, and achievability of most of the development of the two major strategic sites east of Chippenham therefore 
depends on exceptionally front-loaded infrastructure delivery. This in turn needs to facilitate the very early provision of entirely 
new high-quality public transport services, that would need to be in place on both sites virtually from first occupation and remain 
in place over an extended development build-out period, with the operating costs entirely underwritten over that time from 
developer funding.  
This will add a significant further funding burden to these developments, which will already be expected to carry very substantial 
wider costs of site servicing and preparation, landscaping, open space and major facilities including school provision. On top of 



this, the viability impact of policy-compliant affordable housing provision must also be included. It is essential that the Council is 
clear on the cumulative burden of developer obligations that will be required for these two sites. The terms of HIF also require the 
Council to seek to claw back this funding as far as possible for reinvestment elsewhere in the County. It is not necessarily the 
case then, that in terms of the costs of the delivery of the key facilitating “link roads”, land value will get a “free ride”. 
The Council will need to ensure that forward revenue funding for new bus services at specifications that can be expected to be 
credibly relevant and effective in providing a “real choice” in how people will travel, is prioritised sufficiently highly among multiple 
substantial calls on land value uplift through s106 and/or CIL, or both, to avoid these major developments being accessible only 
by car and bike for local and much longer journeys, with the effect that already high levels of local car-dependency are reinforced 
and potentially exceeded.  This funding must be credibly sufficient to establish and sustaina the services concerned for the entire 
build-out and perhaps a year or two beyond, to ensure that the provision is most likely to be sustainable in the longer term. 
Sites 1 and most of site 2 are entirely dependent upon the early and timely delivery of major link roads, including extensive 
structure crossing the Avon and its floodplain and a mainline rail crossing, bit to ensure that access to the development areas can 
be provided, and to ensure traffic generated from the development can be accommodated on the local and wider network. 
While HIF funding to the sum of £75m has been committed in principle for this purpose, with a view to facilitating development on 
this scale, this commitment is time –limited and as such also also far from absolute. 
There are many technical issues that are yet to be fully explored and the actual detailed alignments are yet to be determined. 
This being the case it is still far from certain that the funding on offer will be sufficient for both link roads, or that they can be 
delivered within the funding commitment window, which is, to say the least, ambitious. The Council already risks delivery of the 
largest allocation in the current Core Strategy at Ashton Park Trowbridge, becoming entirely stalled and we understand that 
unforeseen technical issues with the delivery of major road infrastructure to unlock this strategic site is largely to blame.  
If for any number of reasons related to technical deliverability, funding or overall site viability one, or both major strategic sites fail 
to deliver in a timely manner, or at all, then the largest part of the plan strategy fails. We are very concerned that this clear risk to 
the delivery of the plan could render the entire plan ineffective and consequentially unsound. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
The plan for Chippenham needs to be sufficiently robust and flexible. This requires a prudent approach to the deliverability of the 
plan.  



Site 3 south of Showell Nursery, which the Council favours, Part of site 2 at Forest Farm which forms a significant part of the 
proposed strategic site 2 directly served by a major public transport corridor,  and the Omission Site 8 at Barrow Farm are all able 
to come forward without serious infrastructural dependencies. They are each very well related to employment, the town centre, 
and existing and potential public transport provision which is either already in place or could be provided swiftly and at relatively 
low cost. 
These three sites together could provide for as much as 1500-1800 dwellings in addition to the the current identified pipeline.  
A more compact development of a further 2000 or so dwellings with associated employment and other uses at Site 1 Land East 
of Chippenham would be justified by the completion of an eastern link road, suggesting that a prudent plan strategy should 
reduce the level of growth identifiable at Chippenham to about 4000 dwellings above current identified commitments, for a total of 
about 7800-8000 dwellings over a 20-year plan period. This still would demand a sustained rate of output of 400-500 dwellings a 
year in the town over much the period taking into account delivery lag and mobilisation. This would be a very substantial 
sustained uplift in growth rates compared with recent years or past history. 
We are sceptical about the need or appropriateness of the SW link road in its currently-proposed form or the bulk of Site 2 south 
of Pewsham. Much of the benefit of the SW distributor road looks likely to be achievable by a new link that does not involve a 
new Avon crossing between Avenue La Fleche and Rowden Hill near St Marys RC Primary School, which it appears the Council 
is also modelling and proposing.  
It is considered that the strategy for Chippenham fails to provide either a sufficient range and choice of sites in deliverable 
locations, nor has it tested properly the deliverability much less the appropriateness of the two main strategic sites 1 and 2 
against other options to meet the identified housing need looking at the prudent and appropriate level of growth for Chippenham 
in itself, or against the other options for the wider HMA.   
Rather the strategy is excessively infrastructure-led and -dependent, leading to a pattern of development that is insufficiently 
justified, and unbalanced, and also risks the plan becoming ineffective through delivery stalling. 
 
 

 
Further comments 
 

Comprehensive bus priority would support buses offering step change in their effectiveness reliability and relevance. The delivery 
of any link road/s should be integrally connected with reallocation of existing public highway (including verges) to sustainable 
modes, including bus lanes as far as can be achieved, with a due level of ambition. 
Government has already announced that major road schemes will not be permitted to proceed without suitable infrastructure and 
priority being provided for public transport. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
• This is an absolutely massive and quite excessive expansion equivalent to adding another town the size of Calne 
• Chippenham will become an even bigger commuter town with grid-locked roads  
• The scale of growth should be a lot less and it would be more sustainable to redevelop brownfield sites in the centre of 
Chippenham, rather than destroying beautiful countryside. 
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
• No definitely not. Site 1 to the East of Chippenham is not appropriate for development 
• Development should not impact the country setting and views from the conservation village of Tytherton Lucas; 
• Development should not come anywhere near the ecologically significant wild-life corridor of the River Marden; 
• The much loved and much used Chippenham to Calne cycle track, on the old railway line, would be ruined by 
development on both sides and roads across it. The importance of this Track has been brought into sharp focus during the 
Pandemic and should preserved as it is.  
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
I also feel that the run off from the proposed housing development and road would cause increased and significant flooding to the 
outlying villages of Kellaways and Tytherton Lucas. These areas already suffer from flooding in both summer and winter now. 
How does the Council propose to reimburse homeowners that suffer flooding caused by the proposed extensive development? 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Belatedly, I have been studying the Local Plan for Chippenham and Wiltshire. I object to it on the following grounds: 
* The housing target allocated to Chippenham is outrageously high at 9,225 new houses which equates to 20% of the required 
total for the whole county.  
* The houses are proposed as part of new developments which include a new road around Chippenham. However, there has 
been no consultation process regarding whether a new road should be built. The proposed new road scheme is deeply flawed 
and should not go ahead without proper consultation.  
* There are severe climate and environmental implications to the proposed housing and road developments. These include the 
foolhardiness of building with woefully inadequate precautions in an area already subject to flooding where this is projected to 
increase significantly and potentially catastrophically over the coming decades; as well as destroying high quality farmland and 
wildlife habitats in the Aden and Garden Valley. 
* There is no historical dimension to the assessments of population growth, nor any evidence of the employment projections, 
which might justify such an explosive need for large-scale building developments. The arguments seem to based on 
reconfiguring the major road systems, without factoring in the necessary growth of local employment to support such population 
growth. This is an eternal problem with top-down planning. 
I urge you to develop an alternative local employment, housing and road strategy, which is appropriate in scale and 
environmentally sustainable, as outlined in the Vision for Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Please see my response to the Emerging Spatial Planning document.  Scale of growth absolutely too high.  Brownfield target 
absolutely necessary and incorporated more positively to actively replace need for greenfield sites as far as is possible. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
The place-shaping priorities for Chippenham divert our attention in the wrong ways for seriously addressing climate change and 
the ecological crisis, which is the most important, urgent and overarching of all priorities.  They attempt to enable the council to 
greenwash and promote ‘preferred sites’ which are based on other, obvious but deliberately obscured criteria – the ‘need’ to 



‘grow’ to a dubious and unprecedented level, the ‘need’ to utilise a HIF funded grant and realise a new road scheme where one is 
unnecessary, and the ‘need’ to pursue an already established package of relatively easily obtained land to do this.   
‘Green’ place-shaping priorities such as active travel on this huge urban extension are merely a tokenistic gesture to climate 
change mitigation, the need for which would be less (but still massive) if we weren’t to forge on with such plans in the first place.  
The place-shaping priorities with an emphasis on carbon reduction of course need to happen but in tandem we need to stop all 
unnecessary building and work to make what is built already, optimally cohesive and sustainable. The so called ‘Sustainability 
Appraisal’ serves to highlight that all sites (by virtue of being on greenfield land) relatively far away from the centre in places, on 
land bordered by flood plain with historic and current flooding issues, are not very sustainable at all, and as I have pointed out, 
are predicated on a highly disputable assumption that an unavoidable degree of growth is going to happen in Chippenham which 
we must accommodate.  It is absolutely clear from the ‘Site Selection’ report that sites have been chosen ultimately because of 
their convenience for the plan to develop the East and South of Chippenham in line with the ‘Future Chippenham’ project, and not 
because they are most sustainable.  It is an absolute insult to the common sense of the reader.   
If growth is required and greenfield development is unavoidable, the sites to the West of Chippenham close to the existing A350 
are clearly more connected, but have been marked down because of a claim that active travel routes would be disjointed/harder 
to connect in (why??!; harder than building a whole new road system??!) and that people would shop in existing out-of-town 
places not the town centre (well either is fine in terms of sustainability, as long as they get there with less carbon, and it’s now 
perhaps a bit late to start thinking better of the effect that out-of-town convenience has had on our town centres and our shopping 
habits).  
We are also continually reminded of apparently ‘unacceptable’ existing traffic congestion in the town centre by way of aligning 
with a claim that traffic reduction afforded by a new road through the Eastern sites is desirable.  Research shows instead that 
adding new roads or increasing road capacity is counter-productive in reducing traffic volume, and it stands to reason that two 
large developments with potential to add 10,000+ more cars to the town’s roads, with the risk and likelihood that many trips into 
the town centre will still happen by car will only add to congestion and in the shorter-term polluting air quality impacts afforded by 
petrol/diesel tailpipe emissions.  
Similarly, and most absurd and disturbing is the assessment’s down-classifying of the sites which don’t actively rip up and 
concrete over sections of the habitat-rich River Avon and Marden valleys, for not ‘providing the opportunity to improve access to 
the River Avon green infrastructure corridor’.  Honestly, it seems like the report-writers have been taking inspiration from Trump 
on how to confidently assert that the opposite of what is true and right, is true and right.   
Overall, by virtue of the strange and complicated, and clearly biased process used, the sites that offer the ability to develop in far 
less carbon-intensive ways are written off because of these very features, and the sites that from the outset we can see are less 
‘sustainable’ are promote 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Obviously brownfield sites should be used wherever is possible and it’s agreed likely that there will be an unprecedented 
opportunity over the next period to regenerate disused buildings and land that are or become empty as a result of the Covid 
pandemic and economic downturn, and also as a result of related and positive shifts we need to make in our work, lifestyle, and 
transport choices to sustain life into the future.   
We need to build onto land which is close to current employment sites and infrastructure wherever possible, and avoid as much 
greenbelt land as possible, all of which is stated in the Council documentation. 
The Council is justifying its current planning policy of adding new suburbs to towns (in Chippenham’s case) as avoiding 
developments being ‘piecemeal’ and badly integrated to the overall town structure, a point which can of course be dealt with on a 
case-by-case basis, as with anything, if the will and the supportive policy is there.   
The logic of this also thereby implies inherent issues within the existing town structure and seems to approach a solution to this 
by planning a bolted-on area which can be demonstrated to have been sustainably planned (if of course we first forget that it is 
planned on a site which does far more for sustainability left untouched, as I have said before).  But this does not of course 
address the implicit issues within the town itself, the enlivening of which the place-shaping priorities suggest is an important 
focus, and how this will continue to exist and thrive sustainably alongside any new development.  Surely, filling in small gaps that 
become available close to existing roads and amenities and according to real need as it arises would be a more manageable and 
sensible approach at this time, and enable the ongoing establishment of interconnected active travel routes and better public 
transport to address the town’s overall and holistic transformation away from private car-use.  This will also serve the town centre 
equally well if not better, as creating a new suburb may promote that area feeling a sense of separateness from the whole.           
Working agricultural land (including current County farms) as well as beautiful unspoilt countryside makes up the bulk of the land 
parcels ‘preferred’ for development in Chippenham.  As the Climate Change and Biodiversity paper addresses, food security is 
likely to be further compromised by increasing temperatures and extreme weather changes, and in fact this is already happening 
in the UK.  To reduce carbon we also need to reduce food miles, and source food locally.  We should therefore seek to preserve 
productive agricultural land, especially where this is near to a water course and thus serving the natural water cycle in the 
optimal, natural way.   
We should not spend huge amounts of money on perverting and corrupting the natural world which is literally our best life support 
and also our best defence against climate change, to our own design and short-term goals.  In Chippenham the proposal to build 
bridges and flyovers over the rivers and the requirement to manage ‘moderate’ flood risk in many of the areas through relatively 
new and untested technologies, is desperately flawed.  We must leave well enough alone now. 



 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The spirit of my answer is in the above.  A fair carbon budget and the means to stick to it, and a focus on actual need are the 
underlying principles of any sustainable future plans.  After choosing sites in this way (not demonstrated by the Chippenham Site 
Selection process), we need to see the Council agreeing and enforcing net zero construction, place-shaping and home-building 
standards (as per Task Group recommendations), redressing impacts to biodiversity by requiring offsetting through tree planting 
and mitigating ill effects on local wildlife and plant habitats as far as is possible, encouraging (through selection and proactive 
promotion of sustainable energy sites and working with the distribution network and new technologies) self-reliance of localities 
around renewable energy sources, and the rapid creation of the LCWIP (in accordance with government guidance) which takes 
local knowledge of how the existing environment can include ample cycling and walking provision to make it a preferred mode of 
travel, and use this to influence how any new areas are then connected.  We need to see effective public transport, considering 
new ideas which would make this more responsive and efficient to run and use, and EV charging infrastructure commensurate 
with demand and beyond to stimulate the required shift from petrol/diesel vehicles.  Aiming to reduce homes dependant on two 
cars to one would be a good interim goal, as modal shift is required overall as well as just a shift to EVs, and this could be 
planned for in terms of parking availability in town centres and in new housing developments, instead featuring high quality, 
secure bike parking and storage.   
Another crucial point is to build only if and when substantial employment opportunities are available locally and within easy reach 
of the site.  Building on Sites 1,2 and 3 ‘preferred’ for Chippenham, is clearly influenced by the proximity of the M4 as well as the 
creation of a new road linking the A350 to the North and South.  It will therefore be possible to attract people into the town who 
intend to commute out to work. This may indeed be quite misguided if after the pandemic many more pre-pandemic commuters 
shift to a more permanently home-based pattern of work, as is likely.  But it’s also likely that some will still be required to 
commute and at any level we should not be inviting and making this possible.  It’s a time that may shift things in all kinds of 
difficult to predict ways and this huge change to the town at this point seems very reckless and ill advised. 
 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 
Its all in the above, and in my other responses.  Council are just missing the point completely with what’s important for the future 
here. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Chippenham’s intertwined proposals and consultations – the local plan review and the ‘Future Chippenham’ road routes scheme 
have been timed concurrently and together show clearly an advanced and orchestrated strategy which threatens Chippenham as 
we know it, and moreover would be catastrophic to our essential, overarching aim of reducing carbon emissions and preserving 
biodiversity.  No amount of mitigation will reverse the damage, which it proposes to add to the already desperately challenging 
situation we are in in attempting to stabilise the climate and our other life-sustaining systems. 
It is disgraceful that these plans are on the table now in 2021 and have been heavily and disingenuously put forward as 
advantageous to people who stand to gain nothing from them, and will in fact stand to lose a great deal.  This is not at all lost on 
local people, who have rallied together against these plans, supported now by the town council’s unanimous rejection of them.  
The petition by CAUSE Wiltshire I am told registers more opposition than has ever previously been generated by a proposed 
development. 
I am, and never have been, what is conveniently referred to as a NIMBY, and neither am I a lifelong environmentalist.  But since 
understanding the full nature of the threats posed by the Climate and ecological emergencies, I am highly compelled, as is 
completely rational, to do whatever I can to oppose plans which so readily and casually put my children’s future under further 
jeopardy.   
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I live in Derry Hill & I’d like to comment on the possibility of 80 houses being built there, as part of the plan. Recently 53 houses 
were built as part of Bowood Gate ; so I feel another 80 seems a little extreme. 
I’m unsure of which option  is best regarding the road as I’m a little unclear where it would go. I agree easing congestion is a 
good idea but I’m worried about the town loosing out on potential footfall of customers.  
I also think that a play park on petty acres field in Derry  Hill would be a great asses to our village. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I wish to submit my strong objection to the proposed development in Chippenham under the Local Plan Review. 
Having been born here and spend much of my life living here, I am deeply concerned at the vision Wiltshire Council seems to 
have developed for our town. Thousands of houses to the East of Chippenham will destroy so much of what residents place 
value on about living here.  
Wiltshire Council seems to want to turn Chippenham into a smaller version of Swindon with large suburbs, disconnected from the 
town centre. But who is this for? It isn't for local people. Demand for housing is small and local employment opportunities very 
limited. All it will do is attract affluent people from along the M4 who will then commute back out to work adding traffic congestion 
and air pollution. It certainly won't benefit the residents who live here that Wiltshire Council is supposed to represent the interests 
of.  
I see Chippenham Town Council has rejected the Local Plan proposals and unanimously against them. I agree with the Town 
Council and the reason given,namely: 
1. The housing target allocated to Chippenham is much too high (at 9,225 and equivalent to 20% of the total number for 
Wiltshire), bears no relation to Chippenham’s actual housing needs and is predicated on substantial numbers of people relocating 
here, in order to commute back out, causing more congestion and significant damage to the climate. 
2. The proposals to develop large suburbs to the East (Site 1) and South (Site 2) would have a severe adverse impact on the 
town and cause unacceptable damage to the local environment through the destruction of high-quality farmland and wildlife 
habitat in the Avon and Marden Valley. 
3. The Chippenham housing numbers and their location should not be dictated by a grant application for a road, which did not 
undergo any public consultation, and which serves to predetermine the spatial strategy. 
4. Wiltshire Council needs to develop an alternative spatial strategy, which is employment led, “appropriate in scale” and 
“environmentally sustainable” as stated in the Vision for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan. 
Chippenham Town Council say no to proposed new housing in Wiltshire Council’s Local Plan Review Consultation • Chippenham 
Town Council 
I hope you will take notice of what everyone is telling you and withdraw this badly thought out plan and dreadful vision of the 
future. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 



 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

Future Chippenham are supportive of the plan-led approach and pleased that the Council is progressing a Local Plan proactively 
to accommodate the higher housing numbers which the Council has identified to meet housing need over the next 20 years. 
However, evidence to support deliverability & viability of the totality of any development supports a robust Spatial Strategy and 
Local Plan and we believe is a critical part of the plan led approach that could be further enhanced to support the Emerging 
Spatial Strategy. 



Chippenham is identified as a Principal Settlement within Wiltshire and the main settlement in the North and West HMA. Within 
the North and West HMA the emerging strategy (2016-2036) identifies a requirement for 9,225 (461.25 dpa) homes in 
Chippenham. This is more than double the requirement in the current Wiltshire Core Strategy (2006-2026) for 4,510 [225dpa] 
homes to be built in Chippenham.Future Chippenham Project Team would like to see more supporting evidence on the 
deliverability of housing at this significantly increased rate within the emerging Spatial Strategy for Chippenham as we consider it 
is likely to present a significant market and delivery challenge.The delivery of 9,225 homes by 2036 in Chippenham in the draft 
Local Plan (2016-2036) takes into account the 4,167 homes completed and committed since 2016: 
• 394 homes completed 2016-2019; 
• 3,773 homes in the pipeline (permitted, resolution to grant permission or are allocated for development in the Chippenham Site 
Allocations Plan as of 1 April 2019) 
Deducting these committed sites from the overall requirement leaves a residual need for land to be allocated for a further 5,058 
homes. The draft Local Plan has set a target for brownfield sites to deliver 24 dwellings per year over the next 10 years i.e. a 
further 240 dwellings by 2032. This further slightly reduces the overall requirement for green field allocations in the draft Local 
Plan 
Future Chippenham conclude, that based on past delivery rates, the target of 9,225 homes is challenging and even with a 
significant step change in delivery, may be beyond the viable and deliverable rates that are realistic for Chippenham. 
Future Chippenham’s evidence based on past delivery rates in the market and on other major urban expansion sites 
demonstrates an average annual delivery rate of 280, with a peak number of between 330 and 380 dwellings delivered each year 
in the period 2035-2040. This is based upon an independent analysis of similar sites that are being or have been delivered 
across the UK, with a similar mix of tenures and ancillary facilities. This evidence is further supported by statements from 
Planning Inspector during recent Local Plan hearings. This proposed delivery rate would result in the delivery of circa 3,240 
dwellings during the Local Plan period, reflected in the Future Chippenham Concept Framework (Appendix A). 
The proposed housing mix in Future Chippenham, has been prepared by the Project Team, taking into account current market 
shortfalls, policy requirements and market trends. Diversity in the housing mix helps to maintain a constant delivery trajectory, as 
a variety of tenures are offered across the market that appeal to a wide sector of the community. 
The financial viability of Future Chippenham has been assessed based on a series of these assumptions, including housing 
delivery rates and infrastructure to match the amount of homes and employment floorspace over the Local Plan period. These 
are detailed in the Deliverability and Viability Technical Paper (Appendix B).                                                                                                                                                                                                              
We support the general focus in the Local Plan on previously developed land and agree with the general brownfield allocation set 
out in the Emerging Spatial Strategy. 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

Future Chippenham recommends a vision for Chippenham, drawing from the objectives identified which will guide the 
development of the future site, as set out at the start of these representations.                                     
The Future Chippenham development will in effect be a holistically planned new garden community that enhances the natural 
environment and offers high-quality affordable housing and locally accessible work in beautiful, healthy and sociable 
environment. Future Chippenham Project is underpinned by key objectives and associated ‘design principles’ which will ensure 
that the future development is based on a step-change in the quality of the place shaping delivered In line with Garden 
Communities ethos Future Chippenham has taken these themes and built a Vision and Objectives as follows: 
Future Chippenham will create a new model of development, groundbreaking in its approach to providing residents and visitors 
with a place to live and to work, reflective and understanding of the history and beauty of the surrounding built and natural 
environment. It will be a place that meets existing and future challenges by being environmentally sustainable; resilient and 
adaptable to climate change; where health and wellbeing are part of the fabric; with a vibrant and diverse community with easy 
access to first class recreational and social facilities; and an economically prosperous community with an enduring sense of 
belonging. 
The Future Chippenham Project is underpinned by six key objectives and associated ‘design principles’ which will ensure that the 
future development is based on a step-change in the quality of the place shaping delivered and will be led by seeking to deliver: 
Distinctive: Future Chippenham will have a distinct character and sense of place influenced by local history, heritage, natural 
features and the wider landscape. The development will respond to its setting next to the River Avon which is its defining and 
connecting feature. The re-creation of the former forest of Pewsham, which is still marked in local place names, will create a 
strong new landscape framework and natural resource. 
Inclusive and Prosperous Economy: An inclusive development that enables access to key economic opportunities including 
employment, education and training regardless of age, income level and mobility, based on an active and vibrant town centre 
with a strong cultural and commercial offer, delivering benefits that are equitably distributed. 
A development contributing to a prosperous local economy and providing increased potential for Chippenham’s economic self-
containment. By delivering high quality new housing and commercial employment locationsserved by excellent transport 
connectivity, Chippenham’s status as a Principal Settlement will be reinforced and enhanced in coming years and in the long 
term. 
Healthy: Healthy lifestyles will be encouraged through a green infrastructure network that provides opportunities for leisure, active 
recreation, access to nature and community food growing. 



A development that promotes more sustainable and active transport choices, that reduce the need to travel. It will contain 
neighbourhoods that are self-sufficient with their own centres at highly accessible locations with community facilities, schools, 
parks and play areas co-located within easy walking distance of new homes. 
Environmentally Sustainable: A Net Zero Carbon development that is energy and resource efficient, minimises carbon emissions 
and offsets or sequesters carbon to achieve net zero and reduces car-based and other sources of air pollution, in order to help 
the environment now and in the future. Carbon reduction initiatives will be at the forefront of design considerations. 
An Environment and Biodiversity Positive Development with measurable improvement resulting in net environmental gain and 
measurable net gain in biodiversity 
A Zero Waste development that minimises waste going to landfill, minimises the use of materials and resources, reuses and 
repairs – keeping products, parts and materials at their highest use and value. 
Resilient and Adaptable: A climate resilient and adaptable development that can adapt to climate change, with buildings which 
are designed to be flexible in their use over time, rather than being replaced. 
Surface runoff and fluvial flooding will be mitigated by water features that address flooding issues in a blue network of 
recreational routes and waterbodies which, in turn, will enhance the green infrastructure network. 
Connected: COVID-19 will push communities to become increasingly resilient and self-sufficient, demonstrating the importance of 
easily accessible community facilities. This shift towards self-sufficient communities reflects the ’10-minute neighbourhood’ 
concept, which advocates the provision of key facilities within walking distance for all residents. 
A major lifestyle implication of social distancing has been the upsurge in telecommuting, which has temporarily dominated the 
UK’s work and social lives, including emerging digital platforms for telemedicine and education. It is anticipated that rates of 
telecommuting will remain high post COVID-19, particularly where residents rely on public transport. Accordingly, demand will 
likely increase for smart city infrastructure and technologies which promote digital connectivity. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
A review of the major employment developments in the pipeline near Chippenham indicates a surplus of employment land within 
both A350 Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) and Swindon/M4 Corridor FEMA. If brought forward, these employment 
spaces would meet market demand for the town through the next Local Plan period as a minimum. A review of these major 
developments is provided below: 



• Rawlings Green – part of Future Chippenham with planning resolution for “up to 650 dwellings, and 5ha employment-generating 
space and a 2FE primary school”. Although the delay in signing S106 agreements has prolonged issuing a decision notice, it is 
expected that this employment land will come forward during the plan period. 
• Chippenham Gateway – has planning permission for “1m sq ft (circa 9.3ha) employment space, including Class B8 (storage and 
distribution) and associated infrastructure”. This major commercial scheme is in a strategic location at Junction 17 of the M4 and 
is likely to absorb the demand for storage and distribution premises around Chippenham in the short to medium term, reducing 
the need for provision elsewhere. It is noted that the Swindon and Wiltshire Functional Economic Market Area Assessment 
(FEMAA) (2016) identifies Chippenham within A350 Strategic Economic Growth Zone and Chippenham Gateway within 
Swindon/M4 Zone. These zones have been the base for identifying Swindon and Wiltshire Functional Economic Market Areas 
(FEMAs) in the Economic Land Review (ELR). 
• Showell Farm employment development – has planning permission for “development of 5ha of employment space, including 
Class B1(b), Class B1(c), B2 with Ancillary B1(a), B8 and Ancillary B1(a)”, approved in 2017. 
• Sadlers Mead office development – has planning permission for “construction of new HQ office building and erection of multi-
storey and surface car park” northeast of Chippenham rail station. 
Development of the Chippenham Gateway to the north of Chippenham, Rawlings Green to the east, Sadlers Mead in central 
Chippenham, and Showell Farm to the south will provide a range of employment opportunities that are well connected to the 
wider region through rail and road corridors. The Local Growth Funded “Chippenham Station Hub” project in central Chippenham 
will also strengthen the role of the transport infrastructure that is already in place. 
It is not clear how delivery of these sites (and the types of employment space to be delivered) has been considered within the 
Local Plan Review when estimating the need for employment land within Future Chippenham. 
The HIF application proposed 1m sq. ft. (circa. 9.3ha) of employment land for Future Chippenham, including employment land 
with strong access to the M4 Corridor. This includes the 5ha of employment space at Rawlings Green. According to the Local 
Plan Review, a total of 5ha of employment space would be released during the Plan period for Chippenham. Future Chippenham 
Project proposes an additional 1ha employment land within the new neighbourhood centres. Up to 4ha could be allocated 
elsewhere in Future Chippenham, to meet local needs that are not met on other allocated or permitted site elsewhere in the 
Chippenham area. 
There is uncertainty as to whether the delivery of the aforementioned major permissions in proximity to Future Chippenham 
(particularly Chippenham Gateway located within the Swindon/M4 Corridor FEMA) is seen to satisfy the requirements for 
Chippenham. If this is the case, there is likely to be a reduced requirement for employment land provision at Future Chippenham, 
which will have implications for the future masterplan framework. Future Chippenham request that the allocation policy for the 
Future Chippenham site include some flexibility to enable the development to respond positively to the prevailing market 
conditions. 



Future Chippenham suggests that, if additional employment land is required on site, it may be most appropriately located at the 
junction of the distributor road either with the A350 or with the A4 London Road. This will be confirmed through local engagement 
with the SWLEP and other stakeholders. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The delivery of the new link road to the south and east of Chippenham is strongly supported as this is seen as essential 
infrastructure to deliver a long-term sustainable solution for meeting the future growth needs of Chippenham. This takes forward 
the long-term opportunity identified by the planning inspector in his Major Modification to the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan. 
 Both proposals 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 (1) 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.Future Chippenham supports the 
evidence presented in the Local Plan – Transport Review which confirms need for the full distributor road and recommend this 
commitment is clearly set out in the Planning for Chippenham Spatial Plan Document. This would be in line with the HIF 
submission, which showed that the greatest level of benefits for the local transport network would be achieved by delivering a full 
distributor road. 
The distributor road will also provide opportunities for traffic travelling to/from Pewsham, Calne and areas to the east of the town 
to access the A350 without having to travel through the town centre and as such reduce the volumes of traffic travelling on the A4 
and A420 corridors and central Chippenham. A reduction in traffic travelling through central Chippenham and on these corridors 
would help contribute towards achieving the following outcomes for transport in Chippenham: 
• Reduced traffic using less appropriate routes within the town - this will help improve conditions for pedestrians and cyclists and 
the operation of bus services, for example by providing the opportunity to re-allocate road space to enable improved pedestrian 
or cycle provision. 
• Increased levels of walking and cycling for journeys within Chippenham - via improved conditions and the provision of safe and 
convenient pedestrian and cycle routes. 
• Improved reliability of bus services - across the town but particularly on the higher frequency A4 and A420 corridors. 
• Supporting the successful delivery of future growth in the town. 



Traffic modelling in support of the HIF submission identified that only 650 houses at Rawlings Green and 400 houses loading 
onto the A4 London Road to the east of Pewsham, a total of 1,050 houses, could be completed before significant transport 
infrastructure is required to help mitigate the impacts of congestion in the town. This confirmed existing evidence from the CSAP 
transport modelling and Highway Officer comments on the Chippenham Riverside planning application. 
The evidence used to develop the CSAP (2006-2026) recognised that future growth of Chippenham couldn’t occur in the town 
without delivery of significant transport infrastructure and included policies which reserve land for the delivery of such 
infrastructure. As noted in the Local Plan – Transport Review, the threshold for a new distributor road would be 400 new homes 
above the current CSAP.Walking & cycling networks 
The distributor road would provide segregated walking and cycling routes along its length, in accordance with LTN1/20, and 
connect to a network of walking and cycling routes within the area of the Draft Concept Framework and also existing routes in the 
town. This will help encourage travel within the development and to employment, social and education opportunities across the 
town on foot and by bike. Opportunities will also exist to connect to National Cycle Network route 403 which runs through the 
town and provides cycle connectivity between Calne and Chippenham. 
Supporting bus services 
The proposed distributor road design and arrangement will enable the flexible operation of bus services along its length and 
through Future Chippenham, maximising the use of existing commercially operated services to ensure long term sustainability of 
buses in the town. The A4 London Road and Bath Road are both relatively high-frequency radial bus corridors, opportunities to 
incorporate the distributor road and development into these operations needs to be considered. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

Within Site1, the plots most suitable for development up to 2036 are the unlabelled plots marked for development within Figure 
3.1 below; this is a marked-up version of ‘Figure 2 – Concept Map for Site 1’ of the Local Plan Review: Planning for Chippenham 
document. These plots considered to be appropriate for development are centred around Harden’s Farm and extending towards 
the east, as well as the area to the north of Hither Farm and Stanley Lane. These development areas possess the following 
features: 
• They are most closely located to the existing settlement edge: 
• Those around Harden’s Farm are lower-lying and are more contained spatially by existing vegetation. 
• Development would be visible from the following locations: 
o The existing settlement edge;                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
National Cycle Route 403 (NCR 403); 



o Views from the more open landscape to the north, public rights of way which connect to settlements such as Tytherton East (a 
Conservation Area); 
o Elevated viewpoints such as Bencroft Hill to the east or Derry Hill to the south.For those areas, the following mitigation would 
be achievable and could include: 
• Enhanced vegetation along the National Cycle Route 403 (NCR 403), a former railway line and include woodland belts as part 
of the wider development. 
• Planting of woodland blocks along the northern boundary adjacent to NCR 403 to reduce longer distance views towards 
Chippenham from NCR 403. 
• Interplanting to existing hedgerows and plant new tree belts. 
• Retain the open floodplain landscape adjacent to the River Avon. 
• Maintain views to the church spires. 
• Consideration to be given to the settings of Hither Farm Cottage and Harden’s Farm as listed buildings. 
• A graduation to lower densities towards the edges of the new settlement boundary heading westwards. 
• Planting within land further to the east, north and south of Middle Farm, would help mitigate elevated views and provide the 
setting and define a new settlement edge to development up to 2036.In conclusion, development should be focused up to 2036 in 
the plots around and between Harden’s Farm and Hither Farm with the appropriate mitigation at the densities outlined in the 
Local Plan Consultation, January 2021.Within Site 2, Future Chippenham considers the plots most suitable for development up to 
2036 are the unlabelled plots marked for development within Figure 3.2 below; this is a marked-up version of ‘Figure 6 – Concept 
Map for Site 2’ of the Local Plan Review: Planning for Chippenham document.Plots H to J - proposed residential and employment 
areas. Part of these areas contribute to the landscape approach to Chippenham along the A4 (London Road). For these plots, 
mitigation needs to create a buffer to avoid an overly developed approach to Chippenham, possibly achieved with screen 
planting. As this is likely to be achievable, we support the development of these allocations. 
Plots K to N are peripheral to Site 2 and are noted as areas of future development (post 2036) on Figure 6 - Concept Map for Site 
2 and 3 from the Local Plan Review: Planning for Chippenham document. In this area we will give consideration to the landscape 
character in terms of the proximity of these plots to the River Avon, Cocklemore Brook and the landscape setting of the listed 
Lackham College, through the master planning process. 
Visually, these sites would be visible from Lackham College, from the Wilts & Berks Canal and public rights of way within the 
River Avon floodplain corridor, as well as from elevated viewpoints. 
Mitigation to support longer-term development (post 2036) could include: 
• Conserving the network of hedgerows within the area to retain their good condition and supplementing with further tree planting. 
• Considering the appropriate density of development proposed at the edges of Future Chippenham; 



• Retaining a buffer of open space to the Wilts & Berks Canal.Seeking opportunities for new woodland planting to replicate small 
woodlands in the area and maintaining green links; this is of relevance to mitigate elevated views and to establish a landscape 
setting for potential future development post 2036. 
• Enhancing the riparian vegetation and wetland habitats along Cocklemore Brook. 
• Retaining open riverside areas to provide a buffer between development and the River Avon’s riparian environment. 
• Providing new woodland copses to replicate those within the valley to mitigate elevated views and as part of the setting to the 
development up to and post 2036. 
The required mitigation we have outlined above is largely identified within Figure 6 – Concept Map for Site 2 and 3, so we are 
therefore generally in agreement of the areas identified for development in this area coming later than this local plan period. This 
is subject to ongoing engagement with statutory consultees.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
An Interim Sustainability Appraisal (ISA) that is published as part of the Local Plan Review consultation assesses the likely 
effects associated with developing seven ‘reasonable alternative’ potential development sites at Chippenham. Table 5.2 of the 
ISA, summarises the assessment scores for sustainability objectives and ranks the sites from most sustainable to least 
sustainable. 
Future Chippenham seeks to clarify the results of the ISA, as set out in the following sub-sections.Site 5 (SHELAA site 3666)  
The assessment of site 5 is missing from the Annex II document, so it has not been possible to review the decision-making 
behind the scores for site 5.  
SA Objective 10 Inclusive communities  
Table 5.2 of the ISA Main Report shows a moderate positive effect score for Site 5 against Objective 10. This score is queried for 
the following reason:  
The A350 dual carriageway severs the site from Chippenham. As is described in greater detail in relation to Site 6, the ISA raises 
doubt over whether it is possible to achieve a suitable non-motorised access across the A350 to link the site with existing public 
and town centre facilities.  
• Site 5 is located further west than Site 6, between 2.2km and 3.8km from the town centre and severed by the A350. Site 5 
would suffer the same problems as Site 6 in providing a safe and suitable non-motorised user route between the Site 5 and the 
variety of services and facilities in Chippenham.  
• Table 2.1 of the ISA Main Report states that where mitigation would be unachievable a major adverse effect should be scored 
and where mitigation would be problematic a moderate adverse effect should be scored.  
• Development at Site 5 would be isolated and vehicle dependent. This would not create the conditions for an inclusive and 
healthy community.  
Future Chippenham therefore contend that the moderate positive effect is changed to moderate or major adverse effect.  
Site 6 (SHELAA sites 467, 468 and 497)  



Overall Site 6 is ranked as the third most sustainable site at the Principal Settlement of Chippenham. The scores given for Site 6 
have been compared against the scores given for Site 2 and concerns are raised on several of the issues are considered below:  
SA Objective 6 Energy – sustainable energy opportunities and grid reinforcements  
Site 6 scores a moderate positive effect against SA Objective 6, whereas Site 2 scores a minor positive effect. Despite the 
difference in scores, both sites share the same summary conclusions, as set out in Appendix II (pp.20 and 56):  
• Significant costs associated with the investment that may be required to reinforce the grid to cope with increased demand from 
the development of the site;  
• Existing substations in Chippenham are constrained and it is thought that generation capacity greater than 5MVA would need 
investment to reinforce the network;  
• There are no known details of future development schemes, but opportunities may exist for the site to support energy 
generation from renewable and low carbon sources and create opportunities in the sustainable green technologies sector.  
• Parts of the site could be suitable for renewable and low carbon energy sources and supporting infrastructure.  
• If the site were to be bought forward with its own self-supporting network through renewable energy generation, the costs could 
be significantly less.  
Future Chippenham notes that the key factor differentiating the scores for these sites against SA Objective 6 is decision aiding 
question 2: ‘Be capable of connecting to the local Grid without the need for further investment?’ The scores appear to relate 
solely to the larger scale of development associated with Site 2 and the level of investment in the energy network that may be 
required to facilitate it. Not only would this contradict the  
summary conclusions given for both sites - which recognise both may require significant investment - but it would also be 
inconsistent with the approach taken to scoring the other decision aiding questions for this SA Objective.  
The scores given against Decision Aiding Question 1 recognises that without details of the future development schemes, the 
opportunities for renewable energy generation are not known. Unlike the approach taken for the Decision Aiding Question 2, the 
scores for Decision Aiding Question 1 do not appear to be based on the scale of the development. Future Chippenham has 
potential to deliver a district heating scheme, a low carbon combined heat and power network and to integrate renewable 
technologies; all on a significant scale, yet this is not factored into the minor positive effect scored for SA Objective 6.  
Future Chippenham therefore recommends that the scoring against SA Objective 6 are revisited. A consistent approach should 
be taken to answering all the decision aiding questions for each of the comparative site assessments.  
SA Objective 7 and SA Objective 8 Landscape and Heritage Impact  
Site 6 is identified in the ISA as having an approximate capacity ranging from 1,696 to 2,375 dwellings (Table 5.1 of SA Main 
Report); however, Future Chippenham considers that lower development densities on this site are likely to be required reflecting 
the potential landscape and heritage impacts of development.  



The assessment text for SA Objective 7 Decision Aiding Question 2 (ISA Appendix II pp.57) states that development may be 
precluded in the southern and western parts of Site 6 due to impacts on the visual setting of the Sheldon Manor group 
(Scheduled Monument, Listed Buildings and Registered Park and Garden).  
In addition, SA Objective 8 (ISA Appendix II pp.58) also recognises that development should avoid rising landform and leave the 
northern part of the site undeveloped in order to maintain a strategic gap of countryside between development at Site 6 and the 
Allington Conservation Area. The combination of these potential impacts and recommended design response will reduce the 
capacity of this site considerably.  
In addition, we anticipate that the development of the land beyond the A350 would introduce an extensive new element of 
suburban character into a relatively unaffected rural agricultural landscape that would require ‘significant landscape planting’ and 
retention of hedgerows due to the site’s location west of the A350 (ISA Main Report pp.48). Development of the land to either 
side of the A4 would significantly change the landscape character of this main approach to Chippenham, creating an extended 
suburban route, out of character with the existing environment.  
We consider that due to the need for significant mitigation planting and following the assessment methodology set out in Table 
2.1, a moderate adverse effect might be considered a more appropriate assessment score against SA Objective 7.  
In respect of landscape, there are some general concerns regarding the three Decision Aiding Questions for the ‘Landscapes’ 
topic, as expressed in Appendix A to the Sustainability Appraisal which provide a limited basis on which to differentiate between 
local proposals. One question relates to nationally protected landscapes – of which there are none close to Chippenham; one 
question relates to protection or enhancement of public rights of way and public access land; and one relates to protection or 
enhancement of local landscape by having high design standards to the development, which are not available for consideration 
at this stage.  
None of the questions relate to the anticipated impacts of residential development in general on the intrinsic qualities of the 
landscape or views. So the ‘Landscapes’ topic, on the basis of these three lines of interrogation used in the Sustainability 
Appraisal, is based mainly on the frequency of existing PRoW or public access land within the potential sites – an aspect that, as 
a larger site with greater connectivity to Pewsham, skews the assessment in respect of Landscape impacts incorrectly against 
Site 2 and in favour of Site 6. Opportunities to maintain and improve public access further will come forward as part of the 
detailed site design, as will careful planning to ensure visual amenity is maintained.  
Taking all these points above into consideration, the Landscapes topic can carry little weight in determining an order of 
preference in the findings of the SA between potential development sites around Chippenham.  
SA Objective 10 Inclusive Communities  
A moderate positive effect is scored for site 6 against SA Objective 10, although this should be reconsidered. The ISA states 
‘there are concerns that suitable access from this site to an existing school or new school within the settlement may not be 



achievable’ (ISA Appendix II pp.59). This is due to the A350 severing the land from Chippenham and the site being 2km – 3.3km 
from the town centre by non-motorised means. Whilst it is not  
specifically referred to in the assessment, the A350 would have the same severing impact on access to health, community, 
amenity and town centre facilities located in Chippenham. The development of Site 6 would create an isolated, car-dependent 
community which suffers from poor access to services and facilities in Chippenham by active travel modes. This would not create 
the conditions for an inclusive and healthy community.  
Given this and following the assessment methodology described in Table 2.1 of the ISA, it is considered that a moderate or major 
adverse effect should be scored for this site.  
While the assessment recognises that there is sufficient space within Site 6 for the provision of on-site facilities to serve the 
development, this considers the full site area. As described above, the identified landscape and heritage constraints will restrict 
development on large areas of the site, thereby reducing housing numbers and the range and type of on-site facilities that could 
be supported. Regardless of on-site provision, with no clear means of providing suitable non-motorised access to the rest of 
Chippenham, Site 6 would not be able to deliver an inclusive and healthy community.  
Site 7 SHELAA 744  
SA Objective 6 Energy  
Site 7 scores a moderate positive effect against this objective, whereas Site 2 scores a minor positive effect; there appears to be 
inconsistency in the scoring against this objective, as described in section 3.3.2.  
The summary conclusion for SA Objective 6 (ISA Appendix II pp.68) recognises that Site 7 is smaller than some of the other sites 
assessed at Chippenham and as a result it would lead to a comparatively smaller increase in demand for energy. Nonetheless 
the summary conclusion states that significant investment to reinforce the local power grid may be required to cope with the 
demand generated by development at Site 7. This is the same conclusion reached for Site 2.  
All other statements made in the summary conclusion for Site 7 are the same as those concluded for Site 2. As such, it would 
appear that the differentiating factor separating the scores for Site 2 and Site 7 is Decision Aiding Question 1 and the scale of 
development / energy demand that each could generate.  
It would seem to have been sensible also to consider the scale of development against the other Decision Aiding Questions for 
SA Objective 6, but this doesn’t appear to have taken place. Site 2 is a large site, that presents greater opportunities for large 
scale on-site renewable energy technologies, such as district heating and low carbon combined heat and power. This has not 
been factored into the scoring of Site 2 compared with Site 7 and the scores given against SA Objective 6 are inconsistent and 
inaccurate as a result. 

 
Further comments 
 



See representations CHIPP 342,CHIPP342a,CHIPP342b, 
CHIPP342c,CHIPP342d,CHIPP342e,CHIPP342f,CHIPP342g,CHIPP342h,CHIPP342i,CHIPP 342j  for full details. Future 
Chippenham welcome the proposed allocation within the Local Plan Review regarding land to the south and east of Chippenham. 
We firmly believe that the evidence clearly indicates that a major urban extension is the most sustainable way to meet 
Chippenham’s needs to support growth in the next local plan period and beyond. 
The main body of this representation goes onto respond to the consultation in detail and raise a number of important points of 
detail for which we are seeking clarity, however it is considered important first to set out Future Chippenham’s strong support for 
the proposed allocation and to give an overview of the vision and work already undertaken and that we will continue to do, in 
order to demonstrate the deliverability, viability and unique place shaping opportunities that the south and east of Chippenham 
provides for the long term sustainable future of the whole town, thereby confirming that it is the right choice.Future Chippenham 
has been established by the Council and the Project deliverables are: 
• A new distributor road that has the potential to unlock significant development to south and east of Chippenham. 
• The development of 7,500 houses and supporting infrastructure up to 2036 and beyond. 
The Council has been awarded £75 million of Government Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) for the delivery of the new 
distributor road to unlock the identified number of houses, subject to a range of terms and pre- and post-conditions being met. 
These representations have been prepared in respect of land to the south and east of Chippenham, LPR Sites 1, 2 and 3 
(hereafter referred to as ‘Future Chippenham’) which has received preferred development site status in the Reg 18 Draft Local 
Plan (para 30 of Planning for Chippenham). 
Wiltshire Council owns approximately 958 acres of land at Chippenham comprising 473 acres at Pewsham, 170 acres at Forest 
Gate and 315 acres at Hardens and Hither Farm which form part of the Council’s County Farm estate.Future Chippenham 
recommends a vision for Chippenham, drawing from the objectives identified which will guide the development of the future site, 
as set out at the start of these representations.The delivery of the new link road to the south and east of Chippenham is strongly 
supported as this is seen as essential infrastructure to deliver a long-term sustainable solution for meeting the future growth 
needs of Chippenham. This takes forward the long-term opportunity identified by the planning inspector in his Major Modification 
to the Chippenham Site Allocations Plan.Future Chippenham considers that the rate of housing delivery identified for Future 
Chippenham is challenging; a realistic delivery rate would align more closely with the recommendations in our Draft Concept 
Framework, Viability and Deliverability Technical Paper and Housing Technical Paper (attached as Appendices A, B and D). With 
this in mind, we have provided a review of the plots identified in the Concept Plan for Sites 1 and Sites 2 & 3 from the Planning 
for Chippenham document which consider the same development areas as the appended Draft Concept Framework document 
(Appendix A). 
It is important to emphasise that the masterplanning process being employed by Future Chippenham will be based on an 
evolving knowledge of evidence and hence while the concept plans within the Local Plan Review are helpful, the overall 



development pattern of the site may vary as new evidence emerges (such as the preferred road route following the current 
consultation). Ongoing discussions with statutory consultees could also fundamentally change the scale and nature of any 
mitigatory measures required. The following section should be read in this context and with reference to the Draft Concept Plan 
(Appendix A) .Chippenham has a clear and distinctive settlement profile that any new development will need to be cognisant of. 
Future Chippenham has the benefits of scale and consistency to ensure levels of existing and new infrastructure provision are 
identified and support the requirement for deliverable homes during the plan period and potential future development drawn 
together by Future Chippenham. This infrastructure and required services are set out in the Future Chippenham Draft Concept 
Framework (Appendix A) and supporting technical papers for Infrastructure (Appendix E) and housing and employment technical 
papers (Appendix D and C respectively). 
Education 
The Local Plan Review states that there is an existing lack of capacity in early years provision and primary and secondary 
schools. The overall additional capacity identified in the Local Plan Review is for 5no. 2 Form Entry primary schools and 1no. 10 
Form Entry secondary school. This is anticipated as being required to meet the full housing delivery identified in the Local Plan. 
The Infrastructure Topic Paper (Appendix E) recognises the need for 2no. 1 Form Entry primary schools and 1no. 6 Form Entry 
secondary school to cater for the educational needs of Future Chippenham. In addition, the Topic Paper identifies a residual 
need for 134 early years places to be provided on separate sites (in addition to the 160 nursery places to be provided in the 2no 
primary schools). This will be explored further through the master planning process. 
Energy 
There is an acknowledged need for an increase in utilities, in particular energy, to cater for the increases in housing and 
employment in Chippenham. The Local Plan Review does not clarify which substations have constraints to additional usage and 
which do not; nor does it confirm whether there is sufficient overall capacity or if the grid requires reinforcing to enable the 
housing requirement. 
The Future Chippenham Infrastructure Topic Paper (Appendix E) states that two existing substations will serve Future 
Chippenham and may need to be reinforced. Further work is needed to fully understand what work will be required. This will be 
explored further through the master planning process. 
Green and Blue Infrastructure 
Improving access to the River Avon valley and extending open spaces along the river to the east and south of Chippenham are 
goals of the Local Plan Review. Opportunities to enhance green corridor and active travel links to Calne, Lacock, Tytherton Lucas 
and Bremhill will be sought. Future Chippenham supports this goal. This will be explored further through the master planning 
process. 
Sports and Leisure Facilities 



The Local Plan Review recognises existing good provision for sports pitches and identifies Stanley Park as the focus for football 
provision and possible future expansion. Future Chippenham Infrastructure Technical Paper identifies that playing pitches and 
sports facilities provided with new schools will be made available for public use outside of school hours. This will be explored 
further through the master planning process. 
Health 
No specific reference is made in the Local Plan Review to the number, type or scale of new surgeries and health facilities needed 
as a result of the new housing proposed, although, limited existing capacity is identified. Redevelopment of Chippenham Hospital 
or provision of a new build NHS service are identified as possibilities in the Local Plan Review. The Local Plan Review refersto 4 
existing GP surgeries in Chippenham with limited existing capacity in these facilities to accommodate increased demand. 
Future Chippenham includes provision for two new health and wellbeing centres based on the NHS cost calculator for new 
development. This will be explored further through the masterplanning process. 
Local Economy 
The ELR data has informed the Local Plan Review baseline analysis and strategy development for Chippenham and the FEMA 
data it contains has been used to derive HMA based employment data for the area.[1] 
Based on the findings of the ELR, the Local Plan Review forecasts a need for a total of 26 ha of employment land for the Local 
Plan area. The LPR suggests that the Core Strategy identified and allocated a significant supply of land for employment needs. 
The scale of supply far exceeded forecast need and provides a good choice of sites and flexibility of provision. The Council has 
reviewed existing employment land supply alongside the forecasts. Taking account of forecast rates of take-up and demand, the 
LPR suggests that the current pool of land for industry and office uses will continue to meet anticipated needs and identifies no 
requirements for most Settlements. Instead, work has identified where there may be particular needs or where development for 
employment would complement planned growth, focusing on supporting economic recovery from the effects of the COVID-19 
pandemic. [2] For Chippenham HMA (including Chippenham, Calne, Corsham, Devizes, Malmesbury and Melksham), the Local 
Plan Review forecasts 9ha of employment land. Through this forecast, 5ha of employment land requirement is identified for 
Chippenham. Future Chippenham request that the allocation policy for the Future Chippenham site include some flexibility to 
enable the development to respond positively to the prevailing market conditions. 
Transport 
Two transport opportunities are identified in the LPR. These include: 
• principally, the eastern road link between the A4 and A350 north of Chippenham. (The southern distributor road between A350 
and A4 is mentioned ‘if required’); and 
• radial cycle routes from edge of settlement housing sites to the town centre and safe cycle storage. 
Both opportunities would be supported by Future Chippenham which will facilitate the construction of both north and south link 
roads and provide cycle and walking connections to central areas of Chippenham. The Draft Concept Framework (Appendix A) 



shows the potential scale and routes of non-motorised transport infrastructure. This will be further refined in a masterplan which 
will be published for consultation in summer 2021. 
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Further comments 
 

 
We refer to the proposed New Housing east of Chippenham. 
We object to the plan on the following grounds: 
1. The Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan Vision requires that any growth is determined by an employment led and 
environmentally sustainable strategy. The massive number of houses proposed does not meet this vision. 
2. The number of houses proposed does not reflect the need in the area and is being dictated by a grant application for a 
road. 
3. The proposed road is not improving sustainable transport, merely aiming to solve an incorrectly perceived idea of 
congestion in Chippenham. 
4. This proposed development will have a hugely detrimental effect on the environment of the Avon and Marden valley. 
5. As Wiltshire Council have adopted a climate emergency motion then it behoves them to seek sustainable ways of travel in 
the area and encourage local commerce and industry, to avoid out-commuting. 
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SMD & Messrs Sealy have a land interest in an area of land located south-east of Junction 17 (Chippenham) of the M4 
Motorway. It is split across the following two parcels of land: 
- Site A - known as St Modwen Park Chippenham; and 
- Site B – known as Land to the north of St. Modwen Park Chippenham. 
 This land is labelled on the accompanying Site Location Plan attached at Appendix 1. Both sites falls within the jurisdiction of 
Wiltshire Council. 
 Outline consent was granted at Site A in August 2017 (LPA ref: 17/03417/OUT) for up to 1,000,000 sq. ft. Class B8 (storage and 
distribution) employment space and associated infrastructure. The consent was principally assessed against Core Policy 34 and 
was determined to be ‘essential to the wider strategic interest of the economic development of Wiltshire’. 
 Site B represents a further development opportunity as a future expansion of St Modwen Park Chippenham, which is already 
served by an enhanced vehicular access delivered as part of the permission for Site A. It is contained on all sides by either 
significant highway infrastructure or existing/consented employment uses. 
Following a review of the LPR and its evidence base, it is considered that the economic evidence underpinning the plan is both 
out of date and fails to fully assess and respond to the economic potential of Wiltshire to help meet regional and national 
employment needs. Given the district’s advantageous location in the south of England, with the M4 corridor traversing the north 
of the County, the absence of a broader assessment of market demand for industrial and logistics (I&L) uses represents a 
deficiency in the evidence base and a missed opportunity for the Council.Our comments on the consultation and supporting 



evidence base are set out below and are made in accordance with paragraph 35 of the NPPF, to assist in ensuring that the LPR 
is found sound when examined in the future. We note that there is an ongoing consultation in regard to the changes to the NPPF, 
and that it is likely, given the published timelines for the LPR, that these will be made prior to the LPR reaching a sufficiently 
advanced stage, and thus it will be this revised Framework upon which the LPR will be examined.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
2. Planning Policy Context: Plan-Making 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (‘the NPPF’, published February 2019) sets out the government’s guidance towards 
the preparation of local plans and decision-making. 
2.2 The NPPF establishes that plans should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development. For plan-making this 
means that (a) plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, and be sufficiently flexible 
to adapt to rapid change; and (b) strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and 
other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas. 
2.3 At Paragraph 31 of the NPPF, the document states that the preparation and review of all policies should be underpinned by 
relevant and up-to-date evidence base. This should be adequate and proportionate, focused tightly on supporting and justifying 
the policies concerned, and take into account relevant market signals. 
2.4 Paragraph 35 of the NPPF establishes that when a plan is submitted for examination it will be assessed to confirm that it is 
“sound”; this includes the requirements that a plan is positively prepared; justified; effective and consistent with national policy. 
2.5 The online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) is an online resource which provides additional advice and guidance towards 
the preparation of local plans. The PPG is referenced within these representations, and wider submission documentation where 
relevant.3 National Context – Industrial and Logistics 
National Planning Policy and Guidance 
3.1 As part of building a strong and competitive economy, paragraph 81 of the NPPF states that planning policies should be 
flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, and to enable a rapid response to changes in economic 
circumstances. It is our clients’ view that the LPR fails to provide an appropriate range of employment sites across the Wiltshire 
administrative area, or provide the necessary policy certainty to encourage appropriate economic development during the plan 
period that was not identified during the drafting of the Plan. 
3.2 Paragraph 82 requires planning policies and decisions to recognise and address the specific locational requirements of 
different sectors. This includes making provision for clusters or networks of knowledge and data-driven, creative or high 
technology industries; and for storage and distribution operations at a variety of scales and in suitably accessible locations. 
3.3 The online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) notes that the logistics industry is “critical in enabling an efficient, sustainable 
and effective supply of goods for consumers and businesses, as well as contributing to local employment opportunities”1. The 
guidance emphasises that the industry has “distinct locational requirements”, and that policies for logistics should be formulated 
“separately from those relating to general employment land”. 



3.4 This section of the PPG adds that “strategic facilities serving national or regional markets are likely to require significant 
amounts of land, good access to strategic transport networks, sufficient power capacity and access to appropriately skilled 
labour”. The guidance encourages collaboration with other local authorities, infrastructure providers and other interests to identify 
the scale of need across the relevant market areas. 
Regional/national/international market position 
3.5 Savills Industrial Agency and Research teams monitor the UK logistics sector and provide commentary on the anticipated 
growth arising from demand and supply trends across the country, including the M4 corridor. The following statistics are taken 
from the report titled ‘Savills Research: The Growth of UK Logistics’. 
3.6 The UK logistics market has traditionally been focussed in and around the centre of the UK. This stems from the fact that 
retailers could locate their distribution warehouses here and reach a large proportion of the population within a four hour drive. 
However, that traditional market is rapidly evolving. 
3.7 The logistics sector is now a key contributor to the UK economy, contributing £78bn of Gross Value Added (GVA) to the UK 
economy in 2019. Between 2014 and 2019, the number of businesses in the sector grew by 66%. By comparison, total 
businesses in the UK grew by 20% over this time. 
1 PPG paragraph 031, Reference ID: 2a-031-20190722 
Rise of e-commerce: 
3.8 Online shopping, including grocery shopping, has been on the rise for over a decade due to digital innovations and changing 
consumer habits. Data from the ONS shows that over the last decade internet sales have accounted for increasing percentages 
of total retail sales, from around 6-7% in 2010 to around 20% in early 2020. The most recent data shows the impact of the 
country-wide lockdown following the outbreak. ONS data indicates that at its peak in May 2020, a third (33%) of all retail sales 
had been conducted online, and that change appears to have solidified with levels still at 27% in August 2020. 
3.9 According to Savills research, by the end of 2021 the share of all online sales is expected to normalise at 24.3% in the UK, 
well above the pre-Covid trend, and continue growing from this higher base. This compares to 15.3% on average in Western 
Europe, while in the US the 2020 share is expected to rise to 20%, compared to a pre-Covid forecast of 16.9%2. 
3.10 Whilst the UK has higher proportions of online shopping than other countries, there is less floorspace per capita with limited 
space to accommodate the stock. This indicates that further floorspace growth is likely in response to the recent increase in 
online sales in the UK. Furthermore, as the UK is more densely populated with tighter available land compared to much of 
Europe, it is even more important to adequately plan for the future availability of sufficient industrial land. 
Demand: 
3.11 As a result of the growth, the demand for warehouse space has risen dramatically in recent years. In 2009, the average 
amount of space transacted annually in 2009 was c.430,000 square feet. By the end of 2019, the average amount of space 
transacted was c.995,000 square feet, an increase of 130%. This is before Covid-19 hit and the heightened demand (see below). 



3.12 A forecast from Forrestar suggests that by 2024, an additional 37.2m sq ft of warehouse space is required across the UK, to 
meet the demands of online retail sector alone. 
Impact of Covid-19 
3.13 Whilst Covid-19 resulted in significant economic shocks worldwide, the I&L sector is one of the few industries which have 
grown in strength. It is also set to undergo unprecedented growth in response to technological innovation, changing consumer 
habits, responses to geopolitical events such as Brexit and to the recent pandemic, which has effectively accelerated pre-existing 
growth trends such as online shopping and stock piling. 
3.14 Covid-19 and Brexit combined are leading many companies to decide to bring back production and the stockpiling of goods 
to the UK to safeguard against future supply chain shocks. In parallel to the rise in online shopping, consumers’ expectations for 
same-day or next day delivery are reshaping operating models for logistics companies3. This is expected to increase demand for 
logistics space away from historic brick-and-mortar shops as reduced delivery times are expected to benefit online retailers. 
3.15 Analysing the impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic, recent research by Knight Frank estimates that every additional £1bn of 
online sales leads to a demand for 1.36m sq ft of logistics space.4 
3.16 Whilst future I&L demand is expected to be higher than historic trends, future growth is being constrained by the lack of 
available floorspace and land supply. This is particularly acute along the M4 Corridor and this is explored further in Section 6. 
3 McKinsey & Company (2014), Same-day delivery: The next evolutionary step in parcel logistics 
4 Knight Frank (2020) How will rising online sales volumes impact on demand for distribution and logistics space? Online article: 
https://www.knightfrank.co.uk/research/london-report/2020-10-07-how-will-rising-online-sales-volumes-impact-on-demand-for-
distribution-and-logistics-space4 Emerging Spatial Strategy 
4.1. Although the LPR is relatively well advanced, with adoption currently targeted for Q2 2023, it is considered the ESS 
document is still relatively high-level. 
Plan Period 
4.2. It is acknowledged the LPR is set for adoption in Q2 2023. This would therefore fail to accord with the NPPF’s requirement 
for a minimum 15 year plan period from adoption (paragraph 22), with the plan period running on 13 years from the date of 
adoption. The Council must resolve this before progressing to the next stage of the LPR. We would suggest incorporating 
sufficient flexibility to allow for any potential slippages in the plan making process. 
4.3. In addition, the base date of 2016 is already 5 years out of date, and will be seven years on adoption. The plan should be 
rebased to 2020, with an updated evidence base. This is explored further in the following section. 
M4 Junction 17 
4.4. The ESS identifies Junction 17 of the M4 as an area of established employment land, and potentially an area for employment 
growth, delivering a scale and form of economic development that is not appropriate to be met at the main settlements within the 
County. This is supported and assessed in further detail below. 
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5 Levels of Employment Growth for Wiltshire 
Out of Date Evidence Base 
6.1 As part of the LPR evidence base, Wiltshire Council undertook an Employment Land Review (ELR) to assess future demand 
and supply of B use class employment land in Wiltshire. The ELR was published back in April 2018, almost three years ago, and 
on adoption in Q2 2023, the evidence base would be over five years old. The proposed employment land requirements which the 
LPR is based upon would not have captured the historic growth witnessed in the I&L sector, the recent boom from Covid-19 or 
the forecasted unprecedented growth in response to technological innovation, permanent changes to consumer behaviour and 
stock piling outlined in Section 3. 
6.1 Furthermore, the ELR recognises data gathering on the demand for and especially the supply of employment land should be 
an ongoing process. The report itself acknowledges it ‘only provides a snapshot of supply at the moment’. As a result, it 
recommends Wiltshire Council regularly reviews the document, updating the supply assessment on an annual basis and updating 
the demand assessment at least once every five years (emphasis added). Despite these recommendations, there is no mention 
in the ESS that any further updates to the ELR have taken place, and the document still refers to the defunct Swindon and 
Wiltshire Spatial Framework Plan dated 2016/17. 
6.1 The evidence base is therefore already considered out-of-date and not consistent with national policy, failing to meet 
paragraph 31 of the NPPF. The ELR does not form an up-to-date evidence base upon which to consider the soundness of the 
emerging employment land demand figures. It is therefore recommended that the ELR should be reviewed before the LPR 
progresses to the next stage. 
Employment Land Requirements 
6.1 The ELR acknowledges that overall there is a shortage of readily developable employment sites in areas of strong demand, 
which is a constraining factor on economic development. Furthermore, it identifies an immediate need for new allocations in the 
Wiltshire part of the M4/Swindon FEMA, with a forecast undersupply of around 4ha of employment land and 8ha over the full 
local plan period. 
6.1 Notwithstanding identifying a shortfall in development sites, the LPR disregards the ELR conclusions, concluding it is not 
necessary to allocate further employment sites to meet the forecast demand in Wiltshire. The ESS considers the Core Strategy 
identified and allocated a significant supply of land for employment need, with supply far exceeding forecast need. Looking 



forward, the Council considers the evidence base of forecast rates of take up and demand shows the industry and office uses 
generally continue to meet anticipated needs. However, as outlined above, this assessment has been based on an out-of-date 
evidence base, which has not taken into account the significant growth in I&L sector since 2019, after the ELR was published. 
6.1 This approach is not considered to be in the principle of sustainable development, as it is not sufficiently flexible to adapt to 
change, and is therefore considered contrary to paragraph 11 of the NPPF. 
6.1 The Council’s employment requirements are reliant on needs arising from housing numbers and there is a discrepancy 
between how the housing need and employment need is calculated. The ESS acknowledges Chippenham is set to have by far 
the largest additional housing need over the plan period. However, whilst the housing need projects forward to take into account 
future growth, the employment need is focused on historic supply (based on a historic evidence base) and doesn’t acknowledge 
employment need increasing independently (from events such as Covid-19, rise of e-commerce, Brexit etc.). The ESS 
acknowledges there may be a need to revise the housing numbers in line with government’s revised methodology, yet fails to 
recognise the employment demand may be tweaked too. 
6.1 If the ESS does not intend to secure formal allocations to accommodate future growth, a policy should be formed which is 
sufficiently evolved to provide the market with confidence to pursue applications where demand for logistics uses exist. This is 
explored further in Section 9. 
Savills Research 
6.1 Savills Economics have calculated that Swindon and Wiltshire require significant additional allocated industrial land to meet 
the anticipated spaced demands for future job growth. Using Oxford Economics employment forecasts for Swindon and Wiltshire 
to 2030, it has been calculated that there will be an additional 2,988 employees working in B Class industries across Swindon 
and Wiltshire. This equates to an additional 1.99 million sq ft of warehouse space will be required by 2030. 
6 Potential locations for development 
6.1 At a national level, planning policy identifies that the logistics sector has distinct locational requirements5, and planning 
policies should recognise and address the specific location requirements of different sectors, including storage and distribution 
operations of varying scales and in suitably accessible locations (paragraph 82 of NPPF). However, this focus hasn’t been 
carried through at a local level in the emerging LPR. 
6.2 The LPR rightly adopts a settlement hierarchy which focuses housing development at the largest settlements. This is 
appropriate for that sector, in line with the principles of sustainable development, however some elements of the employment 
sector have requirements that mean they should not be constrained to particular settlements or market areas. This approach 
neglects wider opportunities, particularly regional/nationally significant employment opportunities which are not appropriate to site 
directly adjacent to those settlements because of their scale and the impact they would have on the local road network. 
6.3 The sustainability appraisal considered requirements for an additional 9ha of employment land in Chippenham HMA. As 
shown in Appendix 2, when considering future employment development sites, this was limited to those surrounding the existing 



Chippenham settlement. This approach for reviewing and identifying sites is not in accordance with paragraph 81 of the NPPF as 
the approach and quota for development is not flexible enough to accommodate further growth outside of this HMA or 
recognising and addressing specific locational requirements as per paragraph 82 of the NPPF. 
6.4 The ELR identifies a severe shortage of supply of big sheds along the western M4, and acknowledges a market opportunity 
for Wiltshire, with “the central position of which would give any big shed development, for example on sites with good motorway 
access at M4 Junction 17, an advantage with its access to both London, the West and Wales.’ Whilst the ELR acknowledged the 
locational requirement and opportunity, the Council has failed to acknowledge it by considering and accommodating those 
demands arising outside of the needs of HMAs. 
M4 Corridor 
6.5 Through the PPG the government recognises that the logistics industry is “critical” in enabling an efficient and sustainable 
supply of goods which serves national or regional markets. The LPR fails to look at regional or national market demand for B8 
logistics and distribution uses, or demand further along the M4 corridor. 
6.6 Savills’ evidence of the logistics market highlights a particular lack of supply along the M4 corridor which is preventing larger 
regional/national/international businesses setting up new centres for distribution6 as part of the growth and re-shaping of the 
logistics industry within the UK. 
6.7 Nationwide take-up trends for logistics floorspace have been mirrored along the M4 corridor. Savills’ research has found that 
the supply of warehousing space is particularly limited along the M4 corridor. The market ‘rule of thumb’ is that a market is under 
supplied which it has less than two years of supply in the market. Savills’ research evidence suggests that prior to the Covid-19 
pandemic, the warehousing market along the ‘M4 
5 PPG paragraph 031, Reference ID: 2a-031-20190722 
6 Savills Research: The Growth of UK Logistics and an overview of the M4 corridor market corridor’ was already chronically 
undersupplied with just 0.56 years of supply in 20197. In addition, research from January 2021 shows there is just 1.24 years’ 
worth of supply in the wider south west market8, demonstrating a further undersupply. 
6.8 Furthermore, the share of all online retail sales is expected to normalise at around 24% in the UK, well-above the pre-Covid 
trend, and then will continue to grow. This demonstrates that the logistics and distribution sector is experiencing rapid growth, 
and the market along the M4 corridor is mirroring existing trends. 
6.9 The LPR fails to acknowledge its unique location on M4 corridor which will attract various regional/national/international 
occupiers and provide significant employment opportunities. In order to respond to this increasing demand and maximise 
economic growth, the LPR needs to provide further policy support for the I&L sector, as set out in Section 9. 
6.10 In the absence of an up-to-date assessment of regional or national market demand for logistics and distribution uses in the 
ELR, the Wiltshire LPR is not considered to be ‘justified’, ‘positively prepared’ as required by national planning policy. 
7 ibid 



8 Savills: Big Shed Briefing: January 2021 
7 Policy for consented St. Modwen Park, Chippenham 
7.1 It is unclear from the evidence base presented what the Council’s specific approach will be for the permitted site at St. 
Modwen Park Chippenham or employment development at Junction 17 more widely. However, the ESS does clearly recognise 
the potential significance of an employment cluster at Junction 17 of the M4, referencing the planning permission granted at the 
site because the proposal was determined to be ‘essential to the wider strategic interest of the economic development of 
Wiltshire’ (para 3.47). 
7.2 While the site’s development is now well advanced, with the access and first unit already delivered, and ground remodelling 
and drainage undertaken for the wider site, it is considered necessary and appropriate that the site is the subject of a Local Plan 
policy that safeguards its status as a strategic employment site. 
7.3 The site was brought forward to meet the ne• Allocation of specific sites to enable the market to bring forward major logistics 
development with certainty that the principle of development is acceptable at that location. 
• Reserved sites that major logistics development are directed towards where the need for the development is proven at the time 
of the application. 
• Development management policy that allows for sites to be brought forward where the site itself and the development proposal 
meet specific criteria at the time of the application (as per Core Policy CP34 within the existing Wiltshire Local Plan). 
9.4 To rely solely on a development eds of logistics operators of a regional, national or international significance, with proximity to 
the motorway network critical to the viability of their operations and also limiting the need for HGV traffic on the local road 
network. The nature of the development proposal is therefore distinctly different, both in terms of the operators and the scale of 
the buildings, from the nature of the employment allocations sited at/adjacent to Wiltshire’s key settlements (as recognised at 
para 3.47 of the ESS). This difference is acknowledged, and suggests that a bespoke policy for the site may be appropriate. 
7.4 It is understood that the Council proposes to provide a comprehensive draft of the emerging Local Plan in the latter part of 
2021, and draft policies will be available for consultation at that stage. Given the significance of this employment site to Wiltshire, 
we anticipate that a bespoke policy for the site will be included at that stage, potentially as an evolution to/variant of the current 
Core Policy 35. 
Wiltshire Local Plan Review St. Modwen Developments & Messrs Sealy 
Site Context 
8.1 Site B extends approximately 7.2ha and comprises land to the north of the B4122, to the south-east of Junction 17 of M4. The 
M4 Motorway runs along its northern boundary and St Modwen Park Chippenham (Site A) lies immediately to the south. The 
extent of Site B is outlined in Appendix 1. 
8.2 As confirmed by Wiltshire adopted Policies Map, the site is not subject to any environmental or landscape designations which 
could preclude development. It does not contain any vegetation as confirmed through extended ecological surveys. 



8.3 The relevant technical surveys and reports (archaeology, land contamination etc.) have been undertaken of the site as part of 
the Site A outline planning application (ref: 17/03417/OUT). This technical base could support an application. 
8.4 Landscaping along the southern boundary of the site was included within the Site A outline consent. 
8.5 The principle of development has been explored through pre-application discussions with the Development Management 
Team. 
Support for Location 
8.6 The grant of consent for Site A (ref: 17/03417/OUT) has established the principle of a major employment development at 
Junction 17 of the M4. This makes Site B an appropriate focus for further growth. 
8.7 Junction 17 provides the opportunity for logistics operations to serve a significant area because of the transport connections it 
affords, particularly having regard to drive times. 
8.8 The Swindon and Wiltshire LEP have actively supported the principle of a strategic employment development at Junction 17 
through the outline planning application for Site A, and this is set out in the officer’s Committee Report. The ESS also 
acknowledges J17 M4 as a location which has witnessed employment growth. 
8.9 In the conclusions of the ELR at paragraph 7.4, the consultants confirm the potential for Site B as part of an opportunity to 
develop 80 ha of employment land at Junction 17 to “satisfy regionally or nationally significant requirements” and recommends 
that “A set of criteria should be developed, against which development proposals for these sites should be considered, based on 
section 7.2.2, above. Principles for the development of these sites should be that they support development that cannot be 
located anywhere else in Wiltshire; that they make a significant contribution to the local economy through employment and/or 
supply chain relationships; and that they do not compete with or adversely impact on the deliverability of other employment sites 
in Wiltshire”. 
Highways 
8.10 The site benefits from a key strategic location on the M4 corridor which stretches from London, via Reading through to 
Bristol and Wales. 
8.11 Section 3.37 of the ESS acknowledges a focus on development in Chippenham provides opportunities to make best use of 
existing infrastructure, including local transport networks. The transport connectivity of Junction 17 and Site A was illustrated 
through the outline consent for Site A and its associated Section 106 contributions. A Travel Plan Framework incorporated the 
provision of a local bus service with a route established to Chippenham. Whilst located outside the immediate area of 
Chippenham, this Framework established an approach to ensure employees could easily access work. 
8.12 In terms of accessibility and sustainability of a motorway junction, research by Stantec has found that the increased use of 
fuel and time cost apportioned to the HGV driver can increase costs by 1,735% when comparing a site adjacent to a motorway 
junction to a site c.10km away. This is important to note with regard to the Council’s objectives set out under the document titled 
‘Addressing Climate Change and Biodiversity Net Gain’. 



8.13 Highways England are in the process of undertaking highways works to enhance J17 of M4. It is worth noting vehicular 
access has already been established via a new roundabout off the B4122. 
Local Employment 
8.14 It is acknowledged in the ELR that Wiltshire has historically high levels of out-commuting, particularly with higher skilled 
workforce travelling to the adjoining areas of Swindon and Bath & North East Somerset. Section 3.37 of the ESS goes on to state 
‘potential pressure on transport can be mitigated by local employment and by less need to travel elsewhere’. Based on the 2011 
ONS Data, the number of people travelling from Chippenham to a place of work on a daily basis equates to 18,548, with only 
2,859 of these working within the town. Appendix 3 confirms the commuting patterns for the residents of Chippenham and 
illustrates the significant distances residents of Chippenham are having to travel for work9. By providing employment at the 
established Junction 17 logistics hub, with bus routes already established, it can provide local employment and help to reduce 
levels of out-commuting. 
8.15 A Local Labour Agreement (LLA) was formed as part of the outline consent for Site A. This secured the labour market to be 
confined to Wiltshire to prevent the leakage of jobs to surrounding authorities and help address out-commuting. It is understood 
this was the first LLA within Wiltshire and has helped establish a route for further development on that location of that scale and 
nature. In addition, the LLA established educational links with Wiltshire College by committing to appointing apprentices and 
trainees. It is anticipated a LLA for Site B would help to reduce out-commuting further. 
8.16 As the I&L sector becomes more technologically advanced, it is expected to increasingly require high-skilled workers such 
as data scientists and engineers, managers. It is convenient for these people to be closer to the operations they control and 
analyse. The nature of these jobs serve as an alternative to the existing employment provision in Chippenham. Furthermore, it is 
estimated that 6.4million jobs are at risk of being lost due to Covid-1910. The increasing diversity of I&L jobs and its predicted 
growth mean that it can absorb some of the job losses from vulnerable sectors. 
Employment Land Review 
8.17 The ELR specifically comments upon J17 M4, and Site B, confirming that the site (together with a small number of other 
sites; including Site A) “could accommodate high value inward investment that would not otherwise come to Wiltshire” for 
example “high value, exceptional economic activities that cannot locate anywhere else in Wiltshire e.g. because of the site size 
requirement or building floorplate requirement that cannot be met elsewhere in Wiltshire”. It is suggested that Wiltshire Council 
“extend Local Plan Core Policy 34 to cover the sites at Junction 17, where any proposal brings significant additional contribution 
to the value of the Wiltshire economy, that cannot be accommodated on any other sites in the county”. 
10 McKinsey & Company (2020) COVID-19 in the United Kingdom: Assessing jobs at risk and the impact on people and places. 
Online Article: https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-and-social-sector/our-insights/covid-19-in-the-united-kingdom-
assessing-jobs-at-risk-and-the-impact-on-people-and-places# 
9 How to secure the opportunity at Site B in the plan 



9.1. As was evidenced through the grant of the application for St. Modwen Park, Chippenham, not all strategic employment 
needs are appropriate to be located at the main settlements. Major logistics operations now demand both close proximity to the 
UK’s motorway network, and suitable buildings at a scale that typically cannot be accommodated at sites close to residential 
areas. Given the significant growth in the logistics industry, strengthened by the increase in online retail established during the 
pandemic, St. Modwen Developments Ltd & Messrs Sealy consider that the emerging Local Plan must include a strategy for 
responding to this need. 
9.2. The documents supporting the emerging Local Plan do not give certainty to how the Council proposes to respond to the 
need (or potential need during the plan period) for further strategic employment sites away from the main settlements. It is clear 
from the ESS (as referenced above) that the opportunity at Junction 17 to meet the needs of regional, national and international 
logistics operators is distinctly separate from the local needs arising at the main settlements within the County. The question 
therefore arises, how best to provide within the emerging Local Plan for the opportunity that exists. 
Options for delivering strategic employment land for strategic logistics employment use 
9.3. There are a number of approaches that may be considered appropriate:  
• Allocation of specific sites to enable the market to bring forward major logistics development with certainty that the principle of 
development is acceptable at that location.  
• Reserved sites that major logistics development are directed towards where the need for the development is proven at the time 
of the application.  
• Development management policy that allows for sites to be brought forward where the site itself and the development proposal 
meet specific criteria at the time of the application (as per Core Policy CP34 within the existing Wiltshire Local Plan).  
To rely solely on a development management policy in the form of CP34 attaches a significant financial risk to any development 
being brought forward as there is a necessity to fund a significant evidence base without any certainty regarding the acceptability 
of the location in principle, the specific site or the detail of the development. Essentially that risk represents a bar to 
developers/end users coming to, or expanding within, Wiltshire. So while there is merit in having a policy which enables 
economic development to occur which could not have been perceived at the time a Local Plan was adopted, this is considered to 
be an appropriate fall-back for previously unidentified economic opportunities rather than an approach that appropriately 
addresses already identified economic needs.  
9.5 Reserved sites are useful where the need for sites to be available may arise during the course of the plan period, but has not 
been established at the time when the emerging Local Plan is being established. This effectively directs developers/end users to 
particular sites. In respect of strategic economic development sites for logistics, this would provide a high degree of confidence 
that the location is acceptable in principle, but there would still need to be an evidence base established which proved the need 
for the release of the site to meet economic demand and support economic growth. The cost in both time and funding to progress 



such an application would be a risk factor that end users would need to consider when determining whether to advance a 
proposal for that site.  
9.6 An allocation is appropriate where the demand for additional development during the plan period is known and is not being 
met by existing land supply, and appropriate sites are being promoted to meet that need. This removes the significant risks 
associated with securing the principle of development that arise from reliance on a development management policy or a 
reserved site status, and allows a developer or occupier to progress an application with confidence that their focus needs only be 
on the detail of the proposals.  
9.7 St. Modwen Developments Ltd & Messrs Sealy have concluded that a combination of the above approaches are appropriate 
for the emerging Local Plan, with allocations where appropriate and an underlying policy which enables the Council to bring 
forward further economic development, if necessary.  
Proposals for emerging Wiltshire Local Plan – northern plot at St. Modwen Park, Chippenham  
9.8 In respect of the northern plot at St. Modwen Park, Chippenham (referred to as Site B), it is considered appropriate to allocate 
the site to meet the needs of strategic logistics operators during the plan period for the following reasons:  
• The existing and anticipated demand for further logistics development along the M4 corridor which should be met during the 
plan period; • The need for developers/occupiers to have a degree of certainty when investing in the promotion of a planning 
application; • The appropriateness of Junction 17 as a location to meet that need (as established through the consent granted at 
St. Modwen Park Chippenham); • The fact that the consented site is well advanced and is likely to be fully occupied in the early 
stages of the emerging Local Plan, meaning that there is no proposed provision within the plan to meet that further need; • Travel 
Plan arrangements already secured for the permitted site ensure appropriate access for the local workforce to St. Modwen Park 
Chippenham which the northern plot will benefit from; • The contained nature ofof the site, bounded by highway infrastructure and 
development on all sides; and, • The presence of an implemented roundabout serving the site ensures appropriate access 
already exists.  
9.9 The ESS indicates that the precise approach to any further strategic employment development at Junction 17 may require ‘a 
more comprehensive treatment of the area’ ‘to ensure its role is defined distinct from settlements that might otherwise be 
undermined and to consider what infrastructure or other uses can help to support sustainable development objectives’ (para 
3.47). St. Modwen Developments Ltd & Messrs Sealey are supportive of a distinct allocation/policy approach to reflect the 
opportunity and to ensure it is distinct from the employment land offer available at the County’s main settlements.  
Proposals for emerging Wiltshire Local Plan – general policy for additional/unallocated employment land  
9.10 In terms of a policy to deal with any additional employment land proposals, an evolution of Core Policy 34 would be 
appropriate. However, there were clear difficulties with the current wording of the policy in dealing with logistics development that 
aims to meet the needs of regional/national/international business operations which were identified during the promotion of St. 
Modwen Park Chippenham. Specifically, Part iv) of the current policy focuses solely on economic development that is ‘considered 



essential to the wider strategic interest of the economic development of Wiltshire, as determined by the Council’ and the 
subsection of the policy requires development to be ‘supported by evidence that they are required to benefit the local economic 
and social needs’. These tests are too inward looking, focusing only on the benefits that a development will bring to Wiltshire. 
While the benefits to Wiltshire will be material to an assessment of a planning application, the policy should also enable the 
assessment to acknowledge the wider benefits of economic development that is of a regional, national or international 
significance, for the greater good of the UK economy.  
9.11 This would provide greater flexibility in line with the Council’s proposed approach to economic development set out within 
the ESS which states that ‘A focus of the planning framework is to support economic recovery from the impacts of COVID-19. 
Planning controls will therefore need to be less prescriptive and be more flexible in the face of current additional uncertainty’ 
(para 3.20).  
Conclusion  
10.1 Overall, St. Modwen Developments Ltd & Messrs Sealy currently have concerns regarding WC’s evidence base 
underpinning the LPR and the resultant approach to economic need.  
10.2 The government recognises that the logistics industry is “critical” in enabling an efficient and sustainable supply of goods 
which serves national or regional markets. This was recognised before Covid-19 hit, with demand for online shopping, next day 
delivery and increased stock piling from Brexit heightening demand further.  
10.3 It is our clients’ view that the economic evidence underpinning the LPR fails to sufficiently account for regional and national 
economic needs, notably in relation to the chronic shortfall of B8 logistics and distribution uses along the M4 corridor and the 
significant anticipated growth that needs to be accounted for. This is partly as a consequence of the evidence base being out of 
date with the plan, upon adoption, being seven years post-base date. The evidence base needs updating to fully identify the 
additional demand for employment land.  
10.4 A combination of the approaches outlined in Section 9 is required for delivering strategic employment land for strategic 
logistics employment use.  
10.5 Our clients control approximately 34.43ha of land to the south-east of J.17 of M4, which the Council has already identified as 
an appropriate location for strategic logistics development. Site A is an established logistics hub, secured against the tests within 
Core Policy 34. Site B is available for development. The merits of the site as an appropriate location for a strategic logistics hub 
are established within the outline consent for Site A, as well as within these representations, but key matters to weigh in the 
planning balance are set out below.  
10.6 The site benefits from excellent highways connections, located on the only motorway junction making it highly convenient for 
logistics movements.  



10.7 The site is generally flat, at low risk of flooding, with no environmental or landscape designations. It is surrounded by 
commercial built form which makes it suitable for further employment development. The site is considered suitable, available, 
achievable and developable.  
10.8 The physical and locational advantages of this site, coupled with an identified and urgent need for new strategic logistics 
(B8) sites along the M4 corridor, along with the established St. Modwen Park Chippeham site, are considered to justify the 
allocation of the site for a new logistics hub within the emerging plan.  
10.9 Our clients will engage with Wiltshire Council through the Local Plan process to develop a robust evidence base to 
demonstrate the allocation of Site B for a strategic logistics development to meet regional/national need and evolve Core Policy 
34 as suggested in Section 7 and 9.  
Appendix 1: Site Location Plan 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
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If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As the Member of Parliament for the Chippenham constituency I am also extremely concerned that most sites for proposed 
development currently fall within the 
Chippenham constituency. I totally understand and agree with the need to tackle our national housing crisis and each county 
must contribute, in addition we do need more affordable and social housing in Wiltshire. However I am still at a loss as to why the 
vast majority must be located in the Chippenham constituency given the amount the area has taken to date and the pressures on 
existing infrastructure and services.In regards to Chippenham town I do have grave concerns regarding the number proposed 
and how the town’s infrastructure and services will support this and continue to seek assurances on this matter. Given that the 
Chippenham proposition is tied into a HIF bid I shall keep corresponding directly with Wiltshire Council on this matter. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
2. Housing Targets in Chippenham are too high Far too many houses have been allocated to Chippenham. The  numbers are 
double previous targets and way above what had previously been discussed with members of the Town Council and 
Chippenham 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 even more land for development is premature and risky. 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 thirds 
of Chippenham’s workers commute (many considerable distances along the M4) to their place of work. None of the 26ha of 
employment land designated in the current CSAP has attracted any employers and several employers have moved out of the 



town or contracted/ pulled back on expanding in recent years. Building huge suburban extensions will increase the number of 
commuters, increase congestion (15,000 more cars), drive up carbon emissions, whilst damaging Chippenham’s market town 
heritage and the Avon and Marden valleys upon which people place so much value. 
Wiltshire Council should therefore: 

➢ Reduce Chippenham share of houses to no more than the previous Local Plan which would leave a residual number of 

houses to be built of 1,370 which could more sustainably be accommodated on a combination of brownfield sites and other 
smaller sites, without needing destroy the Avon and Marden valley.Chippenham 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Site 1 Should not be a Selected for Development 
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 (some of the best and most versatile in the country) substantial loss of 
natural capital, destruction of wildlife habitats (including endanger species) and an unacceptable impact on the climate. It is clear 
that the site was pre-selected to support the Council’s HIF bid for a £75m road (not mentioned here), which it disingenuously 
‘sold’ to the public as a ‘relief road’ and which the public and all the surrounding town and parish councils have now rejected. 
Such is the determination for predetermination of this site that even the interim SA has also suggested that the environmental 
impact of destroying prime wildlife habitat and high quality farmland, bordered by two river valleys, requiring carbon intensive 
infrastructure (railway bridge, two extended floodplain river crossings, canal bridges and miles of road within metres of the river 
Marden, is less than developing alternative sites on poorer land, away from rivers and already close to existing infrastructure 
such as the A350 and the electricity grid. The site selection process (‘place shaping priority’) even has ‘proximity to the River 
Avon corridor’ as a reason for selecting for development rather than avoiding. protecting.Wiltshire Council should therefore: 

➢ Withdraw its proposals for Site 1 and reappraise all potential sites around Chippenham under the new lower housing target, 

including brownfield urban regeneration; 



➢ Introduce long term protection status for the River Avon and Marden valley to the East of Chippenham and invest in enhancing 

its wildlife and positively developing Wiltshire Council’s farms for sustainable food production, renewable energy generation and 
reafforestation. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth proposed for Chippenham is far too high.  Nationally our population is not growing, and the targets imposed 
on Wiltshire from central government based on their “standard method” formula from 2014 is out of date and results in housing 
targets which are now too high. And Wiltshire Council should not increase the county target by a further 5,000 houses for the 
same reasons.  
The proposed distribution of houses in Wiltshire places 20% at Chippenham.  This is far higher than in any previous Local Plan 
and the reasons given are spurious. It seems to have been predetermined by the £75m grant to build a distributor road to the 
South and East of Chippenham. The public were not consulted on this scheme. There is now public outrage at the potential 
desecration of the beautiful countryside and river valleys that this scheme will destroy. Over 5,000 residents have signed an 
online petition against this development. Chippenham is an historic market town on the River Avon, with a traditional landscape 
of grass fields rolling south and east to delightful villages and escarpments. The area is rich in wildlife, particularly around the 
unspoilt River Marden. This setting is a great asset to Chippenham and particularly appreciated during lockdown as we have 



walked and cycled on the network of public rights of way, particularly along the former railway track from Chippenham to Calne. 
No development should take place to the South and East of Chippenham, and therefore the scale of growth attributed to 
Chippenham should be reduced to take out this unwanted option. 
A site of this scale: 1,500 acres, 7,500 houses and a major road will do untold damage to the countryside and environment.  The 
building of road and housing will release carbon from long term sinks. And usage of the road will generate ongoing carbon 
emissions.  No carbon calculations have been done, but it is clear to the layman that development on this scale will increase 
carbon emissions both during the build phase as well as on an ongoing basis.  This is another reason for reducing the housing 
target placed on Chippenham. 
There are already 2,050 houses approved in the last Chippenham Site Allocations Plan (CSAP) that have not been built.  
Presumably developers are holding back because the market demand is not sufficient.  The council should focus on developing 
these sites before any more are chosen at Chippenham. 
Before allocating new out of town sites for housing, the redevelopment of brownfield sites should be fully explored.  In recent 
years a number of brownfield sites have come forward in Chippenham including, Middlefield, the garage on the Causeway, the 
old police station, the law courts etc.  And more continue to come forward or should be considered including Langley Park, the 
Cocklebury road temporary car park, land adjacent to the new multi-storey car park, the former Wiltshire college etc. As much 
effort and investment should be put into exploring the scope for brownfield sites as has been expended on this unwanted 
development and road to the South and East of Chippenham.  Why?  Brownfield development is so much more sustainable – 
less car journeys and no destruction of countryside, so aligned to the post lockdown concept of “grow back greener” and the only 
way to achieve the 5strategy of zero carbon by 2030.  
 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
PSP1. I agree that working locally should be encouraged. It is so much more sustainable in terms of reduced carbon emissions 
from travel, and from a personal well-being perspective, commuting isn’t a good use of personal time.  New employment should 
be encouraged to make use of the highly skilled workforce already resident in Chippenham but commuting elsewhere to work. A 
massive 64% of existing residents who are in work commute outside Chippenham to work.  This proportion should be very 
significantly reduced over time.  This should be measured as a key indicator of the success of the Local Plan. 



PSP2. I agree with the priority that Chippenham town centre is in dire need of rejuvenation as the growth of peripheral local 
shopping centres has left the town centre bereft of any reason to visit it.  And yet it has a wealth of wonderful historic building in a 
glorious setting by the river Avon. The whole centre needs a major redesign to provide a thriving hub – maybe like Malborough. 
This would be helped by exploiting redundant buildings and brownfield sites to house more people within walking and cycling 
distance from the centre of Chippenham. 
PSP3. I disagree with the interpretation of the criteria for improving access to the River Avon green corridor.  This should not 
mean favouring more development near the River Avon.  This would reduce its attraction for use as a green open space, reduce 
wildlife, increase surface water runoff and the risk of Chippenham flooding.  Instead, the River Avon valley should be preserved 
for the enjoyment of everyone including the existing residents of Chippenham. 
PSP4. I agree that there should be a good network of footpaths and cycleways.  What has been provided to date by way of 
dedicated cycle lanes is absolutely useless!  We need a properly thought through network of dedicated safe cycle lanes.  The 
footpaths and cycle tracks to the surrounding countryside aren’t just there “as a means of getting around” but are highly valued 
for exercise and wellbeing, particularly during the current lockdown.  They must continue to be surrounded by countryside and 
not replaced with routes through urban developments with multiple road crossings.  At the moment, it is possible to walk or cycle 
from the centre of Chippenham to the village of Stanley without crossing a single road.  This is a very safe route, particularly for 
families with small children and people who are less able.  
PSP5.I totally disagree with including the criteria of linking the A4 with the A350. This is only needed if either of the sites to the 
South or East of Chippenham are chosen for development.  By including it as a criterion, it in effect predetermines the choice of 
these sites which is totally biased.  Furthermore, the building of a large road will destroy countryside and its carbon sink and will 
result in more traffic with vastly more carbon emissions – achieving totally the opposite of a net zero carbon strategy. 
PSP6. I agree with respecting the individual identities of villages within the landscape setting of Chippenham. 
What about another criterion for preserving the special country and river valley setting of Chippenham, particularly the Avon 
Marden Vale to the South and East?  
 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Absolutely not. All sites are in beautiful rolling countryside with mature trees and rich biodiversity.  Site 1 to the East of 
Chippenham is particularly unsuitable for development for the following reasons:  



• Development would impact the country setting and views from the conservation village of Tytherton Lucas and the parish 
of Bremhill.  
• The River Marden valley is particularly beautiful, pristine and abundant in wildlife, including bats, otters, egrets, herons, 
kingfishers and great crested newts.  
• The much loved Chippenham to Calne cycle path, on the old railway line, would be ruined by development on both sides 
and roads across it. In 2018 5,000 people signed a petition to keep it open. And it has been much used during lockdown for 
exercise and wellbeing.  
• A road bridge over the River Avon flood plain would be a scar across this precious landscape. A distributor road across 
Stanley Lane would sever the rural settlement of Stanley and result in traffic rat running through the country lanes. An eastern 
link road joining the A4 East to Rawlings Green will result in increased traffic between Calne/Devizes and junction 17 of the M4 
choosing this shorter route, such that the proposed spine road through housing development will result in significant traffic with 
associated noise and carbon emissions.  
• This area is all upstream from Chippenham and the impermeable nature of the subsoil makes it difficult to prevent 
increasingly heavy rainfall from causing flooding in Chippenham where the River Avon already overtops the radial gate flood 
control mechanism in the centre of Chippenham. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
If, and when, Chippenham needs to expand beyond the strategic sites approved in the CSAP, and any brownfield opportunities 
have been fully exploited, then very careful consideration needs to be given to where any additional housing should be located to 
minimise the destruction of the surrounding countryside and to minimise carbon emissions.  Rather than looking at huge sites 
(currently sites 1 to 7), expansion should be planned as organic growth in smaller steps to minimise the irreversible destruction it 
will cause.  It might still be as part of a longer term plan, but that shouldn’t commit to immediate building of unnecessary 
infrastructure such as envisaged by the £75m HIF bid for a distributor road with 2 river bridges around both the South and East of 



Chippenham. As part of the last CSAP, CAUSE (Campaign Against Urban Sprawl to the East) suggested that the next step might 
be a smaller development with southern link road (SLR) from Pewsham Way to the Lackham roundabout.  Such a SLR could be 
50mph, as is Pewsham Way and the A350.  It would provide the most effective means of alleviating the East/West traffic 
congestion in Chippenham, providing relief at the Bridge centre, Rowden Hill and reducing rat running traffic through Lacock, all 
of which are likely to get worse as 1,600 houses are built of the CSAP strategic site to the South West of Chippenham. This idea 
has support from the 2018 pre Local Plan Chippenham workshop which supported “a southern link road which was seen as a 
more viable solution to relieve current congestion.” It would cause minimum damage to the country setting of Pewsham.  This is 
the diagram submitted as part of the CAUSE response to the CSAP in April 2015.  I suggest this option should be more fully 
evaluated. 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



I write to express my opposition to the proposed new road routes around east and south Chippenham. 
There is an utterly outrages proposition on many levels:- 
• Any of the proposed road options would encroach upon ancient pasture land and put into jeopardy the viability of the many 
Wiltshire Council farms that it will run through. 
• There are too few county farms available to tenant already - this will make the situation worse. 
• Using this valuable and productive land will further impact on this country's ability to produce enough food. 
• The impact on the environment would be enormous - there would be a terrific loss of both flora and fauna along the whole 
route. 
• The River Avon and River Marden valleys in particular are of huge environmental importance. 
• The proposal would massively increase pollution along the route which would impact on the diversity of the flora and 
fauna.  
• It is likely that street lighting would be installed - this would cause light pollution.  
• The area between the cycle path and the River Marden is protected within the Bremhill Neighbourhood plan and therefore 
should not be developed.  
• The continued restoration of the Wilts and Berks canal would be adversely affected- when the canal is restored beyond the 
A4 it would have another major road to navigate. 
• Constructing any of these roads would be a green light to development between there and the existing town of 
Chippenham. 
• Chippenham does not have the infrastructure to support any further housing development. There are not sufficient school 
places, medical services or green open spaces, to name only three, to support further growth in the local population; there has 
been no mention of developing the brown field sites that already exist within the town. 
• The proposed road would bring a considerable loss of amenity to the existing dwellings in the area to the east and south of 
Chippenham. 
• There would be a detrimental effect on pedestrian and cycle access to the countryside to the east of the town, by the 
construction of a major road, and therefore a huge safety implication. 
• The cyclepath that runs from Chippenham to Calne would be massively impacted by a major road; the peaceful, safe and 
unpolluted route would be ruined for all users. 
• It is likely that the construction of a major road would increase the effects of flooding in the Avon and Marden valleys. 
• The road construction is an unnecessary expenditure with little or no 'gain'.  
The construction of a road around the east side of Chippenham would have a hugely detrimental effect on the area and would 
alter the environs and the whole atmosphere of that very special part of our town boundary.  
I urge Wiltshire Council to withdraw their proposal. 



 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
Based upon current available information a residual housing requirement of 5,100 dwellings for Chippenham April 2019 - 2036 
seems reasonable. 
The suggested target of 240 dwellings on brownfield sites over the next 10 years also seems reasonable based on the analysis in 
the Emerging Spatial Strategy (2021) Paper. It is not clear however whether the brownfield target is synonymous with windfall 
provision. It is noted that the brownfield target is derived from actual 'windfall' provision over the previous 10 years. A simple 
clarification of this point is required. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 



achieved? 
 

 
It is considered that the priorities should be updated to take account of the proposed changes to NPPF. We highlight below the 
suggested wording of Paragraph 22 in relation to the strategic work we have been doing which certainly validates the long term 
vision that Summix is recommending for Rawlings Green. 
"Strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to anticipate and respond to long-term 
requirements and opportunities, such as those arising from major improvements in infrastructure. Where larger-scale 
development such as new settlements form part of the strategy for the area, policies should be set within a vision that looks 
further ahead (at least 30 years), to take into account the likely timescale for delivery" 
The text of NPPF is also being revised to implement policy changes in response to the Building Better Building Beautiful 
Commission “Living with Beauty” report (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/living-with-beauty-report-of-the-building-
better-building-beautifulcommission). This should be of great significance in the context of ‘place -shaping’. 
This consultation is also seeking views on the draft National Model Design Code, which provides detailed guidance on the 
production of design codes, guides and policies to promote successful design. The Government has made a commitment to seek 
views on the National Model Design Code as they expect it to be used to inform the production of local design guides, codes and 
policies and want to ensure it is as effective as possible.  
Again this aspect of design, particularly with regard to residential development, is something that is essential should be captured 
in the place shaping priorities. 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
We support the identification of Site 1 as a preferred development site, but this is qualified by the need for the Council to 
undertake a review of the changed planning circumstances as they relate to Rawlings Green - located to the west of Site 1. This 
will ensure that the full capacity of the area is realised. 
We have prepared a document that explains that there is potential to extend the footprint for development at Rawlings Green in a 
logical and sound way. 
The Rawlings Green site is located just east of Chippenham with homes to the south and west, the River Avon to the east and 
the village of Langley Burrell to the north. Rawlings Green is allocated for development within the current Local Plan and 
Summix’s outline planning application (16/00672/OUT)  for the site was approved by Wiltshire Council in September 2020. The 
existing plans would see the delivery of 650 new homes, a new primary school, community facilities, local shops and employment 



opportunities. The plans would also see significant infrastructure improvements such as a new railway bridge and connectivity to 
the new relief road if it comes forwards. 
Summix have been exploring options to promote further development at its Rawlings Green site. This review identifies 
Chippenham as suitable for growth due to its relatively minor environmental constraints, good prospects for economic growth and 
good existing infrastructure.  
Further development at Rawlings Green would build on the site’s allocation and provide opportunities for additional new homes 
and flexible employment space as well as a significant extension to the proposed a country park. To meet the changing planning 
context and uncertain commercial landscape, options include further low-density development to the north of the existing 
allocation on land at Upper Peckingell Farm and/or the conversion of some employment land on the Rawlings Green site into 
residential and more flexible employment space. 
This is set out in a document titled "New homes and a country park at Rawlings Green, Chippenham", which is attached to this 
submission. 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
It is important to ensure that the development sites are planned comprehensively and that every effort is made to integrate them 
with adjacent areas, in particular to ensure that the full potential of significant investment in strategic infrastructure is realised. 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

We would request that the Council consider the points that are included in the attached submission entitled "New homes and a 
country park at Rawlings Green, Chippenham", are taken into account in formulating the next stage of plan preparation.  
Our submissions are based on a robust evidence base and we consider that an extension of the development area at Rawlings 
Green would contribute to the achievement of sustainable development by having a strategy that is positively prepared in a way 
that is aspiration but deliverable. 

 
Further comments 
 

See representation CHIPP349 for full details of representations.  
Rawlings Green, Chippenham  
Artists Impression of proposed streetview  



A new vision for Rawlings Green  
Following the publication of Wiltshire Council’s  Local Plan Review document, Summix is  considering a number of options that 
could see  the delivery of additional homes and an expanded  
country park on its Rawlings Green site to meet  local demand.  
This could enable Wiltshire Council to meet its  aspirations for housing growth in Chippenham  through the delivery of additional 
homes on and  adjacent to a site which has already been allocated  
for development.  
Our plans could deliver additional homes and an  expanded nine hectare country park at Rawlings Green to create a joined-up 
new community that is sensitive to its surroundings, prioritises the  
natural environment and delivers benefits for generations to come.  
Potential benefits  
Additional new homes in a highly sustainable location  
A nine hectare country park gifted to the local  community  
An additional seven hectares of public open  space further to the country park Low density development in the northernmost  
area of the site, reflecting it’s rural character  
Additional development built around the local centre of Rawlings Green which could include retail and employment space as well 
as a primary school, nursery and a care home  
Significant contributions to Wiltshire Council to maintain and improve local infrastructure  
Left:  
The approved development footprint for  Rawlings Green  
Below:  
The potential development footprint at  Rawlings Green which includes the existing  approved footprint as well as the potential  to 
deliver more homes, flexible employment space and a larger country park.  
About the site  
The Rawlings Green site is located just east of Chippenham with homes to the south and west, the River Avon to the east and 
the village  of Langley Burrell to the north. Rawlings Green is allocated for development within the current Local Plan and 
Summix’s outline planning  application for the site was approved by Wiltshire Council in September 2020. The existing plans 
would see the delivery of 650 new homes,  
a new primary school, community facilities, local shops and employment opportunities. The plans would also see significant 
infrastructure  improvements such as a new railway bridge and connectivity to the new relief road if it comes forwards.  
Summix is now exploring options to promote further development at its Rawlings Green site through Wiltshire’s Local Plan 
Review process that  is currently underway. The review identifies Chippenham as suitable for growth due to its relatively minor 



environmental constraints, good  prospects for economic growth and good existing infrastructure. This means that over the plan 
period, Chippenham has been set to deliver 9,200 homes. 5,000 of these have already been allocated or received planning 
permission, leaving 4,500 further homes to be planned for.  
Further development at Rawlings Green would build on the site’s allocation and provide opportunities for additional new homes 
and flexible  employment space as well as a significant extension to the proposed a country park. To meet the changing planning 
context and uncertain  commercial landscape, options include further low density development to the north of the existing 
allocation on land at Upper Peckingell Farm  
and/or the conversion of some employment land on the Rawlings Green site into residential and more flexible employment space.  
About the site  
The Rawlings Green site is located just east of Chippenham with homes to the south and west, the River Avon to the east and 
the village  of Langley Burrell to the north. Rawlings Green is allocated for development within the current Local Plan and 
Summix’s outline planning  application for the site was approved by Wiltshire Council in September 2020. The existing plans 
would see the delivery of 650 new homes,  
a new primary school, community facilities, local shops and employment opportunities. The plans would also see significant 
infrastructure  improvements such as a new railway bridge and connectivity to the new relief road if it comes forwards.  
Summix is now exploring options to promote further development at its Rawlings Green site through Wiltshire’s Local Plan 
Review process that  is currently underway. The review identifies Chippenham as suitable for growth due to its relatively minor 
environmental constraints, good  prospects for economic growth and good existing infrastructure. This means that over the plan 
period, Chippenham has been set to deliver 9,200  homes. 5,000 of these have already been allocated or received planning 
permission, leaving 4,500 further homes to be planned for.  
Further development at Rawlings Green would build on the site’s allocation and provide opportunities for additional new homes 
and flexible  employment space as well as a significant extension to the proposed a country park. To meet the changing planning 
context and uncertain commercial landscape, options include further low density development to the north of the existing 
allocation on land at Upper Peckingell Farm  
and/or the conversion of some employment land on the Rawlings Green site into residential and more flexible employment space.  
Supporting health and wellbeing  
Central to our plans for further development at Rawlings Green is the  provision of a significantly expanded country park to the 
north of the  site which would total more than nine hectares in size.  
In addition to supporting biodiversity through significant additional  planting of trees, plants and shrubs, the country park would 
also help  to improve the health and wellbeing or new and existing residents  
by providing opportunities for outdoor recreation and exercise. This new community park could be gifted to the local community 
(via  local parish councils) to ensure that this benefits local people for the  



long-term and prevents further development to the north.  
Summix is keen to engage with local stakeholders to understand the aspirations for the community park and how this should be 
managed once complete.  
Acknowledging changing demand  
The COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in an unprecedented shift in  employment patterns with trends showing a long-term move 
to remote and home working. Current demand for formal commercial space  
remains uncertain and therefore Summix is considering repurposing some of the formal employment land allocated on the 
Rawlings Green  site into residential and more flexible employment space.  
Repurposing the space currently allocated for formal employment land could further help to meet the increasing need for new 
homes in Chippenham whilst providing flexible employment space that is more  
suited to the needs of smaller local and independent businesses.  
Summix is interested in engaging with local business groups to explore the demand for more flexible employment space within 
the Rawlings Green site which may meet the needs of smaller, local employers who  
may not want to commit to larger, more expensive long term lets in a formal ‘business park’ type development.  
Maintaining separation with nearby villages  
Summix is conscious of concerns locally that further development to the east of Chippenham could see the physical separation of 
the town and nearby villages and hamlets eroded. The proposals for the potential  
extension of the Rawlings Green site will create a definitive barrier between the existing site and the nearby settlement to Langley 
Burrell to the north through the provision of an expanded country park. In addition,  
Summix would be willing to gift the land containing the country park to the local community to ensure that this buffer is maintained 
in perpetuity.  
To the east, the River Avon forms a strong natural barrier to further development towards the village of Tytherton Lucas. Despite 
this, any development we are proposing will include a significant green buffer  
between the developed areas of the site and the river, ensuring a clear and distinctive gap between settlements.  
Sustainably located  
One of the site’s key advantages is its close proximity to the centre of Chippenham. Therefore the delivery of additional homes at 
Rawlings Green presents a far more sustainable opportunity for development  
than development in a more rural location. The town centre of Chippenham is within walking and cycling distance of Rawlings 
Green, ensuring easy access to the railway station and other transport  
links enabling travel both locally and further afield. Development of the site will also benefit from the thriving local centre to be 
delivered as part of the Rawlings Green proposals, which could include retail  
space as well as other community facilities.  



Due to its proximity to both Chippenham railway station and the M4, the site is within easy reach of employment centres such as 
Bristol, Bath, Swindon and London. Moreover, it is important to note that the  
site can be delivered with existing infrastructure in place and is not dependent on the delivery of the permitted Chippenham link 
road.  
Transportation plan  
Artist s impression/watercolour image Artist s impression/watercolour image  
As a result of the rapidly growing need for housing in Chippenham and Wiltshire, as demonstrated by the ongoing Local Plan 
Review, Summix believes that a sensitive expansion of the Rawlings Green site can deliver this growth in a sustainable manner 
whilst respecting the existing character of the area.  
Development benefits  
• The potential delivery of up to 280 additional homes in a sustainable and limited expansion to a site which has already been 
identified as suitable for development  
• The opportunity to deliver flexible employment space, aimed at the needs of smaller and local employers  
• A well-connected development, accessible and walkable to key facilities and services and minimising reliance on personal 
vehicles for travel  
• Significant enhancements to local green infrastructure and the provision of a new community park for use by both new and 
existing residents  
• Gifting of land to the local community to prevent the coalescence of Chippenham with nearby settlements  
About Summix  
Community engagement  
Summix is committed to thoroughly consulting with the community on its potential revisions to the Rawlings Green site. The plans 
are currently in their early stages of development and as such we are keen  
to understand local aspirations for both the site and wider area.  
Should the site be allocated for additional development as part of the Wiltshire Local Plan Review, Summix will conduct a 
comprehensive community engagement programme prior to the submission of a  
formal planning application, ensuring that residents and stakeholders are able to help shape the final plans for the site. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Why build to the South and East, so prone to floods, and complicated by the canal, when the North and West don't have these 
issues? Where is the evidence for Chippenham needing 7500 houses? 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



Planning for Chippenham 
Site 1 (SHELAA reference 506b) This site demonstrates increased value for soils, Natural England holds specific survey data to 
demonstrate that soils at this location are of Best and Most Versatile quality at ALC Grade 3a. When assessing this site further 
consideration should be given to the sites value to contribute to Wiltshire councils Climate strategy through carbon sequestration 
in soils. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
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Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

I am writing to register my objection to the proposed plans to build on Avon/Marden Valley. I am not writing this as an 
environmental expert or eco campaigner but purely in my capacity as someone who has walked, ran, cycled and enjoyed the 
area for the past 20 years.  
We moved to Wiltshire from our birth counties of Hampshire and North Cheshire. Appreciating the mix of a rural landscape, 
market towns and beautiful cities in close proximity it made a welcome relief from the huge developments and burgeoning 
urbanisation that we were both leaving behind. Both Hampshire and North Cheshire, once both rural counties have been steadily 
changing beyond all recognition through over housing and development. So that 'Solent City' is now forming between Portsmouth 
and Southampton along the South Coast and North Cheshire is now overspill of Liverpool and Manchester conurbations.  
Wiltshire is a stunning county that still retains its unique characteristics which is why it is hughly popular as a place to visit or live. 
Unfortunately I do appreciate that this makes it ripe for development.  
The Avon Marden Valley may not as somebody said be the most attractive area ever, but it is well loved and hughly appreciated 
by the hundreds of people who live and work nearby and use the area for recreational purposes.  
If the land is developed, as in the proposal to create a conurbation the size of Calne, the infrastructure will be unable to cope with 
the increase in population. We will need more schools, doctors, shops etc as already the current education provision is up to 
capacity. I'm sure that a solution would be to build an out of town shopping and entertainment complex as seen in every other 
faceless urbanisation. What would this mean for Chippenham town centre? It would start to become a ghost town and lose all its 
character and uniqueness.  
I do understand that more housing is needed and forecast for the area. But are there more appropriate areas that can be used, 
closer to the motorway links and communication network. And, also does it have to be on such an enormous scale?   
Please let me know how it proceeds but I would be highly disappointed and gutted if any development on such a huge scale 
would be catastrophic.  
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
There are a couple of potential developments in your local plan which I strongly wish to object to.  
Can I firstly say that the navigation and process for adding comments to the plan is so confusing that it does, in my opinion, 
discourage or stop the public from airing their views. This cannot be a democratic process. This is why I am sending this email 
but please add it to the responses to the Local Plan before consultation closes. 
We moved from London in 2018 choosing to buy in Derry Hill, Calne for its small village feel and beautiful surrounding 
countryside as you drive in all directions from the village. From the time that we started our purchase to us moving in the 
development at Bowood Gate has been completed. This has already changed the outlook from the Studley Lane end of town. It 
has given a new estate feel for anyone visiting the village and removed stunning views over the countryside. 
The plan includes a reference to 80 new houses in the Derry Hill area. Whilst new housing developments are required and 
inevitable, the significant development planned to the South and East of Chippenham should be the focus for any new housing, 
developing the land either side of the proposed new ring road and not the further decimation of the surrounding villages and 
beautiful countryside. 
On this point I would further like to add that the only acceptable option for the proposed new road is the Inner Route option, 
keeping the further development of Chippenham to the smallest possible footprint to avoid the destruction of significant areas of 
outstanding natural countryside. We know exactly what the downsides of a sprawling urban community bring in terms of standard 
of living and effects on the community which is why we moved from London. 



The second planned development I wish to discuss is the development of a Solar Panel farm on the Forest Gate area.  Whilst still 
at early planning stage I am flabbergasted that this development site is even being considered. There is very strong local 
objection to this because this area is directly overlooked by some of the oldest properties in the village and by a local pub, The 
Lysley Arms, which I might add has just committed to some expensive improvements. It is also a wildlife corridor and we have 
often viewed deer crossing this area. They will be left to take their chances on the surrounding roads.  
Having done considerable research on this the jury is still very much “out” on whether Solar farms are even ecologically a good 
solution to climate change with the significant cost of producing, maintaining and recycling the batteries used at the plant. The 
main issue in this case, however, is that the land is overlooked by a whole village community particularly when travelling down on 
the Devizes Road. Most of these Solar farms are placed away from private housing where they will cause the smallest visual 
impact even though the damage to the countryside is very much permanent. The outlook from this corner of Derry Hill will be 
destroyed forever. There is a strong local feeling that this is only a money making exercise for the Landowner and that his power 
in the community will simply bulldoze the proposal through. I object to this development in the strongest possible terms. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I'm emailing to lodge my objection to the proposed/planned expansion to Chippenham town and the distributor road. 
I object to the proposed plans for the vast expansion of Chippenham. I am very concerned about urban sprawl and the 
destruction of the beautiful countryside. I am also concerned about the additional air and noise pollution that a new road and 
housing will inevitably bring. 
I am also concerned about the preservation of the existing cycle ways which I use frequently for cycling and countryside walking 
with my family. 
A housing development such as the one planned will cause more congestion on existing roads and the M4 junction. More 
housing will create an eye sore to the area, destroy the countryside, increase noise and air pollution and reduce the number of 
job vacancies/opportunities in specialist industries such as engineering in the local area. Furthermore, an increased population as 
proposed in Chippenham will also inevitably increase the amount of crime in the area. 
With the urban sprawl spreading ever further towards Derry Hill, house prices will also be adversely affected due to the fact that 
the current appeal to Derry Hill is it's quite and rural setting. 
Would it not be better to develop brownfield sites in Chippenham rather than destroy beautiful countryside? 
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Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I am writing to express my concern for the proposal outlined in the Local Plan and endorse the following response from 
Chippenham Town Council: 
1. The housing target allocated to Chippenham is much too high (at 9,225 and equivalent to 20% of the total number for 
Wiltshire), bears no relation to Chippenham’s actual housing needs and is predicated on substantial numbers of people relocating 
here, in order to commute back out, causing more congestion and significant damage to the climate. 
2. The proposals to develop large suburbs to the East (Site 1) and South (Site 2) would have a severe adverse impact on the 
town and cause unacceptable damage to the local environment through the destruction of high-quality farmland and wildlife 
habitat in the Avon and Marden Valley. 
3. The Chippenham housing numbers and their location should not be dictated by a grant application for a road, which did 
not undergo any public consultation, and which serves to predetermine the spatial strategy. 
4. Wiltshire Council needs to develop an alternative spatial strategy, which is employment led, “appropriate in scale” and 
“environmentally sustainable” as stated in the Vision for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan. 
Regardless of Government targets or a sensible approach to preparing the infrastructure, the plan as a whole should be fully 
supported by the community who will be impacted, which this clearly is not. 
It is also critical that we begin immediately with all planning centered around the climate emergency. The Plan must include 
specific measures to reduce emissions, including: 
•   Planning for new housing developments where there is genuine need, rather than being driven by out-dated, top-down targets; 



•   Avoiding building houses where this creates car dependency and people will need to commute long distances to their places 
of employment; 
•   Introducing planning policies that require housing and commercial development to be built to zero carbon standards in 
settlement designs that are genuinely sustainable, avoiding building on greenfield sites wherever possible; 
•   Reassessing major road schemes based on realistic projections of future traffic volumes taking into account local and national 
climate change policies and longer- term changes in work patterns as a consequence of COVID-19; 
•   Creating a planning framework that promotes renewable energy generation, including making specific provision for onshore 
wind generation (the lowest cost form of electricity generation), which is not currently mentioned anywhere in the Plan; 
•   Encouraging a significant shift away from private cars to public and active transport, investing in cycling and walking 
infrastructure and improving infrastructure for electric vehicles; 
•   Protecting and enhancing the carbon absorption properties of the natural environment (that of our natural capital and carbon 
sinks), including significant increases in tree planting, also helping to improve biodiversity; 
•   Protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land, which helps sequester carbon and ensure local food production and 
future food security, including the Council’s own County farms; 
•   Introducing planning policies that require climate change impact assessment of all proposed developments, in advance, 
against the Council’s carbon reduction targets. 
The Council should consider the following as a minimum: 
•   follow the recommendations on planning made by the Climate Emergency Task Group; 
•   completely rewrite the current Local Plan proposals in line with the above. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P356 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
As a Monkton Park resident, I wish to notify all relevant authorities of my very strong objections regarding the Council's Planned 
proposals to completely spoil some of the wonderful countryside on the outskirts of Chippenham. 
I refer of course to their 'preferred option' of allowing the building of thousands of houses together with a new road across our 
beautiful Avon-Marden Valley. I understand that this would be partly built on a  floodplain, which in itself would be environmentally 
unfriendly! Further, this area is very popular for local outdoor activities including walking and cycling along the well used cycle 
path which incorporates part of the old Chippenham to Calne railway line. 
So, the Council wishes to further destroy the fresh air of the countryside in favour of more environmentally unfriendly poisonous 
fumes, does it???? This is certainly not the wish of your local voters that I have spoken to! We have enough local developments 
to meet Parliamentary requirements enough is enough! 
Please think again and put forward a  more environmentally friendly propoal. 
 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P357 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

I am emailing to raise my concerns regarding the new proposed housing in Chippenham adjacent to the Monkton Park/ Hardens 
Mead areas.  



It appears that this is merely the 'easy' option. There are a number of sites (perhaps not amounting to the vast number planned) 
which could've been uilised first. E.g. the Wiltshire Tyre site on London Road could've been converted into homes, rather than a 
3rd tyre shop. The new Lidl site/old courts could've been converted into much needed accommodation. The old unused college 
could also have been converted. These are just a few obvious sites to someone who has very little local knowledge. Perhaps 
those with a keen local knowledge could identify far more areas for redevelopment.   
I understand that it may cost more to know down and rebuild, but surely this is a far better ecological decision and reduce even a 
small amount of required green space.  
Also, what about more flats than houses? This way more property can be built on a smaller footprint of land? It seems none of 
this has been considered.  
Not to mention the complete lack of infrastructure! A big road is just the tip of the iceberg of what is needed. What about the 
impact on the already stretched GP and doctors services, has the NHS provided additional UDA's (funding) to the Chippenham 
area? An extra Tesco local and Banardos will hardly suffice need. Pre covid the town did not offer what was needed, encouraging 
additional travel to local towns and cities who were benefiting from the spend, rather than Chippenham. Have programs been 
developed alongside any housing plan to encourage support and growth of leisure and shopping facilities? I've seen housing 
plans, new road plans, but no supporting plans.  
This development appears a tick box exercise at best, with little foresight into the impact and resultant needs of the new and 
existing residents.  
And lastly, to those residents directly on the boarders of any new development, have you offered any compensation? 
Compensation for the removal of green views which will now no doubt devalue their homes significantly? Compensation for 
increased dirt and debris in the air and homes during construction? Compensation for the general disruption caused?  

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P358 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
no 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I object to any development to the West of Chippenham along the banks of the Avon and Marden. 
We all know how quickly Westmead Playing Fields floods after heavy rain. This is natural but the storm events once described as 
1 in 100 are happening much more frequently due to global warming. 
The rapid flood is due to the Oxford clay along the West bank of the Avon and along the Marden.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
Any increase in development in roads or houses in this area will increase water run off and flooding of the Avon South of 
Chippenham. SUDS is often quoted to provide green field run off rates but these are always by-passed during storm events. 
Perhaps this would lead to Lacock Abbey being flooded as it seems to get closer every year with the current level of development 
in Chippenham. 
To the West of the A350 (sites 5 and 6) the geology is very different being Cornbrash Formation Limestone which is suitable for 
soakaway drainage and reduces water run off.This area has excellent access to the town and M4 and won't require yet more 
roads to be built. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P359 
 

 
Consultee code: Statutory Body 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Environment Agency 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP359 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
Chippenham 
Chippenham has significant growth over the planned period. Whilst the sites selected appear to be adopting the sequential 
approach by being located in the low flood risk areas, there will be significant infrastructure requirements (such as bridges) that 
will cross the floodplain and the main river. The development of the infrastructure must not increase flood risk, and under National 
Planning Policy should be delivering flood risk betterment for the existing community and new development. 
 In addition the Chippenham River/Country Park should look at the opportunity to provide a longer length of park through the town 
and beyond. This should include the consideration of long term options to replace the radial gate and weir in the town centre that 
are near the end of their design lives. This would improve biodiversity (especially fish passage), provide increased amenity value 
and enable increased planting within the river corridor. It will also reduce the risk of flooding to the town centre if the radial gate 
were to fail in the future. This will also help mitigate the impacts of climate change. The Environment Agency is currently looking 
at the long term future of the radial gate in Chippenham, therefore including a policy to replace the radial gate and weir within this 
Framework document would support any future necessary project in this location. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P360 
 

 
Consultee code: Statutory Body 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Highways England 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP360 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The amount of proposed development at Chippenham is substantial. Though the town is located about 3 miles south of M4 J17, it 
is acknowledged that additional development at Chippenham alongside new local road infrastructure will impact on the motorway 
junction. Work has been ongoing with Wiltshire Council to assess the impacts under various scenarios and identify a 
comprehensive scheme that can accommodate the additional growth. The preferred development sites are predominantly located 
to the east and south of Chippenham 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 



 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The review of transport issues in the Principal Settlement report is limited to highlighting key issues. Transport issues are 
described in more detail in the Transport Review (January 2021) report, which is discussed below. Given the scale of proposed 
development, it will be critical to understand and secure development phasing in relation to the provision of necessary new road 
infrastructure. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P361 
 

 
Consultee code: Other 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Railfuture 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP361 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 
 
 



 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
We  support  the  intention  (para.26,  item  ii)  to  make  further  improvements  to  the  railway  station,  particularly  in  terms  of  
interchange  with  bus  services,  of  which  those  to  Calne  should  be  a  priority.  We  hope  the  Council  will  press  for  
completion  of  the  deferred  sections  of  Great  Western  electrification,  including  Chippenham  to  Bath  and  Bristol  Temple  
Meads. In  listing  the  key  features  under  Transport,  the  consultation  document  has  omitted  to  mention  that  Chippenham  
is  on  the  TransWilts  rail  route,  which  has  enjoyed  an  enhanced  service  since  December  2013. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P362 
 

 
Consultee code: Statutory Body 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Historic England 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP362 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The form and character of the town and surrounding villages, within its landscape setting, and the availability of suitable sites 
should inform the proposed scale of growth. 
We would support Wiltshire Council’s efforts to identify, allocate and prioritise all potential brownfield opportunities, big and small, 
including repurposing existing vacant sites, or underused buildings of historic interest to help reinforce and enhance the character 
of the town and in turn limit sprawl.   
An ambitious brownfield first target is encouraged although the related future capacity (numbers/amount of brownfield 
development) must relate to the context of the site(s) ensuring a good fit with the townscape. An accurate capacity can be 
informed by up to date appraisals for the affected Conservation Areas. We note the Chippenham Conservation Appraisal and 
Management plan are somewhat dated and others may be absent e.g. Allington. The absence of such important evidence should 
be addressed. 



 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
Conservation Area Appraisals, Management Plans and a Heritage Topic Paper for the town can help to inform such priorities and 
in doing so demonstrate a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, including heritage 
assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats (NPPF para 185). 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
We note that the Council has considered the impact of development on the historic environment, but it isn’t clear how it has 
informed the spatial strategy and site selection. A heritage topic paper could usefully provide this narrative. It can also include the 
judgements of the Council’s in-house heritage, archaeological and landscape expertise, and any germane planning history. We 
will defer a detailed evaluation of the suggested sites until such information is available.  
Needless to say, it will be important for any heritage topic paper to highlight how relevant legislation, national policy, guidance 
and advice for the historic environment has been applied. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
An understanding of the history, character, identity, appearance and landscape setting should inform development in accordance 
with national policy. Historic England’s published advice on site allocations may be useful.  
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/ 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 



 
We hope the previous responses to Q CP1-5 will help to inform the further planning work to be undertaken. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
It will be important to demonstrate how proposals have considered and responded to the historic environment, the town’s history, 
character and, in particular, Chippenham’s landscape setting and surrounding heritage assets. A heritage topic paper and up to 
date setting assessment for the town and affected assets will be important, mindful of the scale and distribution of potential 
development. 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P363 
 

 
Consultee code: Parish/Town Council 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable): Calne Without Parish 
Council 

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP363 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
The scale of growth appears disproportionate to the requirement and appears to run counter to a strategy of providing housing to 
match employment to ensure the majority of the local population live where they work. This is clearly not the case and the 
allocation of land for employment within proposed developments will not meet this core requirement. The brownfield site target 
should be higher, ensuring brownfield land supply is exhausted before green field sites are considered. 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 



To a large degree yes. Development to provide new employment to redress the existing levels of net out-commuting must be the 
key priority before considering additional housing and this is supported. Although counter intuitive to the proposed expansion, 
improving access to Chippenham Railway Station and Cocklebury Road should be a priority to complement the proposed 
improvements and attract further investment in a location close to the Town Centre.  
There is little evidence that linking the A4 to the A350 will provide a more resilient local network to address traffic congestion. The 
proposed link or distributor road (which this council does not support) will do nothing to stop those with local knowledge seeking 
to use the most direct routes through the town.  
New roads increase traffic and do not decrease it. There is published evidence that new roads create more traffic rather than 
reducing congestion. In 1994 the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment showed that average traffic flow on 
151 improved roads was 10.4% higher than forecast and 16.4% higher than forecast on the 85 adjacent routes that the 
improvements had been intended to relieve. In a dozen more cases the increase in traffic ranged from 9% to 44% in the short run 
and 20% to 178% in the longer run. The conclusion was: ‘An average road improvement...will see an additional 10% of base 
traffic in the short term and 20% in the long term’. This has been accepted by the Department of Transport and other reports from 
elsewhere have demonstrated similar results. Furthermore, studies of bypasses such as that in Newbury have shown that 
reductions in town centre traffic levels were less than originally forecast and the subsequent regrowth in traffic levels on the 
bypassed roads and the new road resulted in a considerable overall increase in traffic. Any suggestion the proposed link road will 
reduce congestion is wrong and the opposite has been shown to be the case. As the consultation document makes clear, these 
houses will be marketed at people working along the M4 corridor and, as the stated aim of the road is to ease access to the M4, 
then it is obvious that the Council intends to increase traffic on this and surrounding roads as the residents’ travel to their jobs; in 
direct conflict with the spatial strategy suggesting homes should be close to places of work. If any of the residents of the new 
houses wish to use the train to get to work then they will have to drive into town because many of these houses, especially in the 
south of the development, will be too far from the station to walk or cycle, particularly in our inclement climate. Thus, congestion 
in the town centre and especially on Station Hill/Cocklebury Road will be made worse. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
Calne Without Parish Council is concerned about Site 1 and to a degree Site 2 given both border the parish. We do not agree 
they are the most appropriate on which to build. The developments will create an urban sprawl reducing the delineation between 
the villages of Derry Hill, Studley and Chippenham which, when considered alongside the proposed Solar Farm at Forest Gate, 
will be reduced further resulting in Derry Hill and Studley becoming suburbs for an expanded Chippenham.  



The site selection report acknowledges for both Site 1 and Site the proposed developments will impact the landscape setting of 
Derry Hill, we would contend that this would also apply to Studley for Site 1 and to the Pewsham Ward of Calne Without for Site 
2.  
Further arguments against the selection of these sites relate to loss of productive farmland at a time when we need to be 
focusing on improving sustainability, the environmental implications associated with such a major development and the loss of 
green space and the access to this.  
Removing such a large amount of productive farmland reduces our capacity for sustainability in the light of the increasing 
requirement for domestic production of foodstuffs. There is an increasing desire for more UK produced rather than imported 
produce to reduce the reliance on imports and support a more sustainable environment; something that should contribute to the 
climate emergency declared by Wiltshire Council. Furthermore, there is still a lack of clarity on the effect that Brexit may have on 
imports and food security which may result in a requirement to increase UK food production. 
A housing development on the scale proposed at Site 1 and Site 2 will also have a catastrophic effect on wildlife as habitats that 
will be totally lost – the plans make little or no provision for the retention of these or to ensure sustainability of the existing flora, 
fauna, pollinators or wildlife. There is little evidence that this has been considered in any detail. There are no clear plans for re-
wilding or wildlife corridors.  
The construction of a new town on this scale will have a massive effect on the water table. Water will not be able to soak into the 
farmland and will therefore exacerbate the flooding along Maud Heath’s Causeway and at Langley Burrell. The flooding that 
occurs with increasing frequency at Westmead will worsen and is likely to be more far-reaching along the River Avon by this 
development, which it must be assumed will act as a surface water drain. In addition to causing additional flood risk to 
Chippenham the downstream impact for the proposed developments beyond Rowden and to the existing settlements at 
Reybridge, Lacock and Melksham is likely to be significant without major investment in flood defences and management. 
A further concern with Site 1 is the impact on the Marden River Valley. The open character of the landscape and strong 
association with the rivers and floodplain are important characteristics to safeguard. Development in this area will reduce the 
separation between Tytherton Lucas and Chippenham and reduce its remote and tranquil character. In addition, development, as 
acknowledged in the consultation documents, would be visually prominent from surrounding high ground and will 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.  
The Marden River Valley can only be accessed from a public footpath and is an undisturbed site for a number of important 
species of mammals, birds, aquatic life, flora and fauna. It has been identified as a priority habitat in the Wiltshire and Swindon 
Bio-diversity action plan, protection also supported by Core Policy 50 Biodiversity and Geodiversity in the Wiltshire Core Strategy.  
In addition to the loss of farmland, habitat and the increased flood risk the environmental impact of building so many new homes 
and the associated infrastructure will be significant, further undermining Wiltshire Council’s effort to be carbon neutral by 2030. A 



new build home will release an average of 43 tonnes of CO2e into the atmosphere, so the development at Site 1 would release 
over 300,000 tonnes of CO2e into the environment which we would require 645 hectares of woodlands to absorb before the 
homes are even occupied. The effect of building on this scale could only be mitigated by ensuring that only the most 
environmentally friendly and insulating construction materials were used and that every house had solar panels and heat pumps. 
There is nothing in the plans about offsetting the carbon implications. 
Covid 19 has shown how important green spaces are for our mental and physical health. People taking their daily exercise along 
the Sustrans cycle route and the Wilts & Berks Canal will find themselves not walking through a green space where the only 
sounds are those of the natural world but will find themselves walking under concrete flyovers with the resultant effects of air 
pollution, noise pollution, litter and dark water run-off. The views that users of these amenities will see once this development is 
completed will not be woodland and fields but congested roads and houses. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
The question starts with the premise that the sites will be built on. If that is the case, why is this being presented as a 
consultation?  
The response provided to CP2 and CP3 set out the concerns of Calne Without Parish Council and identifies key considerations: 
the impact of the proposed 
new link roads that will not reduce traffic, the loss of productive farmland, the environmental impact including loss of habitat and 
flooding, loss of amenity space, the impact on the delineation between Derry Hill, Studley, Pewsham and Chippenham resulting 
in a continuous urban sprawl.  
Traffic is a key consideration. The consultation provides no evidence of the amount traffic generated by the proposed 
developments its distribution and assignment to routes in the network. It is not clear what traffic flows will be anywhere on the 
network or whether the wider area east of Chippenham including Calne has even been modelled in any detail. This is of huge 
concern to Calne Without Parish Council; there should be detailed information on the impact on the parish and the town of Calne 
where traffic conditions and air quality are poor. It should be remembered that Derry Hill and Studley are much nearer the 
proposed distributor road and the associated developments than Chippenham town centre and there are already have major 
capacity issues at Studley Crossroads. 
A proposed development of 7500 houses, 1m square feet of employment provision and a major distributor road connecting to the 
A350 to both the north and south, will inevitably generate high levels of new traffic and attract rerouting of existing traffic to the A4 
though Calne and our parish. The main junctions in Calne and on the A4 west of the town are already congested and operating 



close to or at their capacity. An example is Studley Crossroads where a relatively small development of 53 houses on the Studley 
side of the crossroads and which generated relatively low additional traffic movements on the Derry Hill side caused there to be 
significant queues and delays of over 8 minutes. The developers own traffic consultant showed that peak hour traffic flow on the 
Derry Hill arm of the junction is 120% of the capacity. This already exceeds all the junctions in Chippenham that have been 
analysed as part of the consultation and yet Studley Crossroads has not been considered. This and is a major omission for a 
junction so close to the proposed distributor road and a 7500-house development. Studley Crossroads already has traffic flows 
on the A4 of 16000 vehicles a day, any increase in A4 flows will reduce the ability of Derry Hill traffic to turn into the A4 with 
delays increasing exponentially. 
These traffic issues and the impact of the development and new road on Studley Crossroads, Curzon St, Silver St in Calne and 
Sandy Lane must be analysed and properly considered as part of the consultation. Without this information the proposals should 
be rejected and not deferred to a later stage to consider mitigating measures. Mitigating improvements are likely to be considered 
and rejected as impractical or prohibitively expensive. Studley Crossroads for example has been developed on all sides so there 
is very little room for improvement and as mentioned earlier is now a major rat run for drivers avoiding congestion on the A3102 
in Calne. The only factor suppressing demand for greater use the route as a rat run is the current difficulty in turning right onto the 
A4. Any improvement in capacity on the Derry Hill arm at Studley Crossroads will attract a corresponding increase in rat running 
traffic to an unsuitable route with environmental and safety issues. Any delays introduced to the currently free flowing A4 traffic 
will create unacceptable noise and air pollution problems close to the new residential developments at Studley Gardens and 
Chapel Street.  
Developments of the scale proposed require much more detailed examination of the wider area affected which must include 
Calne Without Parish, Bremhill Parish and Calne town centre and the area between Calne and Chippenham, including from the 
A3102 through Sandy Lane. 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
As highlighted in comments on the spatial strategy there is a lack of balance between house numbers and industrial strategy to 
create employment opportunities to ensure any development is sustainable. 
 

 
Further comments 
 



 
The proposed significant expansion of Chippenham and the creation of a new suburb (Site 1 and to some degree Site 2) to the 
east and south east is a concern to Calne Without Parish Council given the inevitable impact on our communities from the 
resultant increase in traffic, loss of countryside and the associated habitat. The developments will create an urban sprawl 
reducing the delineation between the villages of Derry Hill, Studley and Chippenham which, when considered alongside the 
proposed Solar Farm at Forest Gate, will be reduced further resulting in Derry Hill and Studley becoming suburbs for an 
expanded Chippenham.  
The proposed expansion of Chippenham and allocation of houses is far in excess of the requirement. Wiltshire Council has 
voluntarily increased its own baseline target for housing growth by nearly 5000 homes, many of which appear to be proposed for 
Chippenham. There needs to be greater clarity of the reasoning behind such a significant expansion; particularly given it will 
require infrastructure investment and need to attract major employment opportunities if the goal of encouraging people to live 
close to employment is to be realised, a major factor in reducing commuting and providing environmental benefits. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
I wish to object to the Wiltshire Council Local plan for Chippenham. 
My reasons are as follows, which is an extract from the Chippenham Town Council response which I fully endorse. 
1. The housing target allocated to Chippenham is much too high (at 9,225 and equivalent to 20% of the total number for 
Wiltshire), bears no relation to Chippenham’s actual housing needs and is predicated on substantial numbers of people relocating 
here, in order to commute back out, causing more congestion and significant damage to the climate. 
2. The proposals to develop large suburbs to the East (Site 1) and South (Site 2) would have a severe adverse impact on the 
town and cause unacceptable damage to the local environment through the destruction of high-quality farmland and wildlife 
habitat in the Avon and Marden Valley. 
3. The Chippenham housing numbers and their location should not be dictated by a grant application for a road, which did 
not undergo any public consultation, and which serves to predetermine the spatial strategy. 
4. Wiltshire Council needs to develop an alternative spatial strategy, which is employment led, “appropriate in scale” and 
“environmentally sustainable” as stated in the Vision for the Chippenham Neighbourhood Plan. 
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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 



 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 

 
Further comments 
 

My final comment regards the proposed plan to build 7500 houses on land to the South East of Chippenham. Whilst I understand 
the national imperative to build more houses I fail to understand the figures that support the need for an additional 7500 in 
Chippenham. In particular when in your own document you make the entirely valid statement that you will "protect the 
countryside and only pursue development to meet local needs" Unless there is to be a very significant upturn in employment 
opportunities in the near future I cannot see the justification for this huge number of houses. They will inevitably be used to house 
people employed outside the local area, ie dormitory housing that will lead to a greater use of cars for commuting with the 
subsequent increase in carbon emissions and traffic congestion in the immediate area. I am not sure how you plan to balance 
this with your declared aim of greatly lowered emissions by 2030. 
My second concern relates to the loss of valuable countryside. Wiltshire is blessed with open green countryside it would be 
criminal to allow urban creep to spread out from our towns and eat away at our green areas which is exactly what will happen 
with this development. More specifically the loss of the hugely popular and well used cycle path running through the area would 
be greatly missed and would deny the local population a most valuable asset. 
Thirdly, I have real concerns at the flooding potential which will be hugely enhanced by building in this area. All the water that 
would have been naturally soaked up in these fields will now be forced into other areas further downstream which can only 
increase the potential for flooding elsewhere. I would be interested to know what consideration has been given to this problem. 
Fourthly, increased traffic congestion in the local area needs more than just a ring road to be resolved. Studies elsewhere have 
shown that such roads actually have the opposite effect to that which is desired, rather than easing traffic congestion they 
increase it by pressurising traffic into prescribed routes which in turn leads to drivers seeking alternative rat runs that spread out 
across the wider local community. 
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CP1. What do you think to 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. 
• 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 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 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. 
  
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 [see CHIPP366 for image] 
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. 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 

 
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 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. 
  
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 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 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 [see attachment CHIPP366 for image] 
  
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 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. 
 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs 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. 
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. 
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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CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
 

 
Land and buildings 49,51 & 53 Rowden Hill,ChippenhamHospital, Chippenham. Existing site Land  and  buildings  at Rowden  
Hill are owned  by NHSPS and lieto  the west  of the  main Chippenham Community  Hospital  Site, but  do not  include  the  
wider  site. The sitecomprises  some  Listed  buildings  and undeveloped parcels of land to the east and the south, totallingc.1.3 
hectares.  Current access to the site is provided via the main access route via St Francis Avenue, a small side road of the A4. 
The A4 links the site to Chippenham Town Centre and the A350, a primary arterial route in the area. Opportunities The 
surrounding areais predominately residential, with the commercial area of Chippenham a short drive from the site.  
To the east of the site, is the remainder of Chippenham Community Hospital Site, which comprises healthcare facilities and some 
listed buildings.Thesite’ssouthern and western site boundaries aredefined by the rear of residential properties. A major site 
allocation lies adjacent to the east of thewider Community HospitalSite, and a mixed use outline application has been approved 
on this land, including up to 1,000 dwellings and a new Riverside Park. The site is clearly therefore in a sustainable locationand 
consideredsuitable for development. Should anypart  of  the Rowden  Hill site  need  to  be  reconfigured  or declaredsurplus  to  
operational healthcare requirements within the next 15 years, it should be considered suitable for alternative uses including new 
residential/healthcare/commercial  or  care  home  development,  depending  on  healthcare  commissioning needs. 
 

 
Further comments 
 

 
 



 
Rep ID: Chipp_P368 
 

 
Consultee code: General Public 
 

 
Consultee Organisation (if applicable):  

 
Is this response on behalf of someone else/another organisation? No 
 

 
Organisation being represented (if applicable):  
 

 
Does this representation refer to attachment(s):  
yes 

 
If this representation refers to attachment(s), these are 
listed below: 
CHIPP368 
 
 

 
CP1. What do you think to the scale of growth? Should there be a brownfield target? 
 

 
 

 
CP2. Are these the right priorities? What priorities may be missing? How might these place shaping priorities be 
achieved? 
 

 
 

 
CP3. Do you agree these sites are the most appropriate upon which to build? 
 



 
I object to the planned development as it is unnecessary and will destroy the character and beauty of the Avon and Marden 
Valley, the North Wiltshire Rivers Cycle path and the character of the distinct rural villages of Studley, Derry Hill and Bremhill. 
 

 
CP4. What are the most important aspects to consider if these sites are going to be built on? 
 

 
 

 
CP13. Is there anything we have missed that needs to be considered in planning for Chippenham? 
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